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[239] The Romans trandated ¢ioig by the word natura. Natura comesfrom nasci, "to be
born, to originate," asin the Greek root yev- . Natura means "that which lets something originate from
itself.”

Since those times "nature" has become the basic word designating essentid relations that
Western historical humanity has to beings, both to itself and to beings other than itsdf. Thisfact is
shown by arough list of dichotomiesthat have become prevalent. nature and grace (i.e., super-nature),



nature and art, nature and history, nature and spirit. But we likewise spesk of the "nature" of spirit, the
"nature’ of higtory, and the "nature” of the human being. By this last phrase we mean not just one's body
or even the species "human,” but oneé's whole essence. Therefore generdly when we spesk of the
"nature of things" we mean what things are in their "possbility” and how they are, regardless of
whether and to what degree they "actudly" are.

In Chrigtian thought, the human being's "naturd state’ means what is bestowed upon humansin
crestion and turned over to their freedom. Left to itself, this "nature,” through the passions, brings about
the total destruction of the human being. For this reason "nature” must be suppressed. Itisin acertan
sense what should not be.

In another interpretation, it is precisely the unleashing of the drives and passons that is natura
for human beings. According to Nietzsche, homo naturae is someone who makes the "body" the key
to the interpretation of the world and who thus secures a new and harmonious relation to the "sengble"
in generd, to the "dements’ (fire, water, earth, light), to the passions and drives and whatever is
conditioned by them. And at the same time, in virtue of this new relation these people bring "the
ementd" into their power [240] and by this power make themselves cgpable of the mastery of the
world in the sense of a systematic world-domination.

And findly "nature’ becomes the word for whet is not only above everything "dementa™ and
everything human, but even above the gods. Thus Holderlin saysin the hymn, "As when upon afeast
day..." (third verse):

Now breaks the day! | yearned for it and saw it come.
And my word for what | saw shdl be the Holy.

For nature herself, more ancient than the ages

And above the gods of East and Wes,

Has awakened with the clang of awarrior'sarms.

And from aether on high to abyss below

By unswerving law as once from frightful Chaos born,
Shefeds hersdf again renewed,

The Ingpirer, the All-creating.

(Here "nature" becomes the name for what is above the gods and "more ancient than the ages' in which
beings dways come to be. "Nature" becomes the word for "being": being is prior to dl beings, for they
owe what they are to being. And the gods likewise: to the degree that they are, and however they are,

they too dl stand under "baing.")

Here beings as awhole are not misnterpreted "naturdigtically” and reduced to "nature’ in the
sense of matter endowed with force, nor is this whole "mysticaly” obscured and dissolved into
indeterminecy.

Whatever range has been atributed to the word "nature’ in the various ages of Western history,



in each case the word contains an interpretation of beings as awhole, even when "nature” seemsto be
meant as only one term in adichotomy. In al such dichotomies, "nature’ is not just one of two equa
terms but “essentidly” holds the position of priority, inasmuch as the other terms are dways and
primarily differentiated by contrast with -- and therefore are determined by -- nature. (For example,
when "nature" is taken in a one-9ded and superficid manner as"suff,” "metter,” "dement,” or the
unformed, [241] then "spirit" istaken correspondingly as the "non-materid,” the "spiritud,” the
"cregtive," or that which givesform.)

[But the pergpective within which the diginction itsdf is made is "being."]

Thereforein our thinking, even the distinction between nature and history must be pushed back
into the underlying area that sustains the dichotomy, the area where nature and history are. Even if we
disregard or leave open the question about whether and how "history" rests upon "nature,”" even if we
understand higtory in terms of human "subjectivity” and conceive of higtory as "spirit" and therefore let
nature be determined by spirit, even then we arein essence still and already thinking about the
subiectum, the vroxeipevov, and therefore about giorc. Theimposshility of getting around @torg is
shownin the name that we use to designate the kind of knowledge that, up until now, Westerners have
had about beings as awhole. The systematic articulation of the truth at any given time "about" beings as
awholeiscdled "metgphysics.” It makes no difference whether or not this metaphysicsis given
expression in propositions, whether or not the expressions are formed into an explicit system.
Metaphysicsis that knowledge wherein Western historical humanity preserves the truth of its relations
to beings as awhole and the truth about those beings themsalves. In a quite essentid sense, meta
physcsis"physcs” i.e, knowledge of gtoig (¢miotriun euoixy).

At first blush our question about the essence and concept of @voig might seem to be smply an
inquiry, out of curiogty, into the origin of past and present interpretations of "nature.” But if we consider
that this fundamental word of Western metgphysics harbors within itself decisons about the truth of
beings,; if we recall that today the truth about beings as awhole has become entirely questionable;
moreover, if we suspect that the essence of truth therefore remains thoroughly in dispute; and findly if
we know that al thisis grounded in the history of the interpretations of the essence of ¢vo, then we
stand outside the [242] merdly higoricd interests that philosophy might have in the "history of a
concept.” Then we experience, athough from afar, the nearness of future decisons.

[For theworld is shifting out of joint -- if indeed it ever wasin joint--and the question arises whether
modern humanity's planning, even if it be world-wide, can ever bring about the ordering of the world.]

The first coherent and thoughtful discussion ("firs" because of itsway of questioning) of the
essence of gvoig comes down to us from the time when Greek philosophy reached its fulfillment. It
gemsfrom Aritotle and is preserved in his puowrty éxpéaoig (Lectures given -- or better, "L ectures
heard" -- on @voig).

Aristotle's Physics is the hidden, and therefore never adequately thought out,
foundational book of Western philosophy.



Probably the eight books of the Physics were not projected as a unity and did not come into
exigence dl a once. Such questions have no importance here. In generd it makes little sense to say
that the Physics precedes the Metaphysics, because metaphysicsisjust as much "physcs' asphydcsis
"metaphysics.” For reasons based on the work itself, aswell as on historical grounds, we can take it
that around 347 B.C. (Plato's death) the second book was aready composed. (Cf. aso Jaeger,
Aristotle: Fundamentals of the History of His Development, p. 296, origindly published in 1923.
For dl its erudition, this book has the single fault of thinking through Aristotle's philosophy in the
modern Scholagtic neo-Kantian manner that is entirely foreign to Greek thought. Much of Jaeger's
Entstehungsgeschichte der Metaphysik des Aristoteles, 1912, is more accurate because less
concerned with "content.”)

But even 50, thisfirg thoughtful and unified conceptudization of ¢voig isdready the last echo
of the origind (and thus supreme) thoughtful projection of the essence of gvoig that we il have
preserved for usin the fragments of Anaximander, Heraclitus, and Parmenides.

[243] In Book Two, chapter one, of the eight books of the Physics (Physics B, 1, 192 b 8 --
193 b 21), Arigtotle gives the interpretation of @voig that sustains and guides al succeeding
interpretations of the essence of "nature.” Here too are hidden the roots of that later determination of
the essence of nature wherein it is distinguished from spirit and determined through the "spirit.” In
saying this we mean to intimate that the differentiation of "nature and spirit” issimply foreign to the
Greeks

Before we follow the individuad steps of Arigtotle's determination of the essence of ¢vog, let us
look at two sentences that Arigtotle pronounces in the first and introductory book (A):

Nuiv 8 Onoxelodw t& @voel | Tdvta 7 évie x1vovpeva eivat- dHAov 8'éx THg
ETAYWYNG.

"But from the outset it should be (a settled issue) for us that those beings that are by ¢toc,
whether dl of them or some of them [those not in rest], are moving beings (i.e., determined by
movedness). But thisis evident from an immediate ‘leading toward’ (that leads toward these
beings and over and beyond them to their "being).” (A, 2, 185 a 12 ff.)

Here Arigtotle explicitly emphasizes what he perceives to be decisive for the projection of the
essence of gvoig, namdy, xivnoig, the state of movedness. And therefore the key issue in the
question about "physics’ becomes one of defining the essence of movement. For ustoday it is merely a
truism to say that the processes of nature are processes of movement -- in fact, it is atautology. We
have no inkling of the importance of Aristotle's sentences just cited, nor of hisinterpretation of gvoig,
unless we know that it was through and for Arigtotle that what we take for atruism was first brought
into the formative essentid insight of Western humanity. Certainly the Greeks before Arigtotle had
dready experienced the fact that sky and seg, plants and animads  are in movement, and certainly
thinkers before him had dready attempted to say what movement was. But it was Aristotle who first
[244] attained -- and thusfirst created -- that level of questioning where (movement is not considered



as something merdly given dong with other things, but rather where) being-moved is explicitly
questioned and understood as the fundamenta mode of being. (But this means that defining the essence
of being isimpossble without an essentid ingght into movedness as such. Of coursethisisnot a dl to
say that being is understood "as movement” [or as redt], for such thinking would be foreign to the
Greeksand, in fact, absolutely unphilosophica [inasmuch as movednessis not "nothing,” and only
being, in essence, rules over the nothing and over beings and over their modes).)

According to Arigotle, the fact that dl beings from ¢voig arein motion or a rest is evident:
dfAov €x th¢ énaywyic. We usudly trandate the word ¢ taywry as "induction” and, taken literdly,
the trandation is dmost adequate. But with regard to the issue, i.e,, as an interpretation, it istotaly
erroneous. ' Enaywyn does not mean running through individud facts and series of factsin order to
conclude something common and "generd™ from their Smilar properties. " Enaywyri means "leading
toward" what comes into view insofar as we have previoudy looked away, over and beyond individud
beings. At what? At being. For example, only if we dready have treenessin view can we identify
individud trees. "Enaywyr IS seaing and making visble what dready standsin view -- for example,
treeness. 'Enaywyt is"condituting” in the double sense of, firdt, bringing something up into view and
then likewise establishing what has been seen. " Enaywyr iswhat immediately becomes suspect to
those caught up in scientific thinking and mostly remains foreign to them. These people seeinit an
inadmissble petitio principii, i.e,, an "offense’ againg "empirica thinking," whereas the petere
principium, the reaching out to the supporting ground, is the only move philosophy makes. It isthe
"offengve’ tha breaks open the territory within whose borders science can first settle down.

[245] If we directly experience and intend gioei-beings, we dready have in view both the
"moved" and its movedness. But what standsin view hereis not yet "congtituted” aswhat it is and how
itispresent.!

Therefore the question about pvorg must inquire into the movedness of these beings and try to
see what gvoig isin rdation to this movedness. But firdt, in order to establish clearly the direction of
our inquiry, we must delineate, within the whole of beings, the region that we can say comprises beings
that are because they are determined by @voig, namely, ta eioer dvta.

Physics B, 1 begins with this delimitation. (In the following pages we give a"trandation” thet is
divided into appropriate sections. Since this"trandation” is dready the inter pretation proper, only an
explanation of the "trandaion” iscdled for. Thisis certainly not a"trans-lation” in the sense of a
"carrying over" of the Greek words into the proper force and weight of our language. It is not
intended to replace the Greek but only to place usinto the Greek and in so doing to disappear in it.
Thisiswhy it lacks dl the character and fullness that come from the depths of our own language, and
why it is neither pleasing nor "polished.”)

L "das, was esist und west..."



"Of beings (as awhole) some are from gtoig, whereas others are by other “causes. By
pvoig, aswe say, are animas aswell astheir members (parts), likewise plants and the smple
elements of bodies, like earth and fire and water and air." (192 b 8-11)

The other beings, which are not yet expresdy mentioned, are by other "causes,”" but the first
group, the ones"named,” are by ¢ivoic. Thus from the outset giorg istaken as cause (aitiov, aitin)
in the sense of the“origin® ["Ur-sache"]. The word and concept "cause" makes us think amost
automaticaly of "causdity” [Kausalitét], thet is, the manner and mode in which one thing "acts on”
another. Aitiov, for which Arigtotle will soon introduce amore precise definition, meansin the present
context: that which is respongble for the fact that abeing iswhat it is. This [246] responsibility does not
have the character of causation in the sense of a""causdly” efficient actudizing. Thus, for example,
spatidity belongs to the very character of materidity, but space does not efficiently cause matter. Cause
asthe origin [Ur-sache], must be understood here literdly asthe originary [Ur-timliche] that which
condiitutes the thingness of athing. Causdity is only aderivative way of being an origin.

By smply mentioning animads, plants, earth, fire, water, and air, Aristotle points to the region in
which the question about @vo1¢ hasto be lodged.

. "But dl the aforementioned appear as different from whatever has not composed itself by
@voig into astand and a stability.” (192 b 12-13)

Zuveotortoe IS here used for 8vta (cf. 193 a 36, toig pioel ouvictapévorg). From thiswe
infer what "being" meant for the Greeks. They address beings asthe "stable’ [das " Sandige”]. "The
gable’ means two things. On the one hand, it means whatever, of and by itsdlf, slands on its own, that
which stands "there’; and at the same time "the stable’ means the enduring, the lasting. We would
certainly not be thinking like the Greeks if we were to concelve of the stable as what "stands over
againgt” in the sense of the objective. Something "standing over againgt™ [Gegenstand] isthe
"trandation” of the word "object.” But beings can be experienced as objects only where human beings
have become subjects, those who experience their fundamenta relation to beings as the objectification -
- understood as magtery -- of what is encountered. For the Greeks, human beings are never subjects,
and therefore non-human beings can never have the character of objects (things that stland-over-
agang). ®voic iIswhat isrespongble for the fact that the stable has a unique kind of standing-on-its-
own. ®voi¢ ismore clearly ddlinested in the following sentence.

[11.  "Indeed each of these beings [that are what they are and how they are from @voi¢] hasin itsdlf
the originating ordering (&ox1) of its movedness and its standing il (rest), where movedness
and rest are meant sometimes with regard to place, [247] sometimes with regard to growth and
diminution, other times with regard to dteration (change).” (192 b 13-15).

Herein place of aitiov and extio wefind explicitly the word &oy 1. The Greeks ordinarily



hear two meaningsin thisword. On the one hand &7 means that from which something hasits origin
and beginning; on the other hand it means that which, as this origin and beginning, likewise kegpsrein
over, i.e, restrains and therefore dominates, something ese that emerges from it. Agy1 means, a one
and the same time, beginning and control. On a broader and therefore lower scale we can say: origin
and ordering. In order to express the unity that oscillates between the two, we can trandate &oyrj as
originating ordering and as ordering origin. The unity of these two is essential. And this concept of
&oxM gives amore definite content to the word «itiov (cause) used above. (Probably the concept
&oxn isnot an "archaic" concept, but one that later was read back into the origins of Greek philosophy,
first by Arigtotle and then subsequently by the "doxographers.”)

dioig iISkoy, I.e., the origin and ordering of movedness and rest, specificaly in amoving
being that has this &oxn initsdf. We do not say "in its self" because we want to indicate that a being of
this kind does not have the éoy7 "for itself" by expliatly knowing it, insofar as it does not "possess’
"itself" asasdf a dl. Plants and animads are in movedness even when they stand gtill and rest. Restisa
kind of movement; only that which is able to move can rest. It is absurd to spesk of the number 3 as
"resting.” Because plants and animds are in movement regardless of whether they rest or move, for this
reason not only are they in movement; they are in movedness. This means: they are nat, in the first
ingtance, beings for themsalves and among others, beings that then occasiondly hagppen to dip into
gates of movement. Rather, they are beings only insofar they have their essentia abode and thelr
ontologica footing in movedness. However, their being-moved is such [248] that the &o 1, the origin
and ordering of their movedness, rules from within those beings themselves.

