BEING AND TIME: INTRODUCTION

@8 We are too late for the gods
and too edarly for Being.
Being’s poem, just begun, is man.
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Heidegger had the Intreduction to Being and Time on his desk
throughout the period of the book’s immediate gestation, 1926 -27. At
that time he still planned to write an entire second part to the trea-
tise (see the outline on pp. 86—87); thus the Introduction introduces
us also to something quite beyond the text we possess today as Being
and Time. Like Hegel's Preface to The Phenomenology of Spirit,
which came to serve as an introduction to Hegel’s entire philosophy,
Heidegger's Introduction opens a path to all the later work.

In this text, here printed complete, Heidegger recounts the need to
reawaken the question of the meaning of Being. “Being” has long
served metaphysics as its most universal and hence undefinable con-
cept. Its meaning is obvious but vacuous. Heidegger argues that in-
terrogation of the meaning of Being requires a fundamental ontology
whose point of departure is an analysis of existence. And not just any
sort of existence. Only the being that exists in such a way that its
Being is at issue for it, only the being that has an understanding of
Being, however vague and amorphous, can raise the question of Being
in the first place. Heidegger lets the name Dasein (derived historically
from Dass-sein, the that-it-is of a being) stand for human being or
existence in the emphatic sense (as standing out). In the first division
of his treatise he intends to exhibit basic structures of the “average
everydayness” of Dasein, i.e., of human being as it is predominantly
and customarily. These concretely deseribed structures are then to be
grounded in an interpretation of time in the second division. Finally,
this grounding should prepare the way for an answer to the question
of the meaning of Being in general.

Of course we know that the third division of Part One, “Time and
Being,” where that response was to unfold, never appeared. (See the
General Introduction, above.) Because the third division was in some
undisclosed way to “turn” or “reverse” matters from “Being and
Time” to “Time and Being,” the problem of the incompleteness of
Being and Time was soon touted as Heidegger’s “departure” from that
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work, In spite of the prevalence of this notion in the secondary liter-
ature we may resist any facile opinions concerning Heidegger’s Kehre,
or “turning,” by studying carefully the Introduction to Being and
Time in conjunction with Readings 111, V, and X1.

The projected second part of Being and Time was to pursue “the
task of a destructuring of the history of ontology.” If in later years
tl’Mﬁf Being” called forth Heidegger's
most profound meditations, that of the destructuring—which is to be
understood literally as a deconstruction or painstaking dismantling—
demanded the greatest amount of his time and energy. For the at-
tempt to revitalize traditional formulas and concepts by tracing their
history was a task by no means completed in the published part of
Sein und Zeit. Heidegger’s efforts to recover and renew the question
of Being, to free it from the encrustations of the metaphysical tradi-
tion, remained at the center of his purpose; it was a direct outgrowth
of his passion for a concrete way of raising that question, a way found-
ed in “original experiences” of existence. It is significant that this
“destructuring” begins with the giants of modern philosophy (specif-
ically, Descartes and Kant) and proceeds foward the ancients (specif-
ically, Aristotle),

Finally, the Introduction to Being and Time discusses the all-im-
portant matter of Heidegger's phenomenological method. Here he re-
sponds te the goals and methods promulgated by his teacher Husserl;
here he offers a first glimpse of his own ideas of “phenomenon” and
“logos.” These in turn lay the foundation for the basic issue of truth
as disclosure and unconcealment (see Readings III and XI), Heideg-
ger's interpretations of “phenomenon,” “logos,” and “phenomenology”
may therefore be viewed as paving the way for that “turn” presaged
in Being and Time from the analysis of Dasein to the question of the
meaning of Being in general.

Before the Introduction to Being and Time Heidegger inserts a
brief untitled and unnumbered section. It begins with a guotation
from Plato's Sophist and then states the purpose of the book. The
quotation is noteworthy for at least two reasons. First, it comes im-
mediately after that point in Sophist when Theaetetus and the
Stranger from Elea realize that the shining forth (phainesthai) of
“mere appearance” (to phainomenon) is completely mysterious to
them: their phenomenology of appearances will have to become an
inquiry into being (to on). Second, the quotation comes precisely at
the point where the Stranger is confronting an entire tradition of
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stories about being: he will have to destructure that tradition—even
at the risk of patricide. The Stranger addresses prior philosophers as
follows:

“‘For you have evidently long been aware of this (what you
properly mean when you use the expression “being”); but we who
once believed we understood it have now become perplexed’” (Pla-
to, Sophist 244a). Do we today have an answer to the question of
what we properly mean by the word “being”? By no means. And
so it is fitting that we raise anew the question of the meaning of
Being. But are we today perplexed because we cannot understand
the expression “Being”? By no means. And so we must first of all
awaken an understanding of the meaning of this question. The
intention of the following treatise is to work out concretely the
question of the meaning of Being. Its provisional goal is the inter-
pretation of time as the possible horizon of any understanding of
Being whatsoever.

The goal we have in view, the investigations implied in such a
proposal and demanded by it, as well as the path leading to our
goal, require some introductory comment.

BEING AND TIME

INTRODUCTION
THE EXPOSITION OF THE QUESTION
OF THE MEANING OF BEING

CuarTER ONE
The Necessity, Structure, and Priority
of the Question of Being

I. The necessity of an explicit recovery
of the question of Being

This question has today been forgotten—although our time consid-
ers itself progressive in again affirming “metaphysics.” All the same
we believe that we are spared the exertion of rekindling a giganto-
machia peri tés ousias [“a Battle of Giants concerning Being,” Plato,
Sophist 245¢ 6-246e 1]. But the question touched upon here is
hardly an arbitrary one. It sustained the avid research of Plato and
Aristotle but from then on ceased to be heard as a thematic question
of actual investigation. What these two thinkers gained has been
preserved in various distorted and “camouflaged” forms down to
Hegel's Logic. And what then was wrested from phenomena by the

This traustation of the Introduction to Being and Time by Joan Stambaugh in
collaboration with ]. Glenn Gray and the editor appears i this volume for the first
time. The whole of Being and Time is available in a transtation by Jolin Macquarrie
and Edward Robinson (New York: Harper & Row, 1962). The German text is Martin
Heidegger, Sein und Zeit, twelfth, unaltered edition (Tubingen: Max Niemeyer Ver-
lag, 1972), pp. 1-490. Sein und Zeit was first published in 1927.

4]
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highest exertion of thinking, albeit in fragments and first begin-
nings, has long since been trivialized.

Not only that. On the foundation of the Greek point of departure
for the interpretation of Being a dogmatic attitude has taken shape
which not only declares the question of the meauing of Being to be
superfluous but sanctions its neglect. It is said that “Being” is the
most universal and the emptiest concept. As such it resists every
attempt at definition. Nor does this most universal and thus unde-
finable concept need any definition. Everybody uses it constantly
and also already understands what they mean by it. Thus what
made ancient philosophizing uneasy and kept it so by virtue of its
obscurity has become obvious, clear as day; and this to the point
that whoever pursues it is accused of an error of method.

At the beginning of this inquiry the prejudices that implant and
nurture ever anew the superfluousness of a questioning of Being
cannot be discussed in detail. They are rooted in ancient ontology
itself. That ontology in turn can only be interpreted adequately
under the guidance of the question of Being which has been clari-
fied and answered beforehand. One must proceed with regard to
the soil from which the fundamental ontological concepts grew and
with reference to the suitable demonstration of the categories and
their completencss. We therefore wish to discuss these prejudices
only to the extent that the necessity of a recovery® of the ques-
tion of the meaning of Being hecomes clear. There are three such
prejudices.

1. “Being” is the most “universal” concept: to on esti katholou
malista panton,' Hlud quod primo cadit sub apprehensione est ens,
cutus intellectus includitur in omnibus, qudecumaque quis apprehen-

*The German word Wiederlolung means literally “repetition.” Heidegger uses it not
w1 the sense of a mere retteration of what preceded, but rather in the sense of fetching
something back as a new beginning. Perhaps his use is close to the musical term
recapitulation, which implics a new beginning ineorporating and transforming what
preceded. Alternative translations might be “retrieval” or “reprise.”—Tr./En.

1. Aristotle, Metaphysics 111, 4, 1001a 21.
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dit. “An undcrstanding of Being is always already contained in
everything we apprehend in beings.”? But the “universality” of
“Being” is not that of genus. “Being” does not delimit the highest
region of beings so far as they are conceptually articulated accord-
ing to genus and species: oute to on genos {“Being is not a genus”].?
The “universality” of Being “surpasses” the universality of genus.
According to the designation of medieval ontology, “Being” is a
transcendens. Aristotle himself understood the unity of this tran-
scendental “universal,” as opposed to the manifold of the highest
generic concepts with material content, as the unity of analogy.
Despite his dependence upon Plato’s ontological position, Aristotle
placed the problem of Being on a fundamentally new basis with this
discovery. To be sure, he too did not clarify the obscurity of these
categorial connections. Medieval ontology discussed this problem
in many ways, above all in the Thomist and Scotist schools, without
gaining fundamental clarity. And when Hegel finally defines
“Being” as the “indeterminate Immediate,” and makes this defini-
tion the foundation of all the further categorial explications of his
Logic, he remains within the perspective of ancient ontology—
except that he does give up the problem, raised early on by Aristotle,
of the unity of Being in contrast to the manifold of “categories”
with material content. If one says accordingly that “Being” is the
most universal concept, that cannot mean that it is the clearest and
that it needs no further discussion. The concept of “Being” is rather
the most obscure of all.

2. The concept of “Being” is undefinable. This conclusion was
drawn from its highest universality.® And correctly so—if definitio
fit per genus proximum et differentiam specificam [if “definition is

2. Thomas Aquinas, Summa theclogive I1, 1, Qu. 94, a. 2.

3. Aristotle, Metaphysics 111, 3, 998b 22.

4. See Puscal, Pensées et Qpuscules (ed. Brunschvicg), Paris: Hachette, 1912, p. 169:
“One cannot undertake to define being without falling into this absurdity. For one
cannot define a word without beginning in this way: ‘It is . . " This beginnng may be
expressed or implied. Thus, in order to define being one must say, ‘It is. . ." and
hence employ the word to be defined m s definition.”
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achieved through the nearest genus and the specific difference”].
Indeed, “Being” cannot be understood as a being. Enti non additur
aliqgua natura: “Being” cannot be defined by attributing beings to
it. Being cannot be derived from higher concepts by way of defini-
tion and cannot be represented by lower ones. But does it follow
from this that “Being” can no longer constitute a problem? By no
means. We can conclude only that “Being” is not something like a
being. Thus the manner of definition of beings which has its justi-
fieation within limits—the “definition” of traditional logic which is
itself rooted in ancient ontology—cannot be applied to Being. The
undefinability of Being does not dispense with the question of its
meaning but compels that question.

3. “Being” is the self-evident concept. “Being” is used in all know-
ing and predicating, in every relation to beings and in every relation
to onesclf, and the expression is understandable “without further
ado.” Everybody understands, “The sky is blue,” “I am happy,” and
similar statements. But this average comprehensibility only dem-
onstrates the incomprehensibility. It shows that an enigma lies «a
priori in every relation and being toward beings as beings. The fact
that we live already in an understanding of Being and that the
meaning of Being is at the same time shrouded in darkness proves
the fundamental necessity of recovering the question of the mean-
ing of “Being.”

If what is “self-evident” and this alone-—“the covert judgments of
common reason” (Kant)—is to become and remain the explicit
theme of our analysis (as “the business of philosophers”), then the
appeal to self-evidence in the realm of basic philosophical con-
cepts, and indeed with regard to the concept “Being,” is a dubious
procedure.

But consideration of the prejudices lias made it clear at the same
time that not only is the answer to the question of Being lacking
but even the question itself is obscure and without direction. Thus
to recover the question of Being means first of all to develop ade-
quately the formulation of the question.
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2. The formal structure of the question of Being

The gnestion of the meaning of Being must be formulated. If it is
a—or even the—fundamental question, such questioning needs the
suitable perspicuity. Thus we must briefly discuss what belongs to
a question in general in order to be able to make clear that the
question of Being is a distinctive one.

Every questioning is a seeking. Every seecking takes its direction
beforehand from what is sought. Questioning is a knowing search
for beings in their thatness and whatness. The knowing search can
become an “investigation,” as the revealing determination of what
the question aims at. As questioning about . . . guestioning has
what it asks. All asking about .. .is in some way an inquiring
of. . . . Besides what is asked, what is interrogated also belongs to
questioning. What is questioned is to be defined and conceptualized
in the investigative or specifically theoretical question. As what is
really intended, what is to be ascertained lies in what is questioned;
here questioning arrives at its goal. As an attitude adopted by a
being, the questioner, questioning has its own character of Being.
Questioning can come about as mere “asking around” or as an ex-
plicitly formulated question. What is peculiar to the latter is the
fact that questioning becomes lucid in advance with regard to ali
the above-named constitutive characteristics of the question.

The meaning of Being is the question to be formulated. Thus we
are confronted with the necessity of explicating the question of
Being with regard to the structural moments cited.

As a seeking, questioning needs previous guidance from what it
seeks. The meaning of Being must therefore already be available to
us in a certain way. We intimated that we are always already in-
volved in an understanding of Being. From this grows the explicit
question of the meaning of Being and the tendency toward its con-
cept. We do not know what “Being” means. But already when we
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ask, “What is ‘Being'?” we stand in an understanding of the “is

LI R 2

without being able to determine conceptually what the “is” means.
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We do not even know the horizon upon which we are supposed to
grasp and pin down the meaning. This average and vague under-
standing of Being is a fact.

No matter how much this understanding of Being wavers and
fades and borders on mere verbal knowledge, this indefiniteness of
the understanding of Being that is always already available is itself
a positive phenomenon whieh needs elueidation. However, an in-
vestigation of the meaning of Being will not wish to provide this at
the outset. The iterpretation of the average understanding of
Being attains its necessary guideline only with the developed eon-
cept of Being. From the clarity of that concept and the appropriate
manner of its explicit understanding we shall be able to discern what
the obscure or not yet elucidated understanding of Being means,
what kinds of obscuration or hindrance of an explicit elucidation of
the meaning of Being are possible and necessary.

Furthermore, the average, vague understanding of Being can be
permeated by traditional theories and opinions about Being in such
a way that these theories, as the sources of the prevailing under-
standing, remain hidden. What is sought in the question of Being
is not something completely unfamiliar, although it is at first totally
ungraspable.