Here where Aristotle defines gtoig as doyh »1vrjoewg, he doesnot fall to point out various
kinds of movement: growth and diminution, ateration and change of place (locomation). These kinds
are merely enumerated, i.e., they are not differentiated according to any explicit respect, nor grounded
in any such differentiation (cf. Physics E 1, 224 b 35--225 b 9). In fact, this mere enumeration is not
even complete. In fact, the kind of movement that is not mentioned is precisely the one that will be
crucid for determining the essence of gioig. Nevertheess, mentioning various kinds of movement a
this point hasits own significance. It indicates that Aristotle understands »ivnoig, movedness, in avery
broad sense -- but not "broad" in the sense of "extended,” "approximate’ and superficid, but rather in
the sense of the essential and of a grounding fullness.

Today, with the predominance of the mechanigtic thinking of the modern naturd sciences, we
are incdlined both to hold that the basic form of movement is movedness in the sense of motion from one
position in space to ancther; and then to "explain” everything that is moved in terms of it. That kind of
movedness -- xivnoig xate témov, Movedness in terms of place or location -- isfor Aristotle only
one kind of movedness among others, but it in no way counts as movement pure and simple.

What is more, we should note that in a certain sense what Aristotle means by "change of place’
is something different from the modern conception of the change of location of some massin space.
Témnog iSthe nod, the place where a specific body belongs. What is fiery belongs above, whét is
earthly belongs below. The places themselves -- above, below (heaven, earth) -- are specid: by way of
them are determined distances and relations, i.e., what we call "space," something for which the Greeks



had neither aword nor a concept. For us today space is not determined by way of [249] place; rather,
al places, as congelations of points, are determined by infinite space thet is everywhere homogeneous
and nowhere distinctive. When movedness is taken as change of place, there is a corresponding kind of
rest, namely, remaining in the same place. But something that continues to occupy the same place and
thusis not moved in the sense of change of place, can nonetheless be in a process of movedness. For
example, aplant that isrooted "in place’ grows (increases) or withers (decreases) [atEnoig - @dioig].
And conversdy, something that moves insofar as it changesiits place can il "rest” by remaining as it
was condtituted. The running fox isat rest in that it keegps the same color; thisisthe rest of non-
dteration, rest without &éAAoiwaorg. Or something can be moved in the sense of withering and yet a the
same time be moved in till another way, namely, by being dtered: on the withering tree the leaves dry
up, the green becomes ydlow. The tree that is moved in thistwofold sense of ¢dio1¢ and &Aloiwotg
issmultaneoudy at rest insofar asit isthe tree that stands there.

If we perceive dl these overlgpping "appearances’ as types of movedness, we gain an ingght
into their fundamentd character, which Arigtotle fixesin the word and the concept petaporn. Every
ingtance of movedness is a change from something (¢x t1voc) into something (eic t1).2 When we
gpesk of achange in the weather or achange of mood, what we have in mind is an "dteraion.” We
aso spesk of "exchange points’ where commerciad goods change hands in business transactions. But
the essentid core of what the Greeks meant in thinking petapoir isataned only by observing that in
achange [Umschlag] something heretofore hidden and absent comes into gppearance. (In German:
"Aus-schlag"” [the breaking out of, eg., ablossom], and "Durchschlag" [bresking through so asto

appear on the other side?].)

(We of today must do two things: firg, free oursalves from the notion that movement is
primarily change of place; and second, learn to see how for the Greeks movement as a mode of being
has the character of emerging into being present.)

[250] ®voig iSdoyri xivrioewe, Origin and ordering of change, such that each thing that
changes has this ordering within itsdlf. At the very beginning of the chapter, ptoei-beings were
contrasted with other beings, but the second group were not expresdy named and characterized. There
now follows an explicit and definite, and yet curioudy narrow, delinestion:

V.  "However, a couch (bedstead) and arobe and any other kind (of such things) that thereis
insofar as cited and grasped according to a given way of addressing it (eg., asarobe) and
inasmuch asit comes from a productive know-how, (such athing) has absolutely no impulse to
change arising from itsdf. However, insofar as it dso pertainsto such things (in agiven

2Cf., for example, Metaphysics X1, 3, 1070 a 1.

3Examples of durchschlagen include bresking through an enemy's lines or, equaly, typing a carbon
copy.



instance) to be made of stone or of earth or of amixture of the two, they do have in themsaves
an impulse to change, but they haveit only to this extent.” (192 b 16-20)

Here, such beings as "plants,” animds, earth, and air are now contrasted with beings like
bedsteads, robes, shields, wagons, ships, and houses. The first group are "growing things’
["Gewachse” ] in the same broad sense that we employ when we spesk of a"field under growth.” The
second group are "artifacts’ (rootpeve), in German, Gemachte, dthough this last term must be
stripped of any derogatory connotations. The contrast achieves its purpose -- to further highlight the
proper essence of gioer dvta and gpvoig -- only if it Says within the parameters of the guiding
perspective, that of an inquiry into moving beings and their movedness and into the &oy1j of that
movedness.

But are bedsteads and garments, shields and houses moving things? Indeed they are, but usudly
we encounter them in the kind of movement that typifies things a rest and therefore is hard to percelve.
Their "rest” has the character of having-been-completed, having-been-produced, and, on the basis of
these determinations, as standing “there’ and lying present before us. Today we easily overlook this
special kind of rest and so too the movedness that corresponds to it, or at [251] least we do not take it
essentidly enough as the proper and distinguishing characterigtic of the being of these beings. And why?
Because under the spell of our modern way of being, we are addicted to thinking of beings as objects
and dlowing the being of beings to be exhaugted in the objectivity of the object. But for Aristotle, the
issue hereisto show that artifacts are what they are and how they are precisdy in the movedness of
production and thus in the rest of having-been-produced. Above dl he wants to show that this
movedness has another &oy1 and that beings that are moved in this other way are related to thelr &ox1
in adifferent manner. (Thereis no reason to read &oyrj in place of dppt in thistext, as Simplicius does,
for opun, "impulse,” illustrates well the essence of &ox1.)

The dox of artifactsis téxvn. Téxvn does not mean "technique’ in the sense of methods and
acts of production, nor does it mean "art” in the wider sense of an ability to produce something. Rather,
téxvn isaform of knowledge it means. know-how in, i.e., familiarity with, what grounds every act of
making and producing. It means knowing what the production of, e.g., a bedstead must come to, where
it must achieve its end and be completed. In Greek, this"end" is caled téAog. That whereat an act of
producing "ceases' isthe table as finished -- but finished precisely astable, as what atable is and how
atable looks. The eido¢ must stand in view beforehand, and this antecedently envisioned appearance,
eidog mpoarpetdv, iSthe end, tédog, that about which téyvn hasits know-how. Only for thisreason
does téyvn adso come to be defined as the kind and manner of procedure that we call “technique.” But
again, the essence of téyvn is not movement in the sense of the activity of manipulating things; rather, it
is know-how in dedling with things. And té1o¢ does not mean "god" or "purpose” but "end” in the
sense of the finite perfectedness that determines the essence of something; only for this reason caniit
be taken as agoa and posited as a purpose. However, the té1o¢, the antecedently envisioned

“In ordinary German gemacht can mean "atificid" or "affected."



appearance of the bedstead, is what is known by the person with the know-how, and it existsin that
person. Only inthisway isit the origin of the idea of the thing and the ordering of its manufacture. [252]
The eidoc in itsdf isnot the doxn of the artifact. Rather, the eidoc mpoaipetdv, i e, the

npoaipeoig, I.€., the téyvn, isthe &oyrj of the artifact.

In the case of artifacts, therefore, the &oy1j of their movedness -- and thus of the rest that
characterizes their being-completed and being-made -- is not in the artifacts themselves but in
something dse, in the 4py1téxtwv, the one who controlsthe téyvn as d&oxn. Thiswould seem to
complete the contragt of artifactswith gtoe v, for these latter are caled gvoer 8vta precisdy
because they have the ¢y of their movedness not in ancther being but in the beings that they
themsalves are (to the degree that they are these beings). But according to Aristotle's explanation, the
difference between artifacts and growing thingsis not at dl so smple. Even the structure of the section
we are conddering givesa hint: 1y pév -- 7 8¢: "insofar as artifacts are seen in thisway...insofar asthey
are seen in another way...." We can consder the novotpeve from two perspectives. In thefirst
per spective we congder the produced thing insofar asit is cited and grasped according to a given way
of addressing it: xatnyopia.

Here we run across a use of xatnyopie that goes back prior to its establishment asa
philosophica "term.” It was Arigtotle, in fact, who established the term, but he did so on the basis of the
common usage that is operative in the present text. We trandate xatnyopia asthe "addressng” of
something [Ansprechung], but even then we hardly capture the full meaning in the Greek. Kota-
&yopetely means. to accuse someoneto hisface in the éyogd, the public court, of being "the very
onewho...." From this comes the broader meaning: to address something as this or that, so that, in and
through our addressing it, the addressed thing is put forth into the public view, into the open, as
manifest. Ketnyopia iSthe naming of what something is: house, tree, sky, sea, hard, red, hedthy. On
the other hand, "category™ as a philosophicd "term™ means a special kind of addressing. We are able to
address a present thing as ahouse or atree only insofar as we have dready beforehand, and without
words, addressed what we encounter -- i.e., have brought it into our open field of "vison" -- as
something standing-on-its-own, athing. Likewise, [253] we can address a garment as "red” only if from
the outset and without words it has dready been addressed in terms of something like qudity. Standing-
on-its-own ("subgtance") and qudlity ("of-what-sort-ness’) and the like condtitute the being (beingness)
of beings. Therefore the "categories' are specid ways of addressing things -- xatnyopiat inan
emphatic sense -- for they sugtain al our habitud and everyday ways of addressing things, they underlie
those everyday ways of addressing things, which in turn get developed into assertions, "judgments.”
Conversely, only for this reason can one discover the "categories' by using the assertion, the A6yog, as
aclue Thisiswhy Kant hasto "derive' the table of categories from the table of judgments Thus,
knowledge of categories as determinations of the being of beings -- what people cal metaphysics -- is,
in an essentid sense, knowledge of A6yog -- i.e., "logic.” Therefore, metaphysics receives this name at
the stage where it comes to the full (asfull asis possble for it) consciousness of itself, in Hegel. [The
Science of Logic is absolute knowledge of the knowable as something known or represented. (In
modern philosophy, the state-of-being-represented is beingness or being.)]

In the text we are consdering, xatnyopia isused in apre-terminologica sense. Inasmuch as



we consider something produced -- e.g., abedstead -- within the horizon opened up by the everyday
way of addressing and naming, we take such abeing according to its gppearance as something of use.
In this capacity it does not have the 4oy 1 ®x1vrioewg initsaf. But we can consder it from asecond
perspective: we can take this very same being, the bedstead, as something made out of wood, hence
asapiece of wood. Aswood, it is part of atree trunk, a growing thing. This tree has the oy 1
nwvjoewg N itsdf. The bedstead, on the other hand, is not wood as such, but merely wooden, made
out of wood. Only what is something other than wood can be wooden. Thisis why we never cal atree
trunk wooden, but we do say a person's bearing is "wooden,” and in German one can say an appleis
"wooden." What the bedstead is when taken according to the xatnyopie, namdy, a usable thing that
looks thus and so, has no absolutely necessary relation to wood. It could [254] just as well be made
out of stone or stedl. Its woodennessis ouvppePnxdg, that isto say: in reference to what the bed
"redly" and properly is, woodenness appears only incidentally. Insofar -- but only insofar -- asitis
just wood, a bedstead certainly does have the &ox1 xivioewg in itsdf, for wood is that which has
grown from a growing thing.

On the basis of this contrast between artifacts and growing things Aristotle can summarize what
he has said up to now and thus establish an initid outline of the essence of gtog:

V. "Accordingly, ¢voig is something like origin and ordering and therefore originary [source] of
the sdf-moving and resting of something in which it antecedently (v6) exercises originating and
ordering power (&oyet) primarily initsdf and from itsdf and toward itself and thus never in
such away that the &y would appear (in the being) only incidentally.” (192 b 20-23)

Here, amply and dmost severdly, Aristotle sketches the essentid outline: gvoig isnot just the
origin and ordering of the movedness of a moving being, but dso belongs to this moving being itsdf in
such away that this being, in itself and from itself and toward itsdlf, ordersits own movedness. Hence
the &oxn isnot like the sarting-point of a push, which pushes the thing awvay and leavesiit to itsdf.
Rather, something determined by ¢toi¢ not only stays with itsdf in its movedness but precisaly goes
back into itself even asit unfolds in accordance with the movedness (the change).

We can illugtrate the kind of essence that is meant here by the example of "growing things' in
the narrower sense ("plants’). While the "plant™ sprouts, emerges, and expands into the open, it
smultaneoudy goes back into its roots, insofar as it plants them firmly in the closed ground and thus
takesits sand. The act of sdf-unfolding emergenceis inherently a going-back-into-itsef. Thiskind of
becoming present is ¢voig. But it must not be thought of as akind of built-in "motor" that drives
something, nor as an "organizer" on hand somewhere, directing the thing. [255] Nonethel ess, we might
be tempted to fal back on the notion that pioe1-determined beings could be akind that make
themselves. So easly and spontaneoudy does this idea suggest itsdlf that it has become normative for
the interpretation of living nature in particular, asis shown by the fact that ever snce modern thinking
became dominant, a living being has been understood as an "organism.” No doubt a good ded of time
has yet to pass before we learn to see that the idea of "organism” and of the "organic” isapurely



modern, mechanistic-technologica concept, according to which "growing things' are interpreted as
artifacts that make themselves. Even the word and concept "plant” takes what-grows as something
"planted,” something sown and cultivated. And it is part of the essentid illogicdity of language that in
German we nonetheless speak of greenhouses as Gewachshausern (houses for what grows) instead of
as Pflanzenhdusern (houses for what has been planted).