What is asked about in the question to be elaborated is Being, that
which determines beings as beings, that in terms of which beings have
always been understood no matter how they are discussed. The Being
of beings “is” itself not a being. The first philosophical step in under-
standing the problem of Being consists irr avoiding the mython tina
diégeisthai,® in not “telling a story,” i.e., not determining beings as
beings by tracing them back in their origins to another being—as if
Being had the character of a possible being. As what is asked about,
Being thus requires its own kind of demonstration which is essentially
different from discovery of beings. Hence what is to be ascertained,
the meaning of Being, will require its own conceptualization, which

5. Plato, Sophist 242 ¢.
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again 1s essentially distinct from the coneepts in which beings receive
their meaningful determination.

Insofar as Being comstitutes what is asked about, and insofar as
Being means the Being of beings, beings themselves turn out to be
what is interrogated in the question of Being. Beings are, so to speak,
interrogated with regard to their Being. But if they are to exhibit the
characteristies of their Being without falsification they must for their
part have become aecessible in advance as they are in themselves.
The question of Being demands that the right access to beings be
gained and secured in advance with regard to what it mterrogates. But
we call many things “in being” [seiend), and in different senses. Every-
thing we talk about, mean, and are related to in such and such a way
is in being. What and how we ourselves are is also in beirg. Being is
found in thatness and whatness, reality, the being at hand of things
[Vorhandenheit], subsistence, validity, existence [Dasein], and in the
“there is” |es gibt]. In which being is the meaning of Being to be
found; from which being is the disclosure of Being to get its start? Is
the starting point arbitrary, or does a certain being have priority in the
elaboration of tlre question of Being? Which is this exemplary being
and in what sense does 1t have priority?

If the question of Being is to be explicitly formulated and brought
to complete clarity concerning itself, then the elaboration of this
question requires, in accord with what has been elucidated up to
now, explication of the ways of regarding Being and of understand-
ing and conceptually grasping its meaning, preparation of the pos-
sibility of the right choice of the exemplary being, and elaboration
of the genuine mode of access to this being. Regarding, understand-
ing and grasping, choosing, and gaining access to, are constitutive
attitudes of inquiry and are thus themselves modes of being of a
definite being, of the being we inquirers ourselves in cach case are.
Thus to work out the question of Being means to make a being—
he who questions—perspicuous in his Being. Asking this question, as
a mode of being of a being, is itself essentially determined by what is
asked about in it—Being. This being which we ourselves in each case
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are and which includes inquiry among the possibilities of its Being we
formulate terminologically as Dasein. The explicit and lucid formu-
lation of the question of the meaning of Being requires a prior suitable
explication of a being (Dasein) with regard to its Being,”

But does not such an enterprise fall into an obvious circle? To
have to determine beings in their Being beforehand and then on
this foundation first ask the question of Being—what else is that
but going around in circles? In working out the question do we not
presupposc something that only the answer can provide? Formal
objections such as the argument of “circular reasoning,” an argu-
ment that is always easily raised in the area of investigation of prin-
ciples, are always sterile when one is weighing concrete ways of
investigating. They do not offer anything to the understanding of
the issue and they hinder penctration into the field of investigation.

But in fact there is no circle at all in the formulation of our
question. Beings can be determined in their Being without the ex-
plicit concept of the meaning of Being having to be already avail-
able. If this were not so there could not have been as yet any
ontological knowledge, and probably no one would deny the factual
existence of such knowledge. 1t is true that “Being” is “presupposed”

“Since the “rationalist school” of Christian Wolff (1679-1754), Dasein has bhecn
widely used in German philosophy to mean the “existenee” (or Dass-sefn, “that it is”),
as opposed to the “cssence” {or Was-sein, “what it 18"} of a thing, state of affairs,
person, or God. The word connotes especially the existence of living creatures—
around 1860 Darwin's “struggle for life” was translated as Kampf ums Dasein—and
most notably of human beings. Heidegger thus stresses the word’s primary nuance;
for him Dasein 1s that kind of existence that is always mvolved in an understanding
of its Being. It must never he confused with the existence of things that lie before us
and are on hand or at hand as natural or cultural objects (Vorhandenheit, Zuhanden-
heit). In order to stress the special meaning Dasein has for him, Heidegger often
Liyphenates the word (IDa-sein}, suggesting “there being,” wluch is to say, the openness
to Being characteristic of human existence, which is “there” m the world. {The hy-
phenated form appears in chapter five of Being and Time and in many of the later
writings, some of which are included in this volume.) We will follow tradition and let
the German word Dasein or Da-sein stand, translating the former as “existence’” or
“human being” only when the usage seems to be nonterminological. Finally, i light
of Heidegger's interpretation of Being as presence, we note that Dasemn origmally
(around 1700) meant nothing more or less than such presence, Anwesenheit.—LEp.
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in all previous ontology, but not as an available concept—not as the
sort of thing we are seeking. “Presupposing” Being has the character
of taking a preliminary look at Being in such a way that on the basis
of this look beings that are already given are tentatively articulated
in their Being. This guiding look at Being grows out of the average
understanding of Being in which we are always already involved and
which ultimately belongs to the essential constitution of Dasein it-
self. Such “presupposing” has nothing to do with positing a princi-
ple from which a series of propositions is deduced. A “circle in
reasoning” cannot possibly lie in the formulation of the question of
the meaning of Being, because in answering this question it 1s not
a matter of grounding in deduction but rather of laying bare and
exhibiting the ground.

A “circle in reasoning” does not occur in the question of the
meaning of Being. Rather, there is a notable “relatedness backward
or forward” of what is asked about (Being) to asking as a mode of
being of a being. The way what is questioned cssentially engages
our questioning belongs to the most proper meanming of the question
of Being. But this only means that the being that has the character
of Dasein has a relation to the question of Being itself, perhaps even
a distinctive one. But have we not thereby demonstrated that a
particular being has a priority with respect to Being and that the
exemplary being that is to function as what is primarily interrogated
is pregiven? In what we have discussed up to now neither has the
priority of Dasein been demonstrated nor has anything been decid-
cd about its possible or even necessary function as the primary
being to be interrogated. But indeed something like a priority of
Dasein has announced itself.

3. The ontological priority of the question of Being

Under the guideline of the formal structure of the question as such,
the characteristics of the question of Being have made it clear that
this question is a unique one, in such a way that its elaboration and
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indeed solution require a series of fundamental reflections. How-
ever, what is distinctive about the question of Being will fully come
to fight only when that question is sufficiently delineated with re-
gard to its funcbion, intention, and motives.

Up to now the necessity of a recovery of the question was moti-
vated partly by the dignity of its origin but above all by the lack of
a defintte answer, even by the lack of any adequate formulation.
But one can demand to know what purpose this question should
serve. Does it remain solely, or is it at all, only a matter of free-
floating speculation about the most general generalities—or 1s it the
most basic dand dt the sume time most concrete question?

Being is always the Being of a being. The totality of beings can,
with respect to its various domains, become the field where definite
areas of knowledge are exposed and delimited. These arcas of
knowledge—for example, history, nature, space, life, human being,
language, and so on—can in their turn become thematic objects of
scientific investigations. Seientific research demarcates and first es-
tablishes these areas of knowledge in a rough and ready fashion.
The elaboration of the area in its fundamental structures is in a way
already accomplished by prescientific experience and interpretation
of the domain of Being to which the area of knowledge is itself
confined. The resulting “fundamental concepts” comprise the
guidelines for the first concrete disclosure of the arca. Whether or
not the importance of the research always lies in such establishment
of concepts, its true progress comes about not so much in collecting
results and storing them in “handbooks” as in being forced to ask
questions about the basic constitution of each area, these questions
being chiefly a reaction to increasing knowledge in each area.

The real “movement” of the sciences takes place in the revision
of these basic concepts, a revision which is more or less radical and
lucid with regard to itself. A seience’s level of development is deter-
mined by the extent to which it is capable of a crisis in its basic
concepts. In these inumanent crises of the sciences the relation of
positive questioning to the matter in question becomes unstable.
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Today tendencics to place research on new foundations have
cropped up on all sides in the various disciplines.

The discipline which is seemingly the strictest and most securely
structured, mathematics, has experienced a “crisis in ity founda-
tions.” The controversy between formalism and intuitionism centers
on obtaining and securing primary access to what should be the
proper object of this science. Relativity theory in physics grew out
of the tendency to expose nature’s own coherence as it is “in itself.”
As a theory of the conditions of access to nature itself it attempts
to preserve the immutability of the laws of motion by defining all
relativities; it is thus confronted by the guestion of the structure of
its given area of knowledge, i.c., by the problem of matter. In biol-
ogy the tendency has awakened to get behind the definitions mech-
anism and vitalism have given to “organism” and “life” and to defme
anew the kind of Being of living beings as such. In the historical
and humanistic disciplines the drive toward historical actuality itself
has been strengthened by the transmission and portrayal of tradi-
tion: the Listory of literature is to become the history of cntical
problems. Theology is searching for a more original interpretation
of man’s being toward God, prescribed by the meaning of faith and
remaining within it. Theology is slowly beginmng to understand
again Luther’s insight that its system of dogma rests on a “founda-
tion” that does not stem from a questioning in which faith 1s pri-
mary and whose conceptual apparatus is not only insufficient for
the range of problems in theology but rather covers them up and
distorts them.

Fundamental concepts are determinations in which the area of
knowledge underlying all the thematic objects of a science attam an
understanding that precedes and guides all positive investigation.
Accordingly these concepts first receive their genuine evidence and
“grounding” in a correspondingly preliminary research into the area
of knowledge itself. But since each of these areas arises from the
domain of beings themselves, this preliminary research that creates
the fundamental concepts amounts to nothing else than mterpret-
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ing these beings in terms of the basic constitution of their Being,
This kind of investigation must precede the positive sciences—and
it can do so. The work of Plato and Aristotic is proof of this. Laying
the foundations of the sciences in this way is different in principle
from “logic” limping along behind, investigating here and there the
status of a science in terms of its “method.” Such laying of foun-
dations is productive logic in the sensc that it leaps ahead, so to
speak, into a definite realm of Being, discloses it for the first time
in its constitutive Being, and makes the acquired structures avail-
able to the positive sciences as lucid directives for inquiry. Thus, for
example, what is philosophically primary is not a theory of concept-
formation in historiology, nor the theory of historical knowledge,
nor even the theory of history as the object of historiology; what is
primary is rather the interpretation of properly historical beings
with regard to their historicity. Similarly, the positive resuit of Kant’s
Critique of Pure Reason consists in its beginning to work out what
belongs to any nature whatsocver, and not in a “theory” of knowl-
edge. His transcendental logic is an ¢ priori logic of the realm of
Being called nature.

But such inquiry—ontology taken in its broadest sense without
reference to specific ontological directions and tendencies—itseif
still needs a guideline. 1t is true that ontological inquiry is more
original than the ontic inquiry of the positive sciences. But it re-
mains naive and opaque if its investigations into the Being of beings
leave the meaning of Being in general undiscussed. And precisely
the ontological task of a genealogy of the different possible ways of
Being {which is not to be construed deductively) requires a prelim-
inary understanding of “what we properly mean by this expression
‘Being."” '

The question of Being thus aims at an « priori condition of the
possibility not only of the sciences which imvestigate beings of such
and such a type—and are thereby already involved in an under-
standing of Being; but it aims also at the condition of the possibility
of the ontologies which precede the ontic sciences and found them.
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All ontology, no matter how rich and tightly knit a system of cate-
gories it has at its disposal, remdins fundamentally blind and per-
verts its most proper intent if it has not previously clarified the
meaning of Being sufficiently and grasped this clarification as its
fundamental task.

Ontological rescarch itself, correctly understood, gives the ques-
tion of Being its ontological priority over and above merely resum-
ing an honored tradition and making progress on a problem until
now opaque. But this scholarly, scientific priority is not the only
one,

4. The ontic® priority of the question of Being

Science in general can be defined as the totality of fundamentally
coherent true propositions. This definition is not complete, nor
does it get at the meaning of science. As ways in which man be-
haves, sciences have this being’s (man’s) kind of Being. We are de-
fining this being terminologically as Dasein. Scientific rescarch is
neither the sole nor the primary kind of possible Being of this being,
Moreover, Dasein itself is distinctly different from other beings. We
must make this distinct difference visible in a preliminary way. Here
the discussion must anticipate subsequent analyses, which only la-
ter will become properly demonstrative.

Dasein is a being that does not simply occur among other beings.
Rather it is ontically distinguished by the fact that in its Being this
being is concerned about its very Being. Thus it is constitutive of

“Throughout Being and Time Heidegger contrasts the “ontic” to the “ontological.”
As we have scen, “ontological” refers to the Being of beings (onka) or to any account
{logos) of the same; hence it refers to a particular discipline (traditionally belonging to
metaphysics) or to the content or method of this discipline. Ou the contrary, "ontic”
refers to any manner of dealing with beings that does not raise the ontological ques-
tion. Most disciplines and sciences remain “ontic” i their treatment of beings What
it means to specak of the “ontic priority” of the question of the meaning of Being—a
paradox that should give us pause—the present section elucidates. Compare the par-
allel but nol identical opposttion of “cxistentiell” and “existential” in this sane seetion,
below. —Fb.
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the Being of Dasein to have, in its very Being, a relation of Being
to this Being. And this in turn means that Dasein understands itself
in its Being in some way and with some explicitness. It is proper to
this being that it be disclosed to itself with and through its Being.
Understanding of Being is itself a determination of the Being of
Dasein. The ontic distinction of Dasein lies in the fact that it _is
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ontologicl. )

To be ontological does not yet mean to develap ontology. Thus if
we reserve the term ontology for the explicit, theoretical question
of the meaning of beings, the intended ontological character of
Dasein is to be designated_as pre-ontological.. That-daes not signify

being simply ontical, but rather being in the manuer of an undgr-
standing of Being.

We shall call the very Being to which Dasein can relate m one
way or another, and somehow always does relate, existence [Exis-
tenz.] And because the essential definition of this being cannot be
accomplished by ascribing to it a “what” that specifies its material
content, because its essence hes rather in the fact that it has always
to be its Being as its own, the term Dasein, as a pure expression of
Being, has been chosen to designate this being.