In the case of every atifact, however, the origin of the making is "outsde’ the thing made.
Viewed from the perspective of the artifact, the 4oy dways and only gppears as something “in
addition." In order to avoid misunderstanding ¢voig asakind of self-producing and the ptoet vta
merely as aspecid kind of artifact, Aristotle clarifiesthe xad’ avté by adding »ei uf) xata
ouuPepnxoc. The xal here has the meaning of "and that isto say...." This phrase seeksto ward off an
error, and Arigtotle explains its meaning by an example:

VI.  "Butl add the phrase ‘not like something appearing in addition' because someone, entirely of
and by himsdlf, might become the (originating and ordering) source of “hedlth’ for himsdlf, and
could at the same time be a doctor. He has the medica know-how in himself, but not insofar
as heregains his hedth. Rather in this case, being a doctor and regaining health happen to have
come together in one and the same person. But for this very reason the two aso remain
separated from each other, each onitsown.” (192 b 23-27)

Arigtotle, a doctor's son, likes to use examples drawn from medicd "rpatic," and he does so
in other contexts aswell. [256] Here he gives us the case of a doctor who treats himself and thereby
regains his hedth. Two kinds of movedness are interwoven here in apeculiar way: idtoevoig, the
practicing of medicine asatéyvn, and vyiavoig, the regaining of hedth as"pvoic." In the present
case, that of a doctor who tregts himsalf, both movements are found in one and the same being, in this
specific person. The same holds for the respective &oy1j of each of the two "movements.” The "doctor"
hasthe é&oxn of reganing hishedth év ¢avte, in himsdf, but not x«d” «vté, not according to
himsdlf, not insofar as he isadoctor. The origin and ordering of regaining hedth is not being a doctor
but being human, and this only insofar as the human being isa {oov, aliving being thet lives only
inesmuch asit 'isa body” ["leibt"]. Aseven we say, ahedthy "nature” cgpable of resstance, isthe
red origin and ordering of regaining hedth. Without this ¢y, al medicd practiceisin vain. But on the
other hand, the doctor has the &oyrj of practicing medicine in himsdlf: being a doctor isthe origin and
ordering of the treetment. But this &ox1, namely, this know-how and antecedent view (téxvn) of
what hedlth is and what pertains to kegping and regaining it (the idog thg vyieiag) -- this &y isnot
in the human being qua human but is something in addition, attained by someone only through studying
and learning. Consequently, in relation to regaining hedth, téy vy itsdf isdways merdly something that
can appear in addition. Doctors and the practice of medicine do not grow the way trees do. Of course,
we do speak of a"born” doctor, by which we mean that a person brings with him or her the talent for
recognizing diseases and treating the Sick. But these talents are never, in the manner of ¢doig, the doxy
for being adoctor, inasmuch as they do not unfold from out of themsel ves toward the end of being a
doctor.



Nonetheless, at this point the following objection could be raised. Say two doctors suffer from
the same disease under the same conditions, and each one trests himsdlf. However, between the two
cases of illnesstherelies a period of [257] 500 years, during which the "progress’ of modern medicine
has taken place. The doctor of today has at his disposa a"better” technique, and he regains his hedlth,
whereas the one who lived earlier dies of her disease. So gpparently the &oyrj of the cure of today's
doctor is precisaly the téyvn. However, there is something further to consider here. For one thing, the
fact of not dying, in the sense of prolonging onesllife, is not yet necessarily the recovery of hedth. The
fact that people live longer today is no proof that they are hedlthier; one might even conclude the
contrary. But even supposing that the modern doctor, beneficiary of the progress of medicine, not only
escapes deeth for awhile but also recovers her hedlth, even then the art of medicine has only better
supported and guided gvorg. Téxvn can merely cooperate with gioig, can more or less expedite the
cure; but as téyvn it can never replace givoig and in its stead become the dox 1 of health as such. This
could happen only if life as such were to become a "technicaly" producible artifact. However, a that
very moment there would also no longer be such athing as hedlth, any more than there would be birth
and death. Sometimes it seems as if modern humanity is rushing headlong toward this god of producing
itself technologically. If humanity achievesthis, it will have exploded itsdf, i.e, its essence gua
subjectivity, into thin air, into a region where the absolutely meaningless is valued as the one and only
"meaning” and where preserving this value gppears as the human "domination” of the globe.
"Subjectivity" is not overcome in thisway but merdy "tranquillized” in the "eternd progress’ of a
Chinese-like "constancy” [ Konstanz’ ]. Thisis the most extreme nonessence [Unwesen] in relation
to gpvoig-ovoto.

Arigtotle dso uses this example, in which two different kinds of movednessinterweave, as an
occasion for determining more clearly the mode and manner in which the nowodpeve (artifacts) sand in
relaion to ther &oyx.

VII. "And the same holds for everything e se that belongs among things made. That is to say, none of
them hasin itsdf the origin and ordering of its being-made. [258] Rather, some have their
&1 in another being and thus have it from the outside, such as, for example, a house and
anything else made by hand. Others, however, do indeed have the &% in themselves, but not
inasmuch as they are themsdves. To this latter group belong al things that can be “causes for
themsalvesin an incidentd way." (192 b 27-32)

A house has the origin and ordering of its being a house, i.e., something congructed, in the
congructor's prior intention to build, which is given concrete form in the architect's blueprint. This
blueprint -- in Greek terms, the house's appearance as envisioned beforehand or, literdly, the idéw -
- orders each step of the actua congtructing and governs the choice and use of materias. Even when
the house "is sanding,” it stands on the foundation that has been laid for it; however, it never Sands
from out of itsef, but dways as a mere construction. Aslong asit stands there -- in Greek terms, as
long asit stands forth into the open and unhidden -- the house, due to itsway of standing, can never
place itsdf back into its oy 7. It will never take root in the earth but will dways remain merely placed



on the earth, built upon it.

But let ustake an example: What if someone were to hit himself in the eye and injure the eye by
aclumsy movement of his own hand? Certainly both the injury and the movement of the hand are ¢v
Ta0TR, "IN the same being. However, they do not belong together but have smply happened together,
come together ovuPepnxde, incidentaly. Therefore, in determining the essence of the gdoet évra, itis
not enough merdly to say they have the ¢ox of their movedness in themsdves. Rather, we are
required to add this specid determination: in themsdves, specificadly inasmuch asthey are themsdves
and are in and with [bei] themsalves.

[Thisword "specificaly” does not restrict matters but requires usto look into the vast expanse of the
unfathomable essence of amode of being that is denied to dl téxvn because téyvn renounces any
clam to knowing and grounding truth as such.]

Arigtotle concludes the first stage of his characterization of the essence of @ioi¢ by what seems
to be merdy asuperficid [259] darification of the meaning of the concepts and expressions that gather
around the essence and the concept and the word @voig:

VIII. "®voig, therefore, iswhat has been said. Everything that possesses this kind of origin and
ordering "has ¢voig . And dl these things are (have being) of the type cdled beingness. ®6ot¢
is, in each case, such as lies present of and by itsdlf, and isdwaysin athing that lies present in
thisway (congtituting its lying-present). In accordance with ¢ioig, however, are these things as
well as everything that belongs to these things in themsdlves, of and by themsdlves, as, eg., it
belongs to fire to be borne upwards. In point of fact this (being borne upwards) is not gdot,
nor does it possess gpvoig, but it certainly isfrom gvoig and in accordance with gvoig. SO
now it has been settled what @iotc is, aswell aswhat ismeant by “from @voig,' and 'in
accordance with @towe.™ (192 b 32 -- 193 a 2)

It may strike the reader that even at this point we continue to leave the basic word ¢voig
untrandated. We do not cdl it natura or "nature" because these names are too ambiguous and
overburdened and, in generd, because they get their vaidity as namesfor gvoig only as a consequence
of apeculiarly oriented interpretation of ¢voig. In fact, we do not even have aword that would be
appropriate for naming and thinking the essence of ¢vo1¢ aswe have explained it thusfar. (We are
tempted to say "emergence" [Aufgang], but without intermediate steps we cannot give thisword the
fullness and definitenessiit requires)) However, the chief reason for continuing to use the untrandated
and perhaps untrand atable word ¢ior¢ liesin the fact that everything said up to this point toward the
clarification of its essence is only prologue. In fact, up until now we do not even know what kind of
reflection and inquiry is dready at work when we ask about ¢ioi¢ as we have been doing. And these
things Aristatle tdlls us only now in the passage we have just read, atext that establishes with extreme
succinctness the horizon within which the discussion moves, both the preceding part and especialy what
isto follow.



The decisve sentence reads. xal ot ndvta tadte ovoie, "and dl these -- namdy, evoer-
beings -- have being of the type caled beingness.” This expression "beingness,” which hardly strikes
the ear as eegant, [260] isthe only adequate trandation for ovoie. Granted, even "beingness' says
very little, in fact, dmost nothing, but thisis precisdly its advantage. We avoid the usud and familiar
"trandations’ (i.e,, interpretations) of ovoia as"substance” and "essence.” ®voig iSovoie, beingness -
- that which characterizes a being as such; in aword: being. The word ovoie Was not origindly a
philosophicd "term™ any more than was the word x«tnyopte, which we have dready explained. The
word ovoia Wasfirg coined as atechnicd "term” by Arigtotle. This coining consgtsin the fact that
Arigotle thoughtfully draws out of the content of the word a crucid eement and then holdson to it
firmly and clearly. Nonethdless, a the time of Arigtotle and even later, the word lill retained its ordinary
meaning, whereby it sgnified house and home, holdings, financid means, we might aso say "present
assets," "property,” what lies present. We mugt think in terms of this meaning if we want to get a the
naming-power of ovoia as abadc philosophica word. And then right away we dso see how smple
and obvious is the explanation Arigtotle provides for the word otote in the text above: vroxeipevov
ydo TU %ol év DToxeluéV £0Tiv 1) @Uoig &et, "for in each case pioig islike alying-present and
“in" alying-present.” One might object that our trandation here is "wrong." Arigtotl€'s sentence does not
say vroxeloba ydo t1, a"lying-present” [Vorliegen] but rather "something that lies present” [ein
Vorliegendes]. But here we must pay gtrict attention to what the sentence is supposed to explain:
namely, to what extent ¢do1¢ iISovotie and thus has the character of beingness (being). This requires of
us (asis so often the case with the philosophical use of the Greek language, but too little noticed by
later thinkers) that we understand the participle vroxeipevov in away andogous to our understanding
of to év. To v can mean a being, i.e, this particular being itsef; but it can dso mean that which is,
that which has being. Andogoudy vroxeipevov can mean "that which lies present,” but it can dso
mean "something distinguished by lying-present,” and so it can mean the very lying-present itsdf. [261]
(The unusudly rich and manifold forms of the participle in the Greek language -- the truly philosophica
language -- are no mere accident, but their meaning has hardly yet been recognized.)

In accordance with the explanation of ovoia by way of vroxeipevov, the beingness of beings
means for the Greeks the same asto lie present "there” i.e,, "in front of...." In this connection let us
reca| that toward the beginning of this chapter, at 192 b 13 (and later a 193 a 36), instead of & dvta
Arigotle says ouveotartae (the sable that which has taken a sand). Accordingly, "being” meansthe
same as "slanding on itsown." But "to stand" is quite the opposite of "to lie” Yes, that istrue if we take
each of them separatdy. But if we take "to sand” and "to lie" in terms of what they share in common,
then each manifestsitsdf precisdy through its opposte. Only what stands can fal and thus lie; and only
what lies can be put upright and thus stand. The Greeks understand "being” sometimes as "to stand on
itsown" (bréotaoig, substantia) and sometimes as "lying present” (Vroxeipevov, subjectum), but
both have equa weight, for in both cases the Greeks have one and the same thing in view: being-
present of and by itself, presencing. The decisive principle that guides Aristotl€'s interpretation of gtoig
declares that 9o must be understood as ovoie, as akind and mode of presencing.

Now, it has aready been established through énaywyr that eioer dvta are xivotpeve, that
isto say: gpvoeir-beings are beings in the state of movedness. Accordingly, it is now a question of
understanding movedness as a manner and mode of being, i.e., of presencing. Only when thisis



accomplished can we understand gtorg in its essence asthe origin and ordering of the movedness
of what moves from out of itself and toward itsdlf. Thusit is clear in principle that the question about
the gvoig of the pioel dvta ishot asearch for ontic properties to be found in beings of this sort, but
rather an inquiry into the being of those beings, from which being it gets determined antecedently in
what way beings of thiskind of being can have properties at dl.

[262] The next section, which forms the transition to a new attempt at determining the essence
of pvoig, shows how decisvely Arigtotle's explanation of ¢ioig heretofore has, in the meanwhile,
broadened explicitly into a principled reflection, and it shows how necessary thisreflection isfor the
task confronting us:

IX.  "Butitisridiculousto want to provethat gvoig is, because this (being as ¢voig) appears of
and by itsdlf, insofar as[not ‘that’] beings of this type show up everywhere among beings. But
to demondtrate something that appears of and by itsdf (and above dl) to prove something that
refuses to appear -- these are the actions of someone who cannot distinguish (from one
another) something that of and by itsdf isfamiliar to dl knowledge from something thet of and
by itsdf is not. But that such athing can happen (i.e., such an ingbility to make the distinction) is
not outside the redlm of possihility:> Someone born blind might try, through a sequence of
reflections, to acquire some knowledge about colors. Of necessity in this case, such people
arive at an assertion about the nomina meanings of the words for colors, but by these means
they never perceive the least thing about colors themsalves.” (193 a3-9)

"But it isridiculousto try to provethat gvoig is" But why? Should we not take serioudy
some such procedure? Without a prior proof that something like ptoig "is" dl explanaions about
@Uoig remain pointless. So let us attempt such aproof. But in that case we have to suppose that gtoig
isnot, or at least that it isnot yet proven inits being and as being. Therefore, in the course of our
demondtration we may not permit ourselvesto apped to it. But if we take this redtriction serioudy, how
could we ever find or point to something like ¢voer §vta, growing things -- animals, for example -- the
very things by means of which the being of ¢ioc is supposed to be proven? Such aprocedureis
impossible because it must dready gpped to the being of ¢ioig, [263] and precisdly for that reason
thiskind of proof is dways superfluous. Alreedy by itsfirst step it attests of and by itself that its project
is unnecessary. In fact, the whole undertaking isridiculous. The being of gtoig and ¢ivoig asbeing
remain unprovable because ¢ioi¢ does not need a proof, for wherever a pvoeir-being gandsin the
open, ¢voi¢ has dready shown itsdf and gandsin view.

Regarding those who demand and attempt such a proof, one can at best draw their attention to
the fact that they do not see the very thing that they dready see, that they have no eye for what
dready sandsin view for them. To be sure, this eye -- which is not just for what one sees but for what
one dready hasin view when one sees what one sees -- this eye does not belong to everyone. This eye
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has the ability to differentiate what appears of and by itself and comes into the open according to its
own essence, from what does not appear of and by itself. What appears antecedently-- as ¢voi¢ does
inthe gdoel dvta, ashigtory doesin dl historical occurrences, as art doesin al artworks, as "life" does
indl living things® -- what dready stands in view is seen with the greatest difficulty, is grasped very
seldomly, isdmost dways fasfied into a mere addendum, and for these reasons smply overlooked. Of
course, not everyone needs to explicitly hold in view what is dready seen in dl experience, but only
those who make a clam to deciding, or even to asking, about nature, history, art, human beings, or
beings asawhole. Certainly not every one of uswho through action or thinking dwells in these regions
of beings needs to consider explicitly what is dready seen. But of course neither may we overlook it or
tossit off asinggnificant, as something merdly "abdract” -- that is, if we redly want to sand where we
stand.