Dascin always understands itself in terms of its existence, in terms
of its possibility to be itself or not to be itself. Dasein has either
chosen these possibilities itself, stumbled upon them, or already
grown up in them. Existence is decided only by each Dasein itself
in the manner of seizing upon or neglecting such possibilities. We
come to terms with the question of existence always only through
existence itself. We shall call this kind of understanding of itself
existentiell understanding. The question of existence is an ontie
“affair” of Dasein. For this the theoretical perspicuity of the onto-
logical structure of existence is not necessary. The question of
structure aims at the analysis of what constitutes existence. We shall
call the coherence of these structures existentiality. Its analysis
does not have the character of an existenhell understanding but
rather an existential one. The task of an existential analysis of Da-
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sein 15 prescribed with regard to its possibility and necessity in the
ontic constitution of Dasein.®

ut since existence defines Dasein, the ontological analysis of this
being always requires a previous glimpse of existentiality. However,
we understand existentiality as the constitution-of-Being of the
being that exists. But the idea of Being already lies in the idea of
such a constitution of Being. And thus the possibility of carrying
out the analysis of Dasein depends upon the prior claboration of
the question of the meaning of Being in general.

Sciences and disciplines are ways of being of Dasein in which Da-
sein relates also to beings that it need not itself be. But being in «
world belongs essentially to Dasein. Thus the understanding of Being
that belongs to Dasein just as originally implies the understanding of
something like “world” and the understanding of the Being of beings
accessible within the world. Ontologies that have beings unlike Da-
scin as their theme are accordingly founded and motivated in the
ontic structure of Dasein itself. This structure includes in itself the
determination of a pre-ontological understanding of Being.

Thus fundamental ontology, from which alone all other ontologies
can originate, must be sought in the existential analysis of Dasein.

Dasein accordingly takes priority in several ways over all other
beings. The first priority is an ontic one: this being is defined in its
Being by existence. The second priority is an ontological one: on
the basis of its determination as existence Dasein is in itself “onto-
logical.” But just as originally Dascin possesses—in a manner con-
stitutive of its understanding of existence—an understanding of
the Being of all beings uniike itself. Dasein therefore has its third
priority as the ontic-ontological condition of the possibility of all

"Heidegger coins the term existentiell (here translated as "existenticll”) to designate
the way Dasein in any given ease actually exists by realizing or iguoring its various
possibilities—in other words, by living its life. One of those possibilities is to inguire
into the structure of its life and possibilities; the kind of widerstanding thereby gained
Heidegger calls existenzial (here translated as “cxistential) The nexus of such strue-
tures he call Existentialitat (here translated as “existentiality”).—Fo.
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ontologies. Dasein has proven to be what, before all other beings,
is ontologically the primary being to be interrogated.

However, the roots of the existential analysis, for their part, are
ultimately existentiell—they are ontic. Only when philosophical re-
search and inquiry themselves are grasped inn an existentiell way—
as a possibility of being of each existing Dasein—does it become
possible at all to disclose the existentiality of existence and therewith
to get hold of a sufficiently grounded set of ontological problems.
But with this the ontic priority of the question of Being as well has
become clear.

The ontic-ontological priority of Dasein was already seen early on,
without Dasein itself being grasped in its genuine ontological structure
or even becoming a probleru with such an aim. Aristotle says, hé
psyché ta onta pos estin.® The soul (of man) is in a certain way beings.
The “soul” which constitutes the Being of man discovers in its ways
to be—uaisthésis and noésis—all beings with regard to their thatness
and whatness, that is to say, always also in their Being. Thomas Aqui-
nas discussed this statement—which refers back to.Parmenides’ onto-
logical thesis—in a manner characteristic of him. Thomas is engaged
in the task of deriving the “transcendentals,” i.e., the characteristics
of Being that lie beyond every possible generic determination of a
being in its material content, every modus specialis entis, and that are
necessary attributes of every “soinething,” whatever it might be. For
him the verum too is to be demonstrated as being such a transcendens.
This is to be accomplished by appealing to a being which in conform-
ity with its kind of Being is suited to “come together” with any being
whatsoever. This distinctive being, the ens quod natum est convenire
cum omni ente [“the being whose nature it is to meet with all other
beings”], is the soul (anima).” The priority of Dasein over and above

6. De anima, 111, 8, 431b 21; cf. ibid., 111, 5, 430a [4ff. {The Teubner edition which
Heidegger cites removes the panta from this famous phrase, which in most English
editions reads, “The soul is in a certain way all beings."—Fon.]

7. Quaestiones de veritate, Qu. 1, a. | ¢; ¢f. the occasionally stricter exposition,
which deviates from what was cited, of a “deduction” of the transcendentals in the
brief work De natura generis.
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all other beings which emerges here without being ontologically clar-
ified obviously has nothing in common with a vapid subjectivizing of
the totality of beings.

The demonstration of the ontic-ontological distinctiveness of the
question of Being is grounded in the preliminary indication of the
ontic-ontological priority of Dasein. But the analysis of the struc-
ture of the question of Being as such (section 2) came up against
the distinctive function of this being within the formulation of that
very question. Dasein revealed itself to be that being which must
first be elaborated in a sufficiently ontological manner if the inquiry
is to become a lucid one. But now it has become evident that the
ontological analysis of Dasein in general constitutes fundamental
ontology, that Dasein consequently functions as the being that is to
be interrogated fundamentally in advance with respect to its Being.

If the interpretation of the meaning of Being is to become a task,
Dasein is not only the primary being to be interrogated; in addition
to this it is the being that always already in its Being is related to
what is sought in this question. But then the question of Being is
nothing else than the radicalization of an essential tendency of
Being that belongs to Dasein itself, namely, of the pre-ontological
understanding of Being.

CuarrER Two
The Double Task in Working Out the Question of Being
The Method of the Investigation and Its Outline

5. The ontological analysis of Dasein as exposure
of the horizon for an interpretation of the meaning
of Being in general

In designating the tasks that lie in “formulating” the question of
Being, we showed that not only must we pinpoint the particular
being that is to function as the primary object of interrogation but
also that an explicit appropriation and securing of correct access to
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this being is required. We discussed which being it is that takes over
the major role within the question of Being. But how should this
being, Dasein, become accessible and, so to speak, be envisaged in
a perceptive interpretation?

The ontic-ontological priority that has been demonstrated for
Dasein could lead to the mistaken opinion that this being would
have to be what is primarily given also ontically-ontologically, not
only in the sense that snch a being could be grasped immediately
but also that the prior givenness of its manner of being would be
just as “nnimediate.” True, Dasein is ontically not only what is near
or even nearest—we ourselves dare it in each case. Nevertheless, or
preciscly for this reason, it is ontologically what is farthest away.
True, it belongs to its most proper Being to have an understanding
of this Being and to sustain a certain interpretation of it. But this
does not at all mean that the most readily available pre-ontological
interpretation of its own Being could be adopted as an adequate
guideline, as thiough this understanding of Being perforec stemmed
from a thematic ontological reflection on the most proper consti-
tution of its Being. Rather, in accordance with the manner of being
belonging to it, Dasein tends to understand its own Being in terins
of that being to which it is essentially, continually, and most closely
related—the “world.” In Dasein itself and therewith in its own un-
derstanding of Being, as we shall show, the way the world is under-
stood is ontologically reflected back upon the interpretation of
Dasein.

The ontic-ontological priority of Dasein is therefore the reason why
the specific constitution of the Being of Dasein—understood in the
sense of the “categorial” structure that belongs to it—remains hidden
from it. Dasein is ontically “closest” to itselt, while ontologically far-
thest away; but pre-ontologically it is surely not foreign to itself.

For the time being we have only indicated that an interpretation
of this being is confronted with peculiar difficulties rooted in the
mode of being of the thematic object and the way it is thematized.
These difficulties do not result from some shortcoming of our pow-
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ers of knowledge or lack of a suitable way of conceiving—a lack
seemingly easy to remedy.

Not only does an understanding of Being belong to Dasein, but
this understanding also develops or decays according to the actual
manner of being of Dasein at any given time; for this reason it has
a wealth of interpretations at its disposal. Philosophical psychology,
anthropology, ethics, “politics,” poetry, biography, and the disci-
pline of history pursue in different ways and to varying extents the
behavior, faculties, powers, possibilities, and vicissitudes of Dascin.
But the question remains whether these interpretations were car-
ried out in as original an existential manner as their existentiell
originality perhaps merited. The two do not necessarily go together,
but they also do not exclude one another. Existenticll intcrpretation
can require cxistential analysis, provided philosophical knowledge is
understood in its possibility and necessity. Only when the funda-
mental structures of Dasein are adequately worked out with explicit
orientation toward the problem of Being will the previous results of
the interprctation of Dasein rcceive their existential justification.

Hence the first concern in the question of Being must be an
analysis of Dasein, But then the problem of gaining and sccuring
the access that leads to Dasein becomes really crucial. Expressed
negatively, no arbitrary idca of Being and reality, no matter how
“self-evident” it is, may be brought to bear on this being in a dog-
matically constructed way; no “categorics” prescribed by such ideas
may be forced upon Dasein without ontological deliberation. The
manner of access and interpretation must instead be chosen in such
a way that this being can show itsclf to itself on its own terms.
Furthermore, this manner should show that being as it is at first
and for the most part—in its average everydayness. Not arbitrary and
accidental structures but essential ones are to be demonstrated in
this everydayness, structures that remain determinative i cvery
mode of being of factual Dasein. By looking at the fundamental
constitution of the everydayness of Dasein we shall bring out in a
preparatory way the Being of this being.



60 BASIC WRITINGS

The analysis of Dasein thus understood is wholly oriented toward
the guiding task of working out the question of Being. lts limits are
thereby determined. 1t cannot hope to provide a complete ontology
of Dasein, which of course must be supplied if something like a
“philosophical” anthropology is to rest on a philosophically ade-
quate basis. With a view to a possible anthropology or its ontological
foundation, the following interpretation will provide only a few
“parts,” although not unessential ones. However, the analysis of Da-
sein is not only incomplete but at first also preliminary. It only
brings out the Being of this being, without interpreting its meaning.
Its aim is rather to expose the horizon for the most original inter-
pretation of Being. Once we have reached that horizon the prepa-
ratory analysis of Dasein requires recovery on a higher, properly
ontological basis.

‘The meaning of the Being of that being we call Dasein proves to
be temporality [Zeitlichkeit]. In order to demonstrate this we must
recover our interpretation of those structures of Dasein that shall
have been indicated in a preliminary way—this time as modes of
temporality. While it is true that with this interpretation of Dasein
as temporality the answer to the guiding question about the mean-
ing of Being in general is not given as such, the soil from which we
may reap it will nevertheless he prepared.

We intimated that a pre-ontological Being belongs to Dasein as
its ontic constitution. Dasein is in such a way that, by being, it
understands something like Being. Remembering this connection,
we must show that time is that from which Dasein tacitly under-
stands and interprets something like Being at all. Time must be
brought to light and genuinely grasped as the horizon of every un-
derstanding and interpretation of Being. For this to become clear
we need an original explication of time as the horizon of the under-
standing of Being, in terms of temporality as the Being of Dasein
which understands Being. This task as a whole requires that the
concept of time thus gained be distinguished from the common
understanding of it. The latter has become explicit in an interpre-
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tation of time which reflects the traditional concept that has per-
sisted since Aristotle and beyond Bergson. We must thereby make
clear that and in what way this concept of time and the common
understanding of time in general originate from temporality. In this
way the common concept of time receives again its rightful auton-
omy—contrary to Bergson’s thesis that time understood in the com-
mon way is really space.

For a long while, “time” has served as the ontological—or rather
ontic—criterion for naively distinguishing the different regions of
beings. “Temporal” beings (natural processes and historical cvents)
are separated from “atemporal” beings (spatial and numerical rela-
tionships). We are accustomed to distinguishing the “timeless”
meaning of propositions from the “temporal” course of proposi-
tional statements. Further, a “gap” between “temporal” being and
“supratemporal” eternal being is found, and the attempt made to
bridge the gap. “Temporal” here means as much as being “in time,”
an obscure enough definition to be sure. The fact remains that time
in the sense of “being in time” serves as a criterion for scparating
the regions of Being. How time comes to have this distinctive on-
tological function, and even with what right precisely something
like time serves as such a criterion, and most of all whether in this
naive ontological application of time its genuinely possible ontolog-
ical relevance is expressed, has neither been asked nor investigated
up to now. “Time,” especially on the horizon of the common
understanding of it, has chanced to acquire this “obvious” onto-
logical function “of itself,” as it were, and has retained it to the
present day.

In contrast we must show, on the basis of the question of the
meaning of Being which shall have been worked out, that—and in
what way—the central range of problems of all ontology is rooted in
the phenomenon of time correctly viewed and correctly explained.

If Being is to be conceived in terms of time, and if the various
modes and derivatives of Being, in their modifications and deriva-
tions, are in fact to become intelligible through consideration of
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timic, then Being itself—and not only beings that are “in time”—is
made visible in its “temporal” [“zeitlich”] character. But then “tem-
poral” can no longer meau only “being in time.” The “aternporal”
and the “supratemnporal” are also “temporal” with respect to their
Being; this not only by way of privation when compared to “tem-
poral” beings which are “in time,” but in a positive way which, of
course, must first be clarified. Because the expression “temporal”
belongs to both prephilosophical and philosophical usage, and be-
cause that expression will be used in a different sense in the follow-
ing investigations, we shall call the original determination of the
meaning of Being and its characters and modes which devolve from
time its Temporal [temporale] determmation. The fundainental on-
tological task of the interpretation of Being as such thus includes
the elaboration of the Temporality of Being [Temporalitit des
Seins.] In the exposition of the problem of Temporality the con-
crete answer to the question of the meaning of Being is first given.

Because Being is comprehensible only on the basis of the consid-
eration of time, the answer to the question of Being cannot lie in
an isolated and blind proposition. The answer is not grasped by
repcating what is stated propositionally, especially when it is trans-
mitted as a free-floating result, so that we mercly take notice of a
standpoint which perhaps deviates from the way the matter has
been previously treated. Whether the answer is “novel” is of no
importance and remains extrinsic. What is positive about the an-
swer must lie in the fact that it is old enough to enable us to learn
to comprehend possibilities prepared by the “ancients.” In conform-
ity to its most proper sense, the answer provides a directive for
concrete ontological research, that is, a directive to begin its m-
vestigative inquiry within the horizon exhibited—and that is all it
provides.