What appears in advance, the current being of abeing, is not something abstracted from beings
later on, something depleted and thinned out, finaly no more than a vapor, [264] nor isit something that
becomes accessble only when we who are thinking "reflect” on oursaves. On the contrary, the way to
what is dready seen but not yet understood, much less conceptualized, is the leading-toward that we
dready mentioned, namdly, énaywyr. Thisiswhat lets us see ahead into the distance, into what we
oursalves are not and least of dl could ever be, into something far off that nevertheless is most near,
nearer than everything that liesin our hand or resoundsin our ear or lies before our eyes. In order not
to overlook what is nearest yet likewise farthest, we must stand above the obvious and the "factud.”
Differentiating between what appears of and by itself from what does not gppear of and by itsdf isa
xpivewv in the genuindy Greek sense: separding out what is superior from what isinferior. Through
this"critica" ability for differentiating, which is dways decison, the human being is lifted out of mere
captivation by what presses upon and preoccupies him or her and is placed out beyond it, into the
relation to being. In the redl sense of the word, one becomes ek-sstent, one ek-gists instead of merely
"living" and snatching a "redity” in the so-called "concern for red life" where "redity” isonly arefugein
the long-standing flight from being. According to Aristotle, those who cannot make such adistinction
live like people blind from birth who work a making colors accessible to themsdlves by reasoning
about the names they have heard them caled. They choose away that can never bring them to their
god, because the only road leading there is"seeing,” and that is precisdy what is denied to the blind.
Just as there are people blind to colors, so there are people blind to gtowc. And if we recdl that gvoig
has been defined as only one kind of ovoia (beingness), then those blind to ¢voilc are merely onetype
of people blind to being. Presumably those blind to being far outnumber those blind to color, and what
is more, the power of their blindnessis even stronger and more obstinate, for they are less obvious and
mostly go unrecognized. As a consequence they even pass for the only ones who redlly see. [265] But
obvioudy our relaion to that which, of and by itself, appears antecedently and dludes dl plans for proof
must be hard to hold on to inits originaity and truth. Otherwise Aristotle would not need to explicitly
remind us of it nor atack this blindness to being. And our relation to being is hard to hold on to because
it seems to be made easy for us by our common comportment toward beings -- S0 easy, in fact, that
our relation to being looks asiif it could be supplanted by this comportment and be nothing else but this

®Asthe species doesin theindividua person. (Trandator's note).



comportment.

Arigotle's remarks on the desire to prove that gioig "showsup* plays aspecid role within the
whole of his exposgtion, and we immediately see this role from the following passage:

X. "But for some (thinkers) gvoig, and so too the beingness of beings from ¢vog, appears to be
whatever is dready and primarily present in any given thing, but in itsdf lacking dl form. In this
view the gptoi¢ of the bedstead is the wood, the gtoi¢ of the Satue isthe bronze. According
to Antiphon's explanation, thisis shown in the following way: If one buries a bedstead in the
earth and if the decay goes so far that a sprout comes up, then what is generated (from this
sprout) is not a bedstead but wood. Consequently something that has been brought about in
accordance with rules and know-how [e.g., the bedstead made out of wood] is certainly
something there, but only insofar asit has gppeared incidentaly. But its beingness liesin that
(the @torg) which abides through it dl, holding itself together throughout everything it
"undergoes.” Furthermore, if any one of these [wood, bronze] has dready undergone the same
process [of having been brought into aform] with respect to yet another -- as have bronze and
gold with respect to water, or bones and wood with respect to earth, or smilarly anything else
among dl other beings -- then it is precisely the latter (water, earth) that are ¢doi¢ and that
therefore are the beingness of the former (as beings).” (193 a9 - 21)

[266] From a superficid point of view, it ssems Arigtotle now moves from darifying the
correct attitude for determining the essence of ¢vo1¢ asamanner of being over to characterizing the
opinion of other thinkers with regard to ¢toc. But his purpose here isnot just to mention other views
for the sake of some sort of scholarly completeness. Nor does he intend smply to reject those other
views in order to fashion a contrasting background for his own interpretation. No, Arigtotlésintention is
to explain Antiphon's interpretation of @doig inthelight of his own formulation of the question, and so
to put Antiphon's interpretetion, for the first time, on the only path that can lead to an adequate
determination of the essence of gvo1¢ as Aridotle envisonsit. Up to now we know only this much:
gUoig iISovaia, the being of some beings, specificdly of those beings that have been seen antecedently
to have the character of xivotpeva, beingsthat arein movement. Even more dearly: gtog isthe
origin and ordering (&) of the movedness of something that moves of itsdf.

If pdoi¢ iSovoie, amanner of being, then the correct determination of the essence of gtoig
depends, firgt, on an adequatdly origind grasp of the essence of ovoia and, second, on a
corresponding interpretation of what it isthat we encounter, in the light of a given conception of being,
as a gvoer-being. Now, the Greeks understand ovoia as being stably present. They give no reasons
for thisinterpretation of being any more than they question the ground of itstruth. For in the first
beginning of thought, the fact that the being of beingsis gragped at dl is more essentid than the question
of its ground.

But how does the Sophist Antiphon, who comes from the Elegtic schoal, interpret ¢voig inthe



light of being, concelved as sable presencing? He says. only earth, water, air, and firetruly arein
accordance with @ioig. With this, however, there occurs a decision of the greatest import: what dways
seems to be mor e than mere (pure) earth -- e.g., the wood "formed" out of the earth and even more so
[267] the bedstead fashioned from the wood -- dl this"more" isin fact less being, because this"more’
has the character of articulating, impressing, fitting, and forming, in short, the character of “puduég.
Things of this sort change, are ungtable, are without stability. From wood one can just as well make a
table and ashied and a ship; what is more, the wood itsdf is only something formed out of the earth.
The earth iswhat truly perdures throughout, whereas the changes of * guduée hagppen to it only now
and again. What properly is, iStd dpeidpiotov Tpdtov, the primarily and intringcaly unformed,
which remains stably present throughout the changes of shape and form that it undergoes. From
Antiphon'stheses it is clear that bedsteads, statues, robes, and gowns are only inasmuch asthey are
wood, iron, and the like, i.e., only inasmuch as they congst of something more stable. The most stable,
however, are earth, water, fire, and ar -- the "dements” But if the "dementd" iswhat mogt is, then this
interpretation of gvoic -- as the primary formless that sustains everything that isformed -- impliesthat a
decison has likewise been made about the interpretation of every "being,” and that ¢voug, as conceived
here, is equated with being pure and simple. But this means the essence of ovoia as stable presencing
isgiven afixed and very specific direction. According to this definition of its essence, dl things, whether
growing things or artifacts, never truly are -- and yet they are not nothing; hence they are non-being, not
fully sufficing for beingness. In contrast with these non-beings, only the "dementd” qudifies asthe
essence of being.

The following section gives an indght into the importance of the interpretation of @voig
presently under discussion, i.e,, asthe ntp&otov dppvduiotov xad’ avtév (the primarily and
intringcaly unformed):

Xl.  "Therefore different people say that either fire, or earth, or air, or water, or some of these
("dements’), or dl of them, are ¢ioi¢ proper and thus are the being of beings as awhole. For
whatever each of these people [268] has taken antecedently (vn6) to be such aslies present in
thisway, whether it be one or many, that he declares to be beingness as such, whereas dl the
rest are modifications or states of what properly is or that into which abeing isdivided (and
thus dissolved into relations);” and each of these (that in each case condtitute gvoic) therefore
remains the same, staying with itsdf (i.e., there does not accrue to them any change by which
they might go out of themsalves), whereas other beings come to be and pass away "without
limit."" (193 a21-28)

Here Arigtotle summarizes the distinction between ¢ioi¢ asthe "dementd,” taken asthe only
proper beings (the npwtov dpetdpiotov xad’ adtd), and non-beings (rddn , &Eeig, Sradé eig,

"Heidegger's periphragtic trandation of siddeoic isbased on Aristotle's definition of that word in
Metaphysics A 19, 1022 b 1ff. (Trandator's note.)



“euvdpéc) by once again introducing the opinions of other teachers and by making clear reference to
Democritus. [From the viewpoint of the history of being, the basis of "materidism” as ametaphysica
stance becomes apparent here]

But more important is the last sentence of the section, where Aristotle thinks out and defines this
distinction even more precisely by formulating it in terms of the contrast between é&idi1ov and
ywépevov érerpdxic. We usudly think of this contrast as one between the "eternd™ and the
"tempora.” On those terms, the primarily-present unformed isthe "eternd,” whereas al “oudpég, as
change, isthe "tempord.” Nothing could be clearer than this distinction; yet one does not consider that
this understanding of the distinction between eternity and tempordity erroneoudy reads back into the
Greek interpretation of "beings' notions that are merdly "Hdlenigtic' and "Chrigian” and, in generd,
"modern.” The"eternd” is taken as what endures without limit, with neither beginning nor end, whereas
the "tempord" is limited duration. The viewpoint guiding this distinction is based on duration. Certainly
the Greeks are acquainted al so with this distinction regarding beings, but they aways think the
difference on the basis of their understanding of being. And thisis quite distorted by the "Chrigtian”
digtinction. [269] Already just from the Greek words for these conceptsit is clear that the opposition
of &idrov and yivépevov anerpdxig cannot refer to what limitlessly endures as opposed to what is
limited, for in the text the so-called tempord means limitless coming-to-be and passing away. What is
opposed to the &idiov, the "eternd” as supposedly "limitless” is also something limitless: érewpov (.
néoag). Now, how isdl this supposed to hit upon the decisive contrast in terms of which "being”
proper is determined? The so-caled eternd isin Greek &idiov -- &eidrov; and el meansnot just "dl
thetime' and "incessantly.” Rather, firg of dl it means"a any giventime” "0 el Baoiietwv = the
onewho isruler at the time -- not the "eternd" ruler.® With the word éet what one hasin view isthe
notion of "staying for awhile"® specificaly in the sense of presencing. The &id1ov something present of
and by itsdf without other assistance, and for this reason perhaps something rendered constantly
present. Here we are thinking not with regard to "duration™ but with regard to being present. Thisisthe
cluefor correctly interpreting the opposing concept, yivéuevov éretpdxic. In Greek thought, what
comes to be and passes away iswhat is sometimes present, sometimes absent -- without limit. But
népag in Greek philosophy isnot "limit" in the sense of the outer boundary, the point where something
ends. Thelimit isdways whét limits, defines, gives footing and sability, that by which and in which
something begins and is. Whatever becomes present and absent without limit has of and by itself no
presencing, and it devolves into ingtability. The distinction between beings proper and non-beings does
not cons<t in the fact that beings proper perdure without restriction whereas non-beings dways have
their duration broken off. With regard to duration both could be either restricted or unrestricted. The
decigve factor is rather that beings proper are present of and by themsalves and for this reason are
encountered as what is aways aready lying present -- vnoxeipevov npwtov. Non-beings, on the

8Cf. Herdotus 11X, 116, ". . . because the Persians consider al Asiato belong to them, and to their
king for thetime being [to0 aiei Baoirebovtoc] The Persian Wars, trans. George Rawlinson (New
York: The Modern Library, 1942), p. 712. (Trandator's note.)

%das Verweilen.



other hand, are sometimes present, sometimes absent, because they are present only on the basis of
something aready present; that is, along with it they make their gppearance or [270] remain absent.
Beings (in the sense of the "dementd") are "dways there," non-beings are "dways gone' -- where
"there’ and "gone" are understood on the basis of being present and not with regard to mere "duration.”
The later digtinction between aeter nitas and sempiter nitas would come closest to the Greek
digtinction we have just clarified. Aeternitas isthe nunc stans, sempiternitas is the nunc fluens. But
even here the origind essence of being, as the Greeks experienced it, has dready vanished. The
digtinction refers not to the mode of mere duration but only to that of change. What "dtays' isthe
unchanging, whet flowsisthe "fleeting,” the changing. But both are equally understood in terms of
something continuing without interruption.

For the Greeks, however, "being" means. presencing into the unhidden. What isdecisiveis
not the duration and extent of the presencing but rather whether the presencing is dispensed into the
unhidden and smple, and thus withdrawn into the hidden and inexhausted, or whether presencing is
distorted (ye0d0¢) into amere "looks like," into "mere appearance,” ingead of being maintained in
undistortedness (&-toéxere). Only by seeing the opposition of unhiddenness and seeming can we
adequately know what the essence of ovoia isfor the Greeks Such knowledge is the condition for
understanding at all Aristotlesinterpretation of @doig; in particular it determines whether we can
follow the progression of the new approach, which now follows, towards the conclusive determination
of the essence of gvorc.

Before attempting this, we must recal, in its Smple coherence, what we have seen up to this
point.

According to ¢taywyn, @voei-beings are in the state of movedness. But gtog itHf isthe
&oyx1, the origin and ordering, of movedness. From this we may readily conclude that the character of
@vorg asorigin and ordering will be adequately determined only when we achieve an essentid ingght
into that for which @doi¢ isthe origin and over which it isthe ordering power: xivnotc.

[271] Arigtotle lets us see this connection with perfect clarity at the beginning of Book 111 of the
Physics, in the first three chapters of which he givesthe crucid interpretation of the essence of
wivnoig:

"Enel 671 @Uoig pév €oTiv doym xivioewg xol petafoAing, 1) 6¢ pétodog Nuiv Tepl
@UoeRG €T, Ol pun Aavidavely ti €0t xivnoig- dvayxaiov yaQ &yvooupuévng abThG
&yvoeiobar xol THv @vorv. (200 b 12-15)

"But now because gptog isthe origin and ordering of movedness, and thus of the change that
breaks forth, and because our procedure inquires into givoig (nédodog: the step-by-step
inquiry that pursues the subject matter, not our later "method" in the sense of a certain kind and
manner of pédodog), in N0 way must we alow what xivnoig IS (in its essence) to remanin
hiddenness; for if it (x{vnoig) were to reman unfamiliar, ioig too would necessarily remainin
unfamiliarity.” [Compare the expresson yvaowov at B, 1, 193 a6, supra, whereit wasa



question of blindness with regard to being and essence)]

But in the present context the point is merdly to sketch out the basic outline of the essence of
@voig. Then, in section XV to follow (193 b 7), the essence of the xivnoig proper to gioig isfindly
grasped, but it is not properly developed. Rather, there it is only differentiated from the other realm of
beings, the movedness and the rest of "artifacts.”

®iorc isthe origin and ordering of the movedness (xivnoig) of amoving being
(»avotpevov), and more precisdly it IS0 xad’ a0To %ol pify ket ovuPepnxdéc. A @voeir-being, in
itsdf, from itsdf, and unto itsdlf, is such an origin and ordering of the movedness of the moving being it
is moved of and by itself and never incidentaly. Thus the characteristic of standing of and by itsdf must
be accorded in a specia way to gvoei-beings. A ¢ioei-being isovoia, beingness, in the sense of the
German Liegenschaften,*® something lying present of and by itsdlf. And for this reason, some thinkers
are overwhelmed and deceived by what merely seemsto be the case (Soxei), namely, that in generd
the essence of gvoig conasts Imply in being the unformed that is primaly present, [272] the nowtov
&povdpioTov, and, assuch, in ruling (brdeyov) normatively over the being of everything that in some
other way Hill "is"" Arigtotle does not formaly rgect thisway of conceiving ¢doig. But the word doxet
hints at such aregection. We would do well to consider right now why the interpretation of ¢doi as
put forth by Antiphon must necessarily remain inadequate:

1. Antiphon's doctrine does not consider the fact that gioei-beings are in movedness, that isto
say, that movedness co-congtitutes the being of these beings. On the contrary, according to his
understanding of gvoug, al character of movement, dl dteration and changing circumstantidity
(" oudpéc) devolvesinto something only incidentaly attaching to beings. Movement is ungtable and
therefore a non-being.

2. Beingnessisindeed conceived as dahility, but one
sdedly in favor of the dways-aready-underlying. Thus,

3. The other moment of the essence of ovoie isomitted: presencing, which isthe decisive
factor in the Greek concept of being. We try to bring out in aword what is most proper to it by saying
"presencing” [Anwesung] instead of "presentness’ [Anwesenheit]. What we mean hereis not just lying
around [Vorhandenheit], and certainly not something that is exhausted merely in sahility; rather:
presencing, in the sense of coming forth into the unhidden, placing itsdf into the open. One does not get
a the meaning of presencing by referring to mere duration.

4. But the interpretation of @voig given by Antiphon and the others understands the being of the
pvoer dvta Viaareferenceto "beings' (the "dementa™). This procedure of explaining being through

19 jterdly, "red etate."

1Cf. 193 a9, the beginning of section X.



beings ingtead of "understanding” beings from being results in the aforementioned misunderstanding of
the character of xivnoi¢ and the one-sided interpretation of ovoia. Accordingly, because Antiphon's
doctrine in no way reaches the proper areafor thinking about being, [273] Arigtotle obvioudy must
regject this conception of gvoig as he makesthe trangtion to his own proper interpretation of gvorg.
We read:

XIl.  "Consequently, in oneway ¢doig isgpoken of asfollows it iswhat primarily and antecedently
underlies each sngle thing as ‘the order-able’ for beings that have in themselves the origin and
ordering of movedness and thus of change. But in the other way, [¢to1¢ is addressed] asthe
placing into the form, i.e., as the gppearance, (namely, that) which shows itsdlf for our
addressing of it." (193 a 28-31)

We read and are astonished, for the sentence begins with ovv, "consequently.” The trangition
expresses no rejection of the aforementioned doctrine. On the contrary, the doctrine is obvioudy taken
over, dbeit with the Sricture that in it we find only &g tpémog, one way of understanding the essence
of pvoig, namdy as tAn ("matter”). “Etegog todémog, the other way, which Arigtotle developsin the
following sections, concalves of guioig as popen (“form™). In this distinction between tAn and popeq
(metter and form) we quite easily recognize the digtinction that we previoudy discussed: nootov
&potduiotov, that which is primarily ungtructured, and “ pudpég, structure. But Aristotle does not
samply replace Antiphon's ditinction with that of tAn and poperi. Antiphon considered “uiudg
(structure) only as something unstable that happens to attach itself incidentaly to what doneis stable, to
what is unstructured (matter); but for Aristotle, according to the thesis we have just read, pooe too
has the digtinction of determining the essence gvo¢. Both interpretations of ¢voig are given equa
rank, and this offers the possibility of congtructing a double concept of ¢voig. But in linewith this, the
firgt task incumbent upon usisto show that wopen is the proper characterigtic of the essence of gvoic.

Thisistheway it ssems a firg glance, but in fact everything shapes up quite differently. The
UAn -- poen diginction is not smply another formulafor &petduiotov -- “eudnée. Rether, it lifts
the question of gvoig onto an entirely new level where precisely the unasked question about the
rivnoig-character of [274] ¢doi¢ gets answered, and where gvoig for thefird time is adequately
concelved as ovoia, akind of presencing. Thislikewise implies that, despite gppearances to the
contrary, the aforementioned theory of Antiphon is rgected with the sharpest kind of refutation. We
can see dl thiswith sufficient dlarity only if we understand the now emerging digtinction between Gan --
poper) in an Arigtotelian -- i.e., Greek -- sense and do not lose this understanding again right away.
We are congtantly on the verge of losing it because the digtinction between "meatter” and "form” isa
common road that Western thinking has traveled for centuries now. The distinction between content
and form passes for the most obvious of dl things obvious. Therefore, why should not the Greeks, too,
have dready thought according to this"schema'? “YAn -- popen was trandated by the Romans as
materia and forma. With the interpretation implied in this trandation the digtinction was carried over
into the Middle Ages and modern times. Kant undergtands it as the digtinction between "matter” and
"form," which he explains as the diginction between the "determinable’ and its "determination.” (Cf. The



Critique of Pure Reason, "The Amphiboly of Concepts of Reflection,” A 266 = B 322). With thiswe
reach the point farthest removed from Aristotle's Greek digtinction.

“YAn in the ordinary sense means "forest,” "thicket,” the "woods' in which the hunter hunts. But
it likewise means the woods that yield wood as congtruction materid. From this, $An comesto mean
materia for any and every kind of building and "production.” By having recourse to the "origina”
meaning of words (as one likes to do) we are supposed to have demonstrated that $An means the same
as"materid." Yes, except that on closer ingpection it isonly that the crucia question now obtrudes for
thefirg time. If An means"materid” for "production,” then the determination of the essence of this so-
cdled materia depends on the interpretation of "production.” But surely poperi does not mean
"production.” Reather, it means"shgpe" and the shagpeis precisdly the "form” into which the "materid” is
brought by imprinting and molding, i.e., by the act of "forming.”

[275] Yes, except that fortunatdy Arigtotle himsdlf tells us how he thinks woope, and he does
S0 in the very sentence that introduces this concept that is so crucid for his gtoc-interpretation: r
nop@n %ol 1o €180 TO xatd TOV Adyov: "woped, and thismeans to e1do¢ that isin accordance with
the A6y0c." Moperi must be understood from eidog, and eido¢ must be understood in relation to
A6y0c. But €ido¢ (which Plato also expressed as i8ée) and A6y0g name concepts that, under the titles
"ided" and "ratio" (reason), indicate fundamental postions taken by Western humanity that are just as
equivoca and just as removed from the Greek origin as are "matter” and "form.” Nonethel ess we must
try to reach the origind. Eido¢ means the gppearance of athing and of abeing in generd, but
"gppearance” in the sense of the aspect, the "looks,” the view, 18¢e., that it offers and can offer only
because the being has been put forth into this appearance and, ganding in it, is present of and by itslf
--inaword, is. "I8éa is"the seen,” but not in the sense that it becomes such only through our seeing.
Rather, i6ée iswhat something visble offersto our seaing; it iswhat offersaview; it isthe sightable.
But Plato, overwhelmed as it were by the essence of eido¢, understood it in turn as something
independently present and therefore as something common (xowvév) to theindividua "beings' thet
"gtand in such an gppearance.” In thisway individuds, as subordinate to the i6é« as that which properly
is, were digplaced into the role of non-beings.

Asagang this, Arigtotle demands that we see that the individud beingsin any given ingtance
(this house here and that mountain there) are not at al non-beings, but indeed beings insofar as they put
themsealves forth into the appearance of house and mountain and o first place this gppearance into
presencing. In other words, eido¢ is genuindy understood as eido¢ only when it gopears within the
horizon of one'simmediate addressing of abeing, eidog o xatd tov Adyov. In each casethe
gtatement immediately addresses athis and athat as this and that, i.e., as having such and such an
appearance. The clue by which we can understand eido¢ and S0 Aso poperi [276] isAéy0c.
Therefore, in interpreting the ensuing determination of the essence of poper as eidog, we must watch
whether and to what extent Aristotle himself follows this clue. In anticipation we can say: pope IS
"gppearance,” more precisaly, the act of standing in and placing itself into the gppearance; in generd,
popen means. placing into the gppearance. Therefore, in what follows when we spegk smply of
"gppearance,” we dways have in mind the appearance as (and insofar as) it putsitself forth into agiven
thing that is "there for awhile’ (for example, the "gppearance’ "table” that puts itsdlf forth into thistable



here). We cdl an individud thing das Jeweilige, "that which is there awhile' because as an individud
thing it "stays for awhile" in its gppearance and preserves the "while" (the presencing) of this
appearance,'? and, by preserving the appearance, stands forth in it and out of it -- which means that it
"is" in the Greek sense of the word.

By trandating poger as placing into the appearance, we mean to expressinitialy two things
that are of equal importance to the sense of the Greek term but that are thoroughly lacking in our word
"form." Fird, placing into the gppearance is amode of presencing, ovoic. Moperi iSnot an ontic
property present in matter, but away of being. Secondly, "placing into the gpopearance’ is movedness,
xivnaoig, which "moment” isradicdly lacking in the concept of form.

But this reference to the Greek way of understanding the meaning of pogev in no way
condtitutes a demongtration of what Aristotle has undertaken to show, namely, that ¢doig itsdf,
according to a second way of addressing it, is pogen. This demonstration, which takes up the rest of
the chapter, goes through various stages in such away that each stage lifts the task of the demondtration
one leve higher. The demondration beginsin thisway:

X111, "Jugt aswe (loosdy) cdl by the name téyvn those things produced according to such a know-
how, as well as whatever belongs to those kinds of beings, so too we (loosdly) designate as
gvorg whatever is according to gioig and hence belongs to beings of thiskind. But on the
other hand, just aswe would [277] never say that something behaves (and is present) in
accordance with téyvn, or that téyvn isthere, when something is a bedstead merely in terms
of appropriateness (duvauet) but in fact does not at al have the appearance of the bedstead,
30 neither would we proceed that way in addressing something that has composed itsdlf into a
stand by way of @ioic. Whatever is flesh and bone only in terms of appropriateness does not
have the gdo1¢ that gppertainsto it until it achieves the appearance that we refer to in
addressing the thing and that we ddineate when we say what flesh or boneis, nor is (something
that is merely gppropriate) dready abeing from ¢toiwc." (193 a31-- b 3)

How are these sentences supposed to prove that popen goes to make up the essence of
@vorc? Nothing issad about poper a dl. On the contrary, Arigtotle begins the demondrationin a
wholly extringc way with areference to away of gpesking, one that in fact we gill use. For example,
we may say of apainting by Van Gogh, "Thisisart," or, when we see abird of prey circling above the
forest, "That is nature.” In such "language use" we take a being that, properly consdered, is something
by virtue of and on the basis of art, and we cdl this very thing itsdlf "art.” For after dl, the painting is not
art but awork of art, and the bird of prey is not nature but anatura being. Y et this manner of speaking
manifests something essentid. When do we say so emphaticdly, "Thisis art"? Not just when some

12'Das Jeweilige heildt so, weil es als Geeinzeltes im Aussehen verweilt und desse Weile
(Anwesung) verwahrt . . ." etc. (Trandator's note.)



piece of canvas hangs there smeared with dabs of color, not even when we have just any old "painting”
there in front of us, but only when abeing that we encounter steps forth preeminently into the
appearance of awork of art, only when abeing isinsofar asit places itsdf into such an appearance.
And the same holds when we say, "That is nature” -- poic. Therefore, thisway of speaking attests to
the fact that we find what is ptoic-like only where we come upon a placing into the appearance, i.e.,
only where thereis popery. Thus poperi congtitutes the essence of ¢vorg, or at least co-condtitutesiit.

[278] Y et the demondtration that such is the case is supported only by our way of speaking.
And here Arigtotle gives a gplendid, if questionable, example befitting a philosophy based smply on
"linguigtic usage.” Thisiswhat someone today might say if he were ignorant of what A6yo¢ and Aéyev
mean in Greek. However, to find the direction needed to avoid misreading, and in order that our
thinking grasp the essence of A6yoc, we need only recall the Greek definition of the essence of the
human being as&@ov Adyov &xov . We can -- in fact, we must -- trandate évdpomog -- Edov
Aéyov &xov as "the human being isthe living entity to whom the word belongs.” Instead of "word" we
can even say "language,” provided we think the nature of language adequately and origindly, namely,
from the essence of A6y0¢ correctly understood. The determination of the essence of the human being
that became common through the "definitions' homo: animal rationale and "the human being: the
rationa anima," does not mean that the human being "has' the "faculty of speech” as one property
among others, but rather that the distinguishing characterigtic of the essence of the human being consists
in the fact that one has, and holds onesdf in, A6yoc.

What does 16yoc mean? In the language of Greek mathematics the word “Aéyo¢" meansthe
same as "rlation” and "proportion.” Or we say "andogy,” taken as "correspondence,” and by thiswe
mean a definite kind of relaion, areation of reations; but with the word " correspondence’ we do not
think of language and speech. Linguidtic usage in mathematics, and partidly in philosophy, holds on to
something of the origind meaning of A6y0¢. Aéyog belongs to Aéyelv, which means and is the same
as the German word lesen,"to collect” or "to gather" (asin "to gather grapes or grain a the harvest™).
But Hill, nothing is yet gained by establishing thet Aéyerv means "to collect.” Despite correct reference
to root meanings, one can till misconstrue the genuine content of the Greek word and understand the
concept of A6y0g incorrectly by adhering to the meaning that has been prevaent up until now.