If the answer to the question of Being thus becomes the guiding
directive for research, then it is sufficiently given only if the specific
mode of being of previous ontology—the vicissitudes of its question-
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ing, its findings, and its failures—becomes visible as necessary to
the very character of Dasein.

6. The task of a destructuring of the history of ontology®

All research—especially when it moves in the sphere of the central
question of Being—is an ontic possibility of Dasein. The Being of
Dasein finds its meaning in temporality. But temporality 1s at the
same time the condition of the possibility of historicity as a temporal
mode of being of Dasein itself, regardless of whether and how it is
a being “in time.” As a determination, historicity is prior to what is
called history (world-historical occurrences). Historicity means the
constitution of Being of the “occurrence” of Dasein as sucly; it is
the ground for the fact that something hke the discipline of “world
history” is at all possible and historically belongs to world history.
In its factual Being Dasein always is as and “what” it already was.
Whether explicitly or not, it is its past. It is its own past not only in
such a way that its past, as it were, pushes itself along “behind” it,
and that it possesses what is past as a property that is still at hand
and occasionally has an cffect on it. Dasein “is” its past in the man-
ner of its Being which, roughly expressed, actually “occurs” out of
its future. In its manner of being at any given time, and accordingly
also with the understanding of Bemg that belongs to it, Dasein
grows into a customary interpretation of itself and grows up in that
interpretation. It understands itself in terms of this interpretation at
first, and within a certain range, constantly. This understanding
discloses the possibilities of its Being and regulates them. Its own
past—and that always means that of its “generation”—does not fol-
low after Dasein but rather always goes already ahead of it.

*Heidegger's word Destruktion does not mean “destruction” in th_c vsual sense—
which the German word Zerstérung expresses. The word destructuring should serve
to keep the negative connotations at a distance and to bring out the neutral, ulti-
mately constructive, sense of the original.—T=&./ED.
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This elemental historicity of Dasein can remain concealed from
it. But it can also be discovered in a certain way and be properly
cultivated. Dasein can discover, preserve, and explicitly pursue tra-
dition. The discovery of tradition and the disclosure of what it
“transmits,” and how it does this, can be undertaken as an indepen-
dent task. In this way Dasein advances to the mode of being of
historical inquiry and research. But the discipline of history—morc
precisely, the historicality underlying it—as the manner of being of
inquiring Dasein, is possible only because Dasein is determined by
historicity in the ground of its Being. If historicity remains con-
cealed from Dasein, and so long as it does so, the possibility of
historical inquiry and discovery of history is denied it. 1f the disci-
pline of history is lacking, that is no evidence against the historicity
of Dasein; rather it is cvidence for this constitution-of-Being in a
deficient mode. Only because it is “historic” in the first place can
an age lack the discipline of history.

On the other hand, if Dasein has seized upon its inherent possi-
bility not only of making its existence perspicuous but also of in-
quiring into the meaning of existentiality itself, that is to say, of
provisionally inquiring into the ineaning of Being in general; and if
insight into the essential historicity of Dasein has opened up in such
inquiry; then it is inevitable that inquiry into Being, which was des-
ignated with regard to its ontic-ontological necessity, is itself char-
acterized by historicity. The elaboration of the qucstion of Being
must therefore receive its directive to inquire into its own history
from the most proper ontological sense of the inquiry itself, as a
historical one; that means to become historical in order to come to
the positive appropriation of the past, to come into full possession
of its most proper possibilities of inquiry. The question of the mean-
ing of Being is led to understand itself as historical in accordance
with its own way of proceeding, i.e., as the provisional explication
of Dasein in its temporality and historicity.

However, the preparatory interpretation of the fundamental
structurcs of Dasein with regard to its usual and average way of
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being—in which it is also first of all historical—will make the fol-
lowing clear: Dasein not only has the inclination to be cusnared in
the world in which it is and to interpret itself in tcrms of that world
by its reflected light; at the same time Dascin is also ensnared in a
tradition which it more or less explicitly grasps. This tradition de-
prives Dasein of its own leadership in questioning and clioosing.
This is especially true of that understanding (and its possible devel-
opment) which is rooted in the most proper Being of Dasein—the
ontological understanding.

The tradition that hereby gains dominance makes what it “trans-
mits” so little accessible that at first and for the most part it covers
it over instead. What has been handed down it hands over to ob-
viousness; it bars access to those original “wellsprings” out of which
the traditional categories and concepts were in part genuinely
drawn. The tradition even makes us forget such a provenance alto-
gether. Indeed it makes us wholly incapable of even understanding
that such a return is necessary. The tradition uproots the historicity
of Dasein to such a degree that it only takes an intercst in the
manifold forms of possible types, directions, and standpoints of phi-
losophizing in the most remote and strangest cultures, and with this
interest tries to veil its own lack of foundation. Consequently, in
spite of all historical interest and zeal for a philologically “viable”
interpretation, Dasein no longer understands the most elementary
conditions which alone make a positive return to the past possible—
in the sense of its productive appropriation.

At the outset (section 1) we showed that the question of the mean-
ing of Being was not only unresolved, not only inadequately formu-
lated, but in spite of all interest in “metaphysics” has even been
forgotten. Greek ontology and its history, which through many twists
and turns still determine the conceptual character of philosophy to-
day, are proof of the fact that Dasein understands itself and Being in
general in terms of the “world.” The ontology that thus arises is en-
snared by the tradition, which allows it to sink to the level of the
obvious and become mere material for reworking (as it was for Hegel).
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Greek ontology thus uprooted becomes a fixed body of doctrine in
the Middle Ages. But its systematics is not at all a mere joining to-
gether of traditional elements into a single structure. Within the limits
of its dogmatic adoption of the fundamental Greek interpretations of
Being, this systematics contains a great deal of unpretentious work
which does make advances. In its scholastic mold, Greek ontology
makes the essential transition via the Disputationes metaphysicae of
Suarez into the “metaphysics” and transcendental philosophy of the
modern period; it still determines the foundations and goals of Hegel’s
Logic. Insofar as certain distinctive domains of Being become visible
in the course of this history and henceforth chiefly dominate the
range of problems (Descartes’s ego cogito, subject, the “1,” reason,
spirit, person), the beings just cited remain unquestioned with respect
to the Being and structure of their being, this corresponding to the
thorough neglect of the question of Being. But the categorial content
of traditional ontology is transferred to these beings with correspond-
ing formalizations and purely negative restrictions, or else dialectic is
called upon to help with an ontological interpretation of the substan-
tiality of the subject.

If the question of Being is to achieve clarity regarding its own
history, a loosening of the sclerotic tradition and a dissolving of the
concealments produced by it are necessary. We understand this task
as the destructuring of the traditional content of ancient ontology,

which is to be carried out along the guidelines of the question of

Being. This destructuring is based on the original experiences in
which the first and subsequently guiding determinations of Being
were gained,

This demonstration of the provenance of the fundamental onto-
logical concepts, as the investigation that displays their “birth cer-
tificate,” has nothing to do with a pernicious relativizing of
ontological standpoints. The destructuring has just as little the neg-
ative scnse of dishurdening ourselves of the ontological tradition.
On the contrary, it should stake out the positive possibilities of the
tradition, and that always means to fix its boundaries. These are
factually given with the specific formulation of the question and
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the prescribed demarcation of the possible field of investigation.
The destructuring is not related negatively to the past: its criticism
concerns “today” and the dominant way we treat the history of
ontology, whether it be conceived as the history of opinions, ideas,
or problems. However, the destructuring does not wish to bury the
past in nullity; it has a positive intent. Its negative function remains
tacit and indirect.