[279]"To collect,” to gather, means. to bring various digpersed things together into a unity, and
a the same time to bring this unity forth and hand it over (raod). Into what? Into the unhidden of
presencing [rtagovoia = ovoia (dmovoie)]. Aéyerv meansto bring together into a unity and to bring
forth this unity as gathered, i.e., above adl as present; thus it means the same as to reveal what was
formerly hidden, to let it be manifest in its presencing. Thus according to Aristotle the essence of an
assartion is anépavoirg: letting be seen, from the being itsdlf, what and how the being is He dso cdlls
thisto dnAodv, the act of reveding. In so doing, Aridatle is not giving a specid "theory” of Aéyog, but
only preserves what the Greeks aways recognized as the essence of Aéyewv. Fragment 93 of
Heradlitus shows this magnificently: 6 é&vag, o0 10 pavteiév €é0ti 10 v Aedgoic, obte Aéyel olite
xpUTTEL GALL onueiver. The philologists (eg., Dids, Snell) trandate: "The lord whose oracleis at
Déephi says nothing, does not speak and does not conced, but givesasign.” This trandation deprives
Heraclitus saying of its basic content and its authentic Heraclitean tension and resstance. Otte Aéyer,



oUte xpuntel: here the word Aéyerv IS opposed to xeintery, "to conced," and for this reason we
must trandate it as"to unconced,” i.e., to reved. The oracle does not directly unconced nor does it
amply conced, but it points out. This means. it unconcedls while it conceds, and it concedswhile it
unconceds. [For how this Aéyewv isrelated to A6yo¢ and for what A6yog means to Heraclitus, cf.
fragments 1 and 2 and others]

In the Greek definition of the essence of the human being, Aéyewv and A6y0¢ mean the relaion
on the basis of which what is present gathersitsdf for the firgt time as such around and for human
beings. And only because human beings are insofar as they relate to beings as beings, unconcealing and
concedling them, can they and must they have the "word," i.e., spesk of the being of beings. But the
words that language uses are only fragments that have precipitated out of the word, [280] and from
them humans can never find their way to beings or find the path back to them, unlessit be on the basis
of Aéyewv. Of itsdf Aéyerv has nothing to do with saying and with language. Nonetheless, if the Greeks
conceive of gpeaking as Aéyewv, then thisimplies an interpretation of the essence of word and saying
which is so unique that no later "philosophy of language" can ever begin to imagine its as yet unplumbed
depths. Only when language has been debased to a means of commerce and organization, asisthe
case with us, does thought rooted in language appear to be a mere "philosophy of words," no longer
adequate to the "pressing redities of life” Thisjudgment is smply an admission that we oursdves no
longer have the power to trust that the word is the essentid foundation of al relations to beings as such.

But why do we lose oursalves in thiswide-ranging digression into an explanation of the essence
of A6y0¢ when our question is about the essence of toic? Answer: in order to make clear that when
Arigtotle appedsto Aéyeader heisnot relying extraneoudy on some "linguigtic usage' but is thinking
out of the origina and fundamenta relation to beings. Thus this seemingly superficid beginning to the
demondration regainsits proper import: if beings having in themselves the origin and ordering of their
movedness are experienced by means of Aéyelv, then asaresult popenj itself and not just An (not to
mention &peudpiotov) unvelsitsaf asthe pvoic-character of these beings. To be sure, Aristotle does
not show this directly but rather in away that clarifies the concept opposed to poeer, a concept that
has gone unexplained until now: tAn. We do not say, "That is ¢voi¢" when there are only flesh and
bones lying around. They are to aliving entity what wood isto a bedstead: mere "metter.” Then does
UAn mean "matter"? But let us ask again: What does "matter” mean? Does it mean just "raw materid™?
No, Aristotle characterizes tAn as 1o duvdper. Avvauig means the capacity, or better, the
appropriateness for.... The wood present in the workshop [281] isin a state of gppropriatenessfor a
"table" But it is not just any wood that has the character of appropriatenessfor atable; rather, only this
wood, selected and cut to order. But the selection and the cut, i.e.,, the very character of
gppropriateness, is decided in terms of the "production” of "wheat isto be produced.” But "to produce”
means, both in Greek and in the origina sense of the German Herstellen, to place something, as
finished and aslooking thus and o, forth, into presencing. “YAn is the appropriate orderable, that
which, like flesh and bones, belongs to abeing that hasin itsef the origin and ordering of its movedness.
But only in being placed into the appearance is abeing what and how it isin any given case. Thus
Arigtotle can conclude:



XIV. "For thisreason (then), voic would be, in another way, the placing into the gppearance in the
case of those beings that have in themselves the origin and ordering of their movedness. Of
course, the placing and the appearance do not stand off by themsdves; rather, itisonly ina
given being that they can be pointed out by addressing them. However, that which takes its
gtand from these (i.e., from the orderable and from the placing) is certainly not gtoug itdf,
dthough itisa@voei-being -- such as, for example, a human being.” (193 b 3-6)

These sentences do not Ssmply recapitulate the dready proven thesis, namely, that ¢voig can
be spoken of in two ways. Much more important is the emphasis given to the crucid thought that
guoig, Sooken of in two ways, is not abeing but amode of being. Therefore, Aristotle again presses
home the point: the appearance and the placing into the appearance must not be taken Platonicdly as
sanding gpart unto themsalves, but as the being (Sein) in which an individud being stands at any given
moment -- for example, this person here. To be sure, thisindividud being isfrom tAn and poeen, but
precisely for thisreason it isabeing and not a way of being -- not gtog, as are poper and GAn in
their inherent togetherness. In other words, it now becomes clear to what extent Aristotle's [282]
digtinction between tAn and poperj isnot smply another formulafor Antiphon's ditinction between
&povdpiotov and ‘pudude. These latter terms are intended to define gvoig, but they only designate
beings -- the stable as distinct from the unstable. They do not grasp, much less conceptudize, pvoig as
being, i.e., aswhat makes up the stability or standing-on-its-own of ¢ioer vte. Such being can be
understood only if we use A6y0¢ as our clue. But the addressing of things shows that the appearance
and the placedness into the appearance are primary, and from them what we cal An isthen
determined as the orderable. But with that, yet another issue aready gets decided, but one that prompts
the next step in the demondration that ¢voig ispoeen. Although tAn and poeeri both conditute the
essence of gvoig, they do not carry equal weight. Moo has priority. With that we are saying that
the course of the demondtration as carried out so far now liftsthe task of the demongtration one level
higher. And Arigtotle loses no time in saying 0.

XV. “What ismore, this (namely, pnopen asthe placing into the appearance) is ¢voig to a greater
degree than the orderable is. For each individua thing is addressed [as properly being] when it
"is in the mode of having-itsdf-in-its-end rather than when it is (only) in the Sate of
appropriatenessfor...." (193 b 6-8)

Why isit thet pope is @toig not only on apar with 6An but "to a greater degree"? Because
we spesk of something as properly in being only when it isin the mode of évteAéyeia. Accordingly,
popery Mmust somehow have the intringc character of ¢vtedéyeia. To what degree thisistrue, Aristotle
does not explain here. Neither does he explain what ¢vtedéyeio means. Thisterm, coined by Arigtotle
himsdf, is the fundamenta word of his thinking, and it embodies that knowledge of being which brings
Greek philosophy to its fulfillment. ™ EvteAéxere” comprises the basic concept of Western
metagphysics in whose changes of meaning we can best estimate, and indeed must see, the distance
between Greek thought in the beginning [283] and the metaphysics that followed. But at firdt it is not



clear why Arigtotle introduces ¢vteAéyeia herein order to ground the fact that and the degreeto

which poper ispaiiov gvoig. Only onething do we see clearly: Arigtotle again appedsto Aéyeuy,

to the addressing of things, in order to show where the proper being of a being can be glimpsed. But we
can clear up the initidly obscure grounding of the proof by clearing up beforehand what isto be
grounded. What is the meaning of the new clam that overrides the previoudy equd status of $An and
popery by mantaining that woope is etoig to a greater degree? Earlier we came upon the crucid
guiding prindple: pvoig isovoie, akind of beingness or presencing. Therefore, the proposition to be
grounded maintains that poe fulfills what beingnessis more than tAn does. Earlier ill it was
established that gvoer vta are xivospueve: thar being is movedness.

We now have to grasp movedness as ovoie, i.e., we must say what movednessis. Only inthis
way do we clarify what ¢toi¢ isas doxn x1vioewg, and only from the thus clarified essence of gtoig
will we seewhy popery more fulfillswhat ovoie isand therefore why it is ¢voig to agreater degree.

What is movedness, taken asthe being -- i.e,, the being present -- of amoving being? Aristotle
givesthe answer in Physics T 1-3. It would be presumptuous to try to capture in afew sentences an
essentid indght into Aristotl€'s interpretation of movedness, the mogt difficult thing Western metgphysics
has had to ponder in the course of its history. Still we must try to do o, at least to adegree that will
dlow usto follow the demondtration of the popgni-character of gvoig. Thereason for the difficulty in
Arigotle’s definition of the essence [of movedness] liesin the strange smplicity of the essentid ingight. It
isagmplicity we sddom achieve because even now we hardly have an inkling of the Greek concept of
being, and likewise, in reflecting on the Greek experience of movedness, we forget what is decisive,
namely, that the Greeks concelve of movednessin terms of rest. [284] At this point we mugt digtinguish
between movedness and movement, as well as between rest and mere lack of movement.®* Movedness
means the essence from which both movement and the lack of movement are determined. The latter is
the “cessation” (nadeotor, Metaphysics © 6, 1048 b 26) of movement, and it can be calculated as
the limit-case (=0) of movement. But in fact even thislack of movement, which we take to be the
opposite of movement, aso has movedness asiits essence. The purest unfolding of the essence of
movednessis to be found where rest does not mean the breaking off and cessation of movement, but
rather where movedness is gathered up into stasis, and where this ingathering, far from excluding
movedness, includes and for the first time discloses it. For example: 8o dpe xal édpaxe
(Metaphysics © 6, 1048 b 23): " Someone sees and, in seeing, has also and at the same time achieved
the very wéiro¢ Of seeing." The movement of seeing and inspecting what is around oneis properly the
highest state of movedness only intherest of (Smple) seeing, gathered into itsdlf. Such seeing isthe
téLog, the end where the movement of seaing fird gathersitself up and essentidly is movedness.
("End" is not the result of stopping the movement, but is the beginning of movedness as the ingathering
and storing up of movement.) Thus the movedness of amovement congsts above dl in the fact that the
movement of amoving being gathers itsdf into its end, téAog, and as 0 gathered within its end, "has’
itHf: ¢v téder Exer, Evteéyera, having-itsaf-in-itsend. Instead of the word évredéyeia, which he
himsdf coined, Aristotle also uses the word évepyeia. Here, in place of téiog, there stands éoyov,

13"Regt": Ruhigkeit; "repose’: Ruhe.



the "work™ in the sense of what isto be produced and what has been pro-duced. In Greek thought
¢vepyeia, means "sanding in the work," where "work means that which sands fully inits"end.” But in
turn the "fully-ended or fulfilled" [das "Vollendete" | does not mean "the concluded,” any more than
té1o¢ Means "concluson.” Rather, in Greek thought téAo¢ and #oyov are defined by ido¢; they name
the manner and mode in which something stands "findly and finitely" ["endlich"] in its appearance.

From movedness, understood as ¢vteAéyeie, We must now try to understand the movement
of what moves as one manner [285] of being, namely, that of a xivosuevov. Relying on an example
can make the direction of our essentid ingght more secure. And following Aristotle's gpproach we
choose our example from the field of "production,” the "making” of an artifact. Take a case of
generation: atable coming into existence. Here we obvioudy find movements. But Aristotle does not
mean the "movements’ performed by the carpenter in handling the tools and the wood. Rather, in the
generation of the table, Arigtotle is thinking precisdly of the movement of what is being generated
itself and as such. Kivnoic ispetaBoin, the change of something into something, such thet in the
change the very act of change itsdf breaks out into the open, i.e., comes into appearance dong with the
changing thing. The orderable wood in the workshop changesinto atable. What sort of being doesthis
change have? Thething that changesis the wood lying present here, not just any wood but this wood
that is appropriate. But "appropriate for" means: tailored to the gppearance of atable, hence for that
wherein the generating of the table -- the movement -- comesto its end. The change of the appropriate
wood into atable congsts in the fact that the very appropriateness of what is appropriate emerges more
fully into view and reeches its fulfillment in the appearance of atable and thus comesto stand in the
table that has been pro-duced, placed forth, i.e., into the unhidden. In the rest that goes with this
standing (of what has attained its stand), the emerging appropriateness (svveuig) of the gppropriate
(duvaper) gathersitsaf up and "has' itsdf (xe1) asinitsend (tédog). Therefore Aristotle says
(PhysicsT' 1, 201 b 4f.): 7 tod duvatod 1) duvatov éviedéyera @avepdv 6t xivnoic éotiv: "The
having-itsdlf-in-its-end of what is appropriate as something appropriate (i.e., in its gopropriateness) is
clearly (the essence of) movedness.”

But generation isthis kind of generation -- i.e., xivnoig in the narrower sense of movement as
opposed to rest -- only insofar as that which is gppropriate has not yet brought its appropriateness to
itsend, and S0 IS &-telég - that is, only insofar as the standing-in-the-work is not yet within its end.
Accordingly Arigtotle says (Physics, T' 2, 201 b 31f.), 1 te xivnoig évépyera pév T1g eivar doxet,
&teAnc 66: "Movement does appear as[286] something like standing-in-the-work, but as not yet
having comeinto its end.”

But therefore having-itsdf-within-its-end (¢vreAéyeia) isthe essence of movedness (that is, it
isthe being of amoving being), because this rest most perfectly fulfillswhat ovoiw is theintringcaly
gtable presencing in the appearance. Arigtotle says thisin his own way in a sentence we take from the
treatise that deds explicitly with évtedéyeia (Meta. © 8, 1049 b 5): @avepdv 611 Tpdtegov
¢vépyera duvapedg ¢otiv: "Manifestly standing-in-the-work is prior to appropriatenessfor...." In this
sentence Arigtotle's thinking and pari passu Greek thinking, reaches its peak. But if we trandateit in
the usud way, it reads. "Clearly actudity is prior to potentidity.” *Evépyeia, Sanding-in-the-work in
the sense of presencing into the appearance, was trandated by the Romans as actus, and so with one



blow the Greek world was toppled. From actus, agere (to effect) came actualitas, "actudity.”
Avveug became potentia, the ability and potentid that something has. Thus the assertion, "Clearly
actudity is prior to potentidity” seemsto be evidently in error, for the contrary is more plausible. Surely
in order for something to be "actua" and to be able to be "actud,” it must first be possible. Thus,
potentidity is prior to actudity. But if we reason this way, we are not thinking elther with Arigtotle or
with the Greeks in generd. Certainly dvvapig aso means "ability” and it can be used as the word for
"power," but when Aristotle employs duvauig as the opposite concept to évredéyeia and évépyera,
he uses the word (as he did analogoudly with xetnyopie and ovoie) asathoughtful name for an
essentid basic concept in which beingness, ovoie, isthought. We dready trandated dvvapig as
appropriateness and being appropriate for..., but even here the danger perssts that we will not think
consgtently enough in the Greek manner and will shrink from the hard work of getting clear about the
meaning of gppropriatenessfor... astha manner of emergence which, while still holding itself back and
within itself, comes forth into the gppearance [287] wherein such appropriatenessis fulfilled. Avveuig
isamode of presencing. But Arigtotle says, évégyela (¢vtedéyeia) ISTdtegov, "prior” to dbvautg,
"prior," namely, with regard to ovoie (Cf. Meta. © 8, 1049 b 10, 11). 'Evépyeie more origindly
fulfills what pure presencing isinsofar as it means a having-itsdf-in-the-work-and-within-its-end that
has |eft behind the entire "not-yet" of gppropriatenessfor..., or better, has precisdy brought it forth
along with it into the redization of thefinite, fulfilled [voll-"endeten"] appearance. The basic thesis
Arigtotle has put forth concerning the hierarchy of ¢vreAéyeia and dbvapig can be expressed briefly
asfollows: évtedéyera iSodoia "to agreater degree” than dvvauic is “Evépyera fulfills the essence
of intringcaly stable presencing more essentidly than d6vepuig does.

InPhysics B, 1, 193 b 6-8 Aristotle says, "Moreover, this (namely, poper) IS @ioig to a
greater degree than vAn is. For each individud is addressed [as a proper being] wheniit 'is inthe
manner of having-itsdf-within-its-end rather than when it is (only) in gppropriatenessfor...." It is il
unclear to what degree the second sentence can serve to ground the claim that poger isnot just
another tpénog Set on apar with vAn, but rather is gioi¢ to a greater degree than vAn iS. Mope IS
the placing into the gppearance, i.e, it isxivnoig itsdf, the changing of the appropriate as a breaking
out of its gppropriateness. But the essence of xivnoig isévtedéyeie, which for its part fulfills what
ovoia iSto agreater degree and more origindly than dvvapig does. The determination of the essence
of guovg isruled by the guiding principle that ¢voig isakind of ovoia. Therefore, because pooe is,
in essence, évredéyera, and thusisovoia to agreater degree, then likewise pope intringcaly is
paiiov gvoig. The placing into the appearance more fulfills what ¢voi¢ is the being of the
%®1voupevoy xol  abTa.

Therefore, now more than ever we need a correct insght into the kind of priority that wooen
has over UAn, because dong with the priority of poperj, the essence proper to pope isgill more
clearly revedled. And this meansthe task of grasping ¢uvoi¢ as poeeni hasinevitably moved up to a
new level. Therefore, as we take the step into that next level, we must have clearly [288] in view what
we saw a the previous level. Mogerj iS @toig "to a greater degree” but not because it supposedly is
"form" that has subordinate to it a"matter” that it molds. Rather, asthe placing into the appearance,
pope1) surpasses the orderable (6An) insofar as poper isthe presencing of the gppropriateness of the
gopropriate, and consequently, in terms of presencing, is more origind. But that granted, what now is



the perspective within which the essence of oo isdill more clearly reveded? The following
sentence establishes that perspective:

XVI. "Moreover, ahuman being is generated from a human being, but not a bedstead from a
bedstead." (193 b 8-9)

Is this sentence anything more than an empty truism? Yes, it certainly is. Even the trandtiona
word &1, "moreover,” indicates the relation to what went before and at the same time pointsto an
"advance" "Et yiverar: we should trandate it more strongly: "Moreover, in the areawe are talking
about, what is at stake is generation (yéveoig), and generation is different in the cases of human beings
and of bedsteads, i.e., of @ioel dvre (Qrowing things) and morodpueve (artifacts).” (Here where we
are deding with yéveoig, the human being istaken as only a{¢ov, a"living being.") In other words,
pope1y as placing into the gppearance is only now explicitly grasped as yéveoig. But yéveoig isthat
kind of movedness Aristotle omitted when he listed the types of movement in his introductory
characterization of xivnoi¢ as petaporn, because to it he reserved the task of distinguishing the
essence of gvoig as popen.

Two kinds of generation are contrasted with each other. And from the way the two are sharply
distinguished we have a good opportunity to discern the essence of generation.** The crucid
characteristic of poper as movedness -- namely, évteAéyera -- was certainly brought to our attention
with regard to the generation of atable. But at the same time we have unwittingly carried over what was
said about the generation of an artifact into the question of the pope that pertainsto voig. But is not
@Uorg then misunderstood as some sort of saf-making artifact? Or isthis[289] not a
misunderstanding at al but the only possible interpretation of ¢voig, namey asakind of téxvn? That
amost seemsto be the case, because modern metaphysics, in the impressive terms of, for example,
Kant, conceives of "nature” as a "technique’ such that this "technique” that condtitutes the essence of
nature provides the metaphysical ground for the possihility, or even the necessity, of subjecting and
meastering nature through machine technology. Be that as it may, Aristotles seemingly dl-too-obvious
Statement about the difference between the generation of a human being and the generation of atable
forces upon us some crucid reflections in which we will have to clarify what role is assgned to the
contrast of growing things with artifacts that has been operative from the very beginning of the chapter
and has run through the whole explanation.

When Arigtotle time and again characterizes growing things by way of anaogy with artifacts,
does this mean he dready understands the gvoer 8vta as self-making artifacts? No, quite the contrary,
he conceaives of gptoig as sdf-production. But is not "production” the same as "making”? It isfor usso
long as we wander thoughtlesdy among worn-out ideas instead of holding on to what was dready

“Heidegger here hyphenates the word for generation: "Ent-stehen” -- asif to indicate the meaning
"ganding forth" or "springing up.”



pointed out. But what if we should find our way back to the redlm of being as understood by the
Greeks? Then we see that making, noinoig, isone kind of production, whereas "growing” (the going
back into itsdf and emerging out of itsdlf), eioig, isanother. Here "to pro-duce’ cannot mean "to
make" but rather: to place something into the unhiddenness of its gppearance; to let something become
present; presencing. From this notion of pro-duction the essence of generation [Ent-stehen] and of its
various kinds may be determined. Instead of "generation” we should have to say "derivation,” [Ent-
stellung],™ which is not to be taken in its usud sense but rather as meaning: to derive from one
appearance that appearance into which something pro-duced (in any given ingtance) is placed and thus
is. Now there are different kinds of such "derivation.” Something generated (say, atable) can be
derived from one appearance (the appearance of "table") and placed forth into the same kind of
appearance without the first gppearance, from which [290] the table is derived, itself performing the
placing into the gppearance. The first appearance (idog), "table” remainsonly anapdderype,
something which certainly shows up in the production but does nothing mor e than that and therefore
requires something el se that can first place the orderable wood, as something appropriate for appearing
as atable, into that appearance. In those cases where the appearance merely shows up, and in
showing up only guides a know-how in the producing of another such gppearance and plays an
accompanying role rather than actudly performing the production -- there production is amaking.

Thisway of showing up is certainly one kind of presencing, but it isnot the only kind. It isaso
possible that an appearance -- without showing up as a napdderype inthe proper sense, namdy, in
and for atéyvn -- can directly present itself as what takes over the placing into itself. The gppearance
placesitself forth. Here we have the self-placing of an appearance. And in thus placing itsdf forth it
placesitsdf into itsdf, i.e, it itsdf produces something with its kind of gppearance. Thisis poperi as
evorg. And we can easly seethat a&oov (an anima) does not "make" itsdf and its kind, because its
appearance is not and never can be merely ameasure or paradigm according to which something is
produced from something orderable. Rather, such gppearance is that which comes to presence [das
An-wesende] itsdlf, the self-placing appearance that done in each case orders up the orderable and
places it as appropriate into appropriateness. In yéveoig as sAf-placing, production is entirdy the
presencing of the gppearance itself without the importation of outside help -- whereas such outside help
iswhat characterizes dl "making." Whatever produces itsdlf, i.e., places itsdlf into its appearance, needs
no fabrication. If it did, this would mean an animd could not reproduce itsalf without mastering the
science of its own zoology. All thisindicates that poperj -- not just more than tAn, but in fact done and
completely -- is pvorg. And thisis exactly what the supposed truism above would have us understand.
But as soon as it becomes clear that gdoig isthiskind of yéveag, its State of movedness requires a
definition that in every respect identifies its uniqueness. Therefore afurther step is necessary [291]:

B'Satt Entstehung miissen wir sagen Ent-stellung...." The usud meaning of "Entstellung” is
"deformation,” but Heidegger's hyphenization of the word ("Ent-stellung”: de-formation) and his
subsequent explanation give it anew meaning: taking the form or gppearance from (de-) asmilar form
or gppearance. Thisis captured somewhat by the English "derivation.” (Trandator's note.)



XVII. "Furthermore, pvoig, which isaddressed as yéveoaig -- i.€., as deriving- and-placing-
something so that it stands forth'® -- is (nothing less than) being-on-the-way toward guvoc.
(And this), of course, not asthe practice of medicine is said to be the way not toward the art of
medicine but toward hedth. For whereas the practice of medicine necessarily comes from the
art of medicine, it is not directed toward this art (asits end). But gvoig is not related to ¢doig
inthisway (namely, as medicine isto hedth). Rather, whatever isabeing from and in the
manner of gvoig goes from something toward something insofar asthis being is determined by
gvoig (in the movedness of this going). But ‘toward what' doesit go forth in the manner of
gvorc? Not toward that ‘from which’ (it is derived in any given ingtance) but rather toward
that as which it is generated in each instance.” (193 b 12-18)

Characterized as yéveaig in the previous section, ¢totg isnow understood as determined by
086¢. Weimmediatdy trandate 666¢ with "way," and we think of this as a gtretch lying between the
garting point and the god. But the "way-ness' of away must be looked for in another perspective. A
way leads through an areg; it opensitsdf up and opens up the area. A way is therefore the same asthe
process of passage from something to something ese. It isway as being-on-the-way.

If we are to determine the yéveoig-character of gvoig more exactly, we have to clarify the
movedness of this kind of movement. The movedness of movement is évépyeia dreirg, the Sanding-
inthe-work that has not yet come into its end. But according to what we said earlier, £oyov, work,
means neither making nor the artifact made, but that which is to be pro-duced, brought into presencing.
Initsdf, évépyera dtelri isaready a being-on-the-way which, as such and as a process, places forth
what isto be pro-duced. The being-on-the-way in gioc ispoeen (saf-placing). Now, the previous
section pointed out that from which poperi as saf-placing is on the way: the gppearance of the gioet
év iswhat placesitsalf in the sdf-placing. But whet is yet to be determined is the "whereunto” of the
process, or better, the meaning of 686¢ that results from the determination of the "whereunto.”

[292] ®vo1g iIS080¢ éx @loewg eig pUory, the being-on-the-way of a sdf-placing thing
toward itself aswhat is to be pro-duced, and this in such away that the self-placing isitsdf whally of a
kind with the self-placing thing to be pro-duced. What could be more obvious than the opinion that
pvog istherefore akind of sdf-making, hence a téyvn, the only difference being that the end of this
making has the character of ¢io1¢c? And we do know of such atéyvn. *Tateixd, the at of medicine,
hasits télog as vyiewa, a pioirg-like condition. " Tateuxr iS080¢ eig vorv. But just when the road
seems open to an andogy between ¢voig and iatpixy, the basc difference between the two ways of
generaing agvoer 6v comesto light. " Tatexn, as 66o¢ eic @iy, isabeing-on-the-way toward
something that precisdly is not iateix, not the art of medicine itsdf, i.e, not atéyvn. " Tateixn
would have to be 680¢ ei¢ iatoixnv in order to be at al andogousto eivoic. But if it were, it would
no longer be iateuxry, because practicing medicine has as its end the state of hedlth and this done.

®Thisis an attempt to capture, in English, Heidegger's rendering of yéveaic as "Ent-stellung in
den Ent-stand.”



Even if adoctor practices medicine in order to attain a higher degree of the téyvn, the doctor does so
only in order al the more to reach the té1o¢ of restoring health -- provided, of course, that we are
talking about ared doctor and not amedica "entrepreneur” or "time-server.”

The renewed atempt to clarify the essence of gvoi¢ by way of an andogy with téyvn fals
precisely here from every conceivable point of view. This means. we must understand the essence of
gvorg entirdy from out of itsdlf, and we should not detract from the astonishing fact of gtoig as 68
ploewg eig pvorv by overhasty analogies and explanations.

But even when we give up pressing the anadlogy to téyvn, one last tempting "explanation” now
urgesitsalf upon us. As gioewg 680¢ eig pory, ISNOt evoig acongtant circling back upon itself?
However, thisis precisely what is not the case. As on the way to gvoig, eioig does not fal back on
whatever it comes forth from. What is generated never places itself back into what it comes from,
[293] precisdly because the essence of generation isthe sdf-placing into the appearance. If such
placing lets the salf-placing appearance be present, and if the gppearance s, in each case, present only
in an individud "this' which has such an gppearance, then to this extent, that into which the generation
places the gppearance surdy must always be something other than that "from which" it is generated.

Certanly ¢ioewg 660¢ i pvory iIsamode of coming forth into presencing, in which the
"from which," the "to which" and the "how" of the presencing remain the same. ®6o1¢ isa“going’ in the
sense of agoing-forth towards a going-forth, and in this sense it isindeed agoing back into itsdf, i.e,
the sdlf to which it returns remains a going-forth. The merely spatia image of acirdeis essentidly
inadequate because this going-forth that goes back into itsalf precisaly lets something go forth from
which and to which the going-forth isin each ingtance on the way.

Thisessence of gvoig as yéveoig isfulfilled only by the kind of movednessthat oo is.
Therefore the decisve sentence, the one towards which this whole treatment of the essence of gtoic
has been moving, says succinctly:

XVII11. "And so this, the sdlf-placing into the gppearance, is ¢voic." (193 b 18)

In the sdlf-placing, asthe évépyela dteAric characteristic of yéveoig, only the eidog, the
gppearance, is present as the "whence," the "whereunto" and the "how" of this being-on-the-way. So
pope1) isnot only gioig "to agreater degree’ than vAn is, and gtill less can it be put merely on a par
with An such that the definition of the essence of @vo1¢ would leave us with two tpénor of equa
weight, and Antiphon's doctrine would be entitled to equal authority next to Aristotl€'s. Antiphon's
doctrine now getsits stiffest rgjection with the sentence, "Mog e}, and it done, fulfills the essence of
@voig." But in the trangtion to his own interpretation (193 a 28, v pév odv Tpémov obtwg 1) Uolg
Aéyetan, section XII), Aristotle did, after al, take over the doctrine of Antiphon. How can thisfact be
reconciled with the sentence we have just reached, which alows one and only one tpéno¢? To
understand this, we must know the extent to which [294] Aristotle's acceptance of Antiphon's doctrine



nevertheless congtitutes the sharpest rgiection of it. The most drastic way to reject a proposition is not
to dismissit curtly as disproven and merely brush it aside, but on the contrary to take it over and work
it into an essential and grounded connection with one's own argument -- i.e., to take it over and work it
in as the non-essence that necessarily belongs to the essence. For if it is possible at dl to have two
tpdémor inthe interpretation of @voig with regard to poper and 6An with the result that 5An can be
mistakenly interpreted as something formlessthat is stably a hand, then the reason must liein the
essence of gvoig, and that now means. in popen itsalf. Aridaotle refers to this reason in the following
passage, where hisinterpretation of gtog reachesits conclusion:

XIX. "However, the sdlf-placing into the appearance -- and therefore gioig as well -- is spoken of
in two ways, for “privation’ too is something like appearance.” (193 b 18-20)

The reason why ¢voi¢ can be looked at from two viewpoints and spoken of in two ways
conggtsin the fact that popen in itsdf -- and consequently the essence of gvoig aswell -- istwofol d.
The sentence asserting the twofold essence of ¢voig isgrounded in the remark following it: "for
“privation’ too is something like gppearance.”

Asaword, aconcept, and an "issue," otépnoig isintroduced in this chapter just as bruskly as
was évteAéyere beforeit, probably because it has as decisve a sgnificance in Aristotle's thought as
does ¢vteAéyera. (On otéonoig, cf. Physics A, 7 and 8, although there, too, it is not explained.)

To interpret thislast section of Arigtotle's reading of @voic, we must answer four questions:

@ What does otégnoig mean?

2 How is atéonoig related to poper, such that otéonoig can hep daify the
twofoldness of popen?[295]

3 In what sense, then, is the essence of ¢voig twofold?
4 What consequence does the twofoldness of gvoig have for the find determination of its
essence?

Re (1) What does otéonoig mean? Literdly trandated, otéonoig means"privation,” but this
does not get us very far. On the contrary, this meaning of the word can even bar the way to
understanding the issue if, as dways in such cases, we lack a prior familiarity with, and a knowledge of,
the redlm in which the word arises as aname for the issue at sake. The redm is shown us by the clam
that otéonog, 00, is something like eidoc. But we know that the eido¢, Soecificaly the eidog xata
TOv Aéyov, characterizes poper, which in turn fulfills the essence of gioig asotdoie tod
nvovpévou xad avté, i.e., of gvoig asxivnoig. The essence of xivnoig iSévteAéyera. Thisis
enough to let us know that we can adequately understand the essence of otépnaoig only within the area
of, and on the basis of, the Greek interpretation of being.

The Romans trandated otépnotg as privatio. Thisword istaken asakind of negatio. But
negation can be understood as aform of denid, of "saying no." Thus otépnoic beongswithin the



redm of "saying" and "addressing" -- xatnyopia in the preterminologica sense we noted earlier.

Even Aristotle ssemsto understand otépnoig asakind of saying. As evidence of this we offer
atext from the treatise e\ yevéoewg xai @dopag (A 3, 318 b 16f.), atext that is, at one and the
same time, appropriate for carifying the sentence we are discussng from the Physics while, in addition,
offering us a concrete example of actéonoig: T0 pév depuov xatnyopia T1¢ xal £idog, 1) 62
Yuyedtng otéonoic. " Warm' isin a senseaway we can address things and therefore, properly
speaking, an appearance, but “cold', on the other hand, isa otépnoic.” Here "warm™ and "cold" are
opposed to each other as xatnyopia ti¢ VErsus otégnotg. But observe carefully that Aristotle says
xatnyopia Ti¢. "Warm' isaway of addressing things only in acertain sense -- in fact, theword is
written in quotation marks. Saying something is "warm'" is[296] an attribution, saying something to
something; correspondingly, otépnotc IS, in acertain sense, adenid, asaying something away from
something. But to what extent is"cold" adenid?

When we say "The water is cold," we atribute something to that being, yes, but in such away
that, in the very atribution, "warm" is denied of the water. But what is at stake in this digtinction
between warm and cold is not the distinction between attribution and denid; what is a stake, rather, is
that which is attributable or deniable in accordance with its €ido¢. And therefore the chapter's
concluding sentence, which is supposed to ground the twofold essence of poperj, and therefore of
gvoig, by means of areferenceto otépnotig, SAYS »ai yap 1 otépnoig e186¢ nadg éotiv. "For
privation, too, -- i.e., what is denied or 'said-away' -- isakind of gppearance.” In the coldness
something appears and is present, something, therefore, which we "sense” In this "sensed something”
that is present, something eseis likewise absent, indeed in such away that we sense what is present in
aspecia way precisdy because of this absencing. In otéonorg, "privation,” it isametter of "taking
something away" by akind of saying-it-away. Ztéonoi¢ certanly refersto an "away," but dways and
above dl it means something fals away, has gone away, remains away, becomes absent. If we bear in
mind thet ovote, beingness, means presencing, then we need no further long-winded explanations to
edtablish where otépno1¢ as absencing belongs.

And yet right here we reach adanger point in our comprehension. We could make matters easy
for oursalves by taking otéonoig (bsencing) merely asthe opposite of presencing. But otépnotig is
not smply absentness [Abwesenheit]. Rather, as absencing, otéonorc isprecisaly otéonoig for
presencing. What then is otéonoic? (Cf. Aristotle, Metaphysics A 22, 1022 b 22ff.) When today, for
example, we say, "My bicycleis gonel” we do not mean smply that it is somewhere dse we mean it is
missng. When something is missing, the missing thing is gone, to be sure, but the goneness itsdf, the
lack itsdlf, iswhat irritates and upsets us, and the "lack” can do thisonly if the lack itself is"there," i.e,
only if thelack is, i.e., condtitutes a manner of being. Ztépnoig as absencing is not smply absentness;
rather, [297] it isapresencing, namely, that kind in which the absencing (but not the absent thing) is
present. Ttégnoig iSeidog, but £186¢ nwg, an appearance and presencing of sorts. Today we are all
too inclined to reduce something like this presencing-by-absencing to afacile didecticd play of
concepts rather than hold on to what is astonishing about it. For in otégnog is hidden the essence of
pvoig. To seethiswe must first answer the next question.



Re (2) How is otépnoig related to popen? The sdlf-placing into the gppearanceis xivnoig, a
change from something to something, a change that in itsdf is the "bresking out” of something. When
wine becomes sour and turns to vinegar, it does not become nothing. When we say, "It has turned to
vinegar," we mean to indicate that it came to "nothing,” i.e., to what we had not expected. In the
"vinegar" lies the non-gppearance, the absencing, of the wine. Mo as yéveoig IS 68d¢, the being-
on-the-way of a"not yet" to a"no more." The sdf-placing into the appearance aways lets something be
present in such away that in the presencing an absencing Smultaneoudy becomes present. While the
blossom "buds forth” (gvet), the leaves that prepared for the blossom now fdl off. The fruit comesto
light, while the blossom disappears. The sdlf-placing into the appearance, the popev, has aotéonoic-
character, and this now means. pogpen isdiyag, intrinsically twofold, the presencing of an absencing.
Consequently the third question dready has its answer.

Re (3) In what senseisthe essence of gioig twofold? As gioewg 680¢ i @lov, @ioig IS
akind of ¢végyera, akind of odoie. Specificdly it isthe production of itsdf, from out of itsdlf, unto
itself. Nonetheless, in essentialy "being-on-the-way," each being that is pro-duced or put forth
(exduding artifacts) is dso put away, as the blossom is put away by the fruit. But in this putting away,
the self-placing into the appearance -- pvo1¢ -- does not cease to be. On the contrary, the plant in the
form of fruit goes back into its seed, which, according to its essence, is nothing else but a going-forth
into the appearance, 660¢ pvoewg eig vorv. With its very coming-to-life every living thing dready
beginsto die, and conversdly, dying is but a[298] kind of living, because only aliving being hasthe
ability to die. Indeed, dying can be the highest "act" of living. ®@vo1¢ is the self-productive putting-away
of itsdlf, and therefore it possesses the unique qudity of ddivering over to itsdf that which throughiit is
firg transformed from something orderable (e.g., water, light, ar) into something appropriate for it done
(for example, into nutriment and so into sap or bones). One can take this "appropriate” for itsdf asthe
orderable and consider this orderable as "materid," and therefore take @vo1¢ as mere "change of
materid." One can further reduce the materid to what is most congtantly present init, and take this as
the stable, indeed as the most stable, and thus in a certain sense as that which most is -- and then
declare thisto be gtoig. Looked at in thisway, ¢ioig offersthe dud possibility of being addressed in
terms of matter and of form. This dud way of addressing ¢vo¢ hasits bassin the origind twofold
essence of gvoig. More precisdly it isgrounded in a misinterpretation of the suvdpuer 8v, one that
changes the duvaper 8v from "the gppropriate” to something merely orderable and on hand. The
doctrine of Antiphon and of his successors, who have continued in an unbroken line down to today,

Sl zes upon the most extreme non-essence of gvoig and inflates it into the real and only essence. In
fact, such inflation remains the essence of al non-essence.

Re (4) What is the consequence of the twofoldness of ¢voi¢ for the find determination of its
essence’? Answer: the smplicity of this essence. If we keep the whole in mind, then we now have two
conceptua determinations of the essence of gvoig. The one takes gvoig as doyn x1vicewg Tod
xovoupévou xad avt6, the origin and ordering of the movedness of what moves of and by itsdlf. The
other takes @uvoi¢ as popery, which means as yéveoic, which means xivnoic. If wethink both
determinationsin their unity, then from the viewpoint of the first one, gtoi¢ isnothing other than &y
pUoewg, Which is precisaly what the second definition says: gvoig IS @ioewg 680¢ el @voLy -- @iolg
isitsdf the origin and ordering of itsdlf. From the viewpoint of the second definition, ¢voig isthe



pope1y &oxmg, the self-placing in which the origin placesitsdf into the ordering process and [299] as
that which orders the self-placing into the gppearance. Mogenj isthe essence of ¢io as doyrj, and
&oyx1j isthe essence of gvoig as popet, inofar asthe uniqueness of poper congssin the fact that, in
pvoig, the eidog, of and by itsdf and as such, brings itsdlf into presencing. Unlike téyvn, ¢doig does
not firg require a supervening rnoinoig that takes just something lying around (e.g., wood) and bringsit
into the appearance of "table." Such a product is never, of and by itsdlf, on-the-way and never can be
on-the-way to atable.

®iorg, on the other hand, is the presencing of the absencing of itself, one that is on-the-way
fromitsdf and unto itsalf. As such an absencing, ¢voi¢ remains a going-back-into-itself, but this going-
back is only the going of a going-forth.

*k*

But here in the Physics Arigtotle concelves of gtoic as the beingness (ovoie) of a particular
(and initsdf limited) region of beings, things that grow as digtinguished from things that are made. With
regard to their kind of being, these beings stem precisaly from @voug, of which Aristotle therefore says.
&v ya T1 yévog To0 8vtog 1 @voig, "®voig isone branch of being [among others| for (the many-
branched tree of) beings." Arigtotle saysthisin atredtise thet later, in the definitive ordering of his
writings by the Peripatetic school, was catal ogued with those treetises that ever since have borne the
name peta t& uoixd -- which are writings that both do and do not belong to the puowxa. The
sentence we just read comes from chapter three of the treatise now caled Book T (1V) of the
Metaphysics, and the information it provides about ¢voi¢ isidenticd with the guiding principle put
forthin Physics, Book B, chapter one, which we have just interpreted: ¢toc isone kind of ovoie.
But this same treatise of the Metaphysics, in itsfirst chapter, says exactly the opposite: ovoia (the
being of beings as such in totdity) is doi¢ T1¢, Something like voic. But Aridatle isfar from intending
to say that the essence of being in generd is, properly spesking, of the same kind asthe ¢do1¢ which, a
little later, he explicitly characterizes as only one branch of being [300] among others. Rather, this
bardly adegautdly expressed assertion that ovoie Ti¢ IS@Uoig iSan echo of the great beginning of
Greek philosophy, the firgt beginning of Western philosophy. In this beginning, being was thought as
@uoig, such that the gvorg that Aristotle conceptuaized can be only alate derivative of originary
evorg. And amuch weaker, much harder-to-hear echo of the origina ¢voi¢ that was projected asthe
being of beings, is il Ieft for us when we spesk of the "nature’ of things, the nature of the "date," and
the "nature” of the human being, by which we do not mean the naturd "foundations' (thought of as
physicd, chemicd, or biologicd) but rather the pure and smple being and essence of those beings.

But how should we think gtoig in theway it was origindly thought? Are there il traces of its
projection in the fragments of the origind thinkers? In fact there are, and not just traces, for everything
they said that we can till understand speaks only of gvog, provided we have the right ear for it. The



indirect witness thereof is the non-essence which is history's interpretation of origind Greek thinking as
a"philosophy of nature” in the sense of a"primitive" "chemigry,” an interpretation that has been
prevaent for some time now. But let us leave this non-essence to its own ruin.

In conclusion let us give thought to the saying of athinker from those beginnings, one who
speaks directly of pvorg and who means by it (cf. Fragment 1) the being of beings as such asawhole.
Fragment 123 of Heraclitus (taken from Porphyry) says. gtoig xginteotor giiel, "Being lovesto
hide itself.” What does this mean? It has been suggested, and Hill is suggested, thet this fragment means
being is difficult to get a and requires greet efforts to be brought out of its hiding place and, as it were,
purged of its sdf-hiding. But what is needed is precisely the opposite. Self-hiding belongs to the pre-
dilection [Vor-liebe] of being, i.e, it belongs to that wherein being has secured its essence. And the
essence of being is to unconced itsdlf, to emerge, to come out into the unhidden [301] -- @voig. Only
what in its very essence unconceds and must unconced itsdlf, can love to conced itsdlf. Only what is
unconcedling can be concealing. And therefore the xptntesdar Of @ioig isnot to be overcome, not
to be stripped from ¢@vo¢. Rather, the task is the much more difficult one of dlowing to ¢voig, indl
the purity of its essence, the xpvnteoton that belongstoit.

Being is the sdf-concedling reveding, ¢uvoic inthe origina sense. Sdf-reveding isacoming-
forth into unhiddenness, and this means: first preserving unhiddenness as such by taking it back into its
essence. Unhiddennessis called - Avidera. Truth, aswe trandate thisword, is of the origin, i.e,, itis,
by its very essence, not a characteristic of human knowing and asserting, and dill lessisit amere vadue
or an "ided' that human beings (athough they redly do not know why) are supposed to drive to redlize.
Rather, truth as sdf-reveding belongs to being itsdf. ®6o1¢ is &Arjdera, unconceding, and therefore

®oUTTEGD UL PLAEL.

[Because gioic in the sense of the Physicsisonekind of ovotia, and because ovoiw itsdf
gemsin its essence from @doig as projected in the beginning, therefore éArjdera belongsto
being and therefore presencing into the open of the idéa (Plato) and into the open of the
eidog xatd Tov Adyov (Arigotle) is revealed as one characterigtic of ovoic; therefore for
Arigtotle the essence of xivnoig becomesvisible as évredéyeia and évépyera.]

End