The destructuring of the history of ontology essentially belongs
to the formulation of the question of Being and is possible solely
within such a formulation. Within the scope of this treatise, which
has as its goal a fundamental elaboration of the question of Being,
the destructuring can be carried out only with regard to the fun-
damentally decisive stages of that history.

In accord with the positive tendency of the destructuring, the
question must first be asked whether and to what extent i the
course of the history of ontology in general the interpretation of
Being has been thematically connected with the phenomenon of
time. We must also ask whether the range of problems concerning
Temporality that necessarily helongs here was fundamentally
worked out, or could have been. Kant is the first and only one who
traversed a stretch of the path toward investigating the dimension
of Temporality—or allowed himself to be driven there by the com-
pelling force of the phenomena themselves. Only when the prob-
lem of Temporality is pinned down can we succeed in casting light
ou the obscurity of his doctrine of the schematism. Furthermore,
in this way we can also show why this area had to remain closed to
Kant in its proper dimensions and in its central ontological func-
tion. Kant himself knew that he was venturing forth into an obscure
area: “This schematism of our undcrstanding as regards appear-
ances and their mere form is an art hidden in the depths of the
human soul, the true devices of which are hardly ever to be divined
from Nature and laid uncovered before our eyes.”t What it is that
Kant shrinks back from here, as it were, must be brought to light

1. Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, B 180-381.
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thematically and in principle if the expression “Being” is to have a
demonstrable meaning. Ultimately the phenomena to be explicated
in the following analysis under the rubric “Temporality” are pre-
ciscly those that determine the most covert judgments of “common
reason,” analysis of which Kant calls the “business of philosophers.”

In pursuing the task of destructuring on the guideline of the
problem of Temporality the following treatise will attempt to inter-
pret the chapter on the schematism and the Kantian doctrine of
time developed there. At the same time we must show why Kant
could never gain insight into the problem of Temporality, Two
things prevented this insight. On the one hand, the negleet of the
question of Being in general, and in connection with this, the lack
of a thematic ontology of Dasein—in Kantian terins, the lack of a
prior ontological analysis of the subjectivity of the subject. Instead,
Kant dogmatically adopted Descartes’s position—notwithstanding
all his essential advances. Despite his taking this phenomenon back
into the subject, Kant’s analysis of time remained oriented toward
the traditional, common understanding of it. It is this that finally
prevented Kant from working out the phenomenon of a “transcen-
dental determination of time” in its own structure and function. As
a consequence of this double effect of the tradition, the decisive
connection between time and the “I think” remained shrouded in
complete obscurity. 1t did not even become a problem,

By taking over Descartes’s ontological position Kant neglects some-
thing essential: an ontology of Dasein. In terms of Descartes’s inner-
most tendency this omission is a decisive one. With the cogito sum
Descartes claims to prepare a new and secure foundation for philos-
ophy. But what he leaves undetermined in this “radical” beginning is
the manner of being of the res cogitans, more precisely, the medning
of the Being of the “sum.” Working out the tacit ontological foun-
dations of the cogito sum will constitute the second stage of our
destructuring of, and path back into, the history of ontology. The
nterpretation will demonstrate not only that Descartes had to neglect
the question of Being altogether but also why he held the opinion that
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the absolute “certainty” of the cogito cxempted him from the question
of the meaning of the Being of this being.

However, with Descartes it is not just a matter of neglect and
thus of a complete ontological indeterminateness of the res cogitans
sive mens sive animus [“the thinking thing, whether it be mind or
soul”]. Descartes carries out the fundamental reflections of his
Meditations by applying medieval ontology to this being which he
posits as the fundamentum inconcussum [“unshakable founda-
tion”]. The res cogitans is ontologically determined as ens, and for
medieval ontology the meaning of the Being of the ens is established
in the understanding of it as ens creatum. As the ens infinitum God
is the ens increatum. But createdness, in the broadest sense of
something’s being produced, is an essential structural moment of
the ancient concept of Being. The ostensibly new beginning of phi-
losophizing betrays the imposition of a fatal prejudice. On the basis
of this prejudiec later times neglect a thematic ontological analysis
of “the mind” {“Gemiit”] which would be guided by the question of
Being; likewise they neglect a critical confrontation with the inher-
ited ancient ontology.

Everyone familiar with the medieval period sees that Descartes is
“dependent” upon medieval scholasticisim and uses its terininology.
But with this “discovery” nothing is gained philosophically as long
as it remains obscure to what a profound extent medicval ontology
influences the way posterity determines or fails to determine onto-
logically the res cogitans. The full extent of this influence cannot
be estiunated until the meaning and limitations of ancient ontology
have been shown by our orientation toward the question of Being.
In other words, the destructuring secs itself assigned the task of
interpreting the very basis of ancient ontology in light of the prob-
lem of Temporality. Here it becomes evident that the ancient niter-
pretation of the Being of beings is oriented toward the “world” or
“nature” in the broadest sense and that it indeed gains its under-
standing of Being from “tinie.” The outward evidence of this—but
of course only outward—is the determination of the meaning of



70 BASIC WRITINGS

Being as parousia or ousie, which means ontologically and tempo-
rally “presence” [“Anwesenheit”]. Beings are grasped in their Being
as “presence’; that is to say, they are understood with regard to a
definite mode of time, the present.

The problem of Greck ontology must, like that of any other, take
its guideline from Dasein itself. In the ordinary and also the philo-
sophical “definition,” Dasein, that is, the Being of man, is deline-
ated as zéon logon echon, that creature whose Being is essentially
determined by its being able to speak. Legein (see section 7 B) is
the guideline for arriving at the structures of Being of the beings
we encounter in discourse and discussion. That is why the ancient
ontology developed by Plato becomes “dialectic.” The possibility of
a more radical conception of the problem of Being grows with the
continuing development of the ontological guideline itself, i.¢., of
the “hermeneutics” of the logos. “Dialectic,” which was a genuine
philosophic embarrassment, becomes superfluous. Aristotle has “no
understanding of it” for this reason, that he places it on a nore
radical foundation and transcends it. Legein itself, or noein—the
simple apprehension of something at hand in its pure being at hand
[Vorhandenheit], which Parmenides already used as a guide for in-
terpreting Being—has the Teniporal structure of a pure “making
present” of something. Beings, which show themselves in and for
this making present and which are understood as beings proper, are
accordingly mterpreted with regard to the present; that is to say,
they are conceived as presence (ousia).

However, this Greek interpretation of Being comes about without
any explicit knowledge of the guideline functioning in it, without
taking cognizance of or understanding the fundamental ontological
function of time, without insight into the ground of the possibility
of this function. On the contrary, time itself is taken to be one being
among others. The attempt is made to grasp time itself in the struc-
ture of its Being on the horizon of an understanding of Being which
is oriented toward titne in an inexplicit and naive way.

Within the framework of the following fundamental elaboration
of the question of Being we cannot offer a detailed Temporal inter-
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pretation of the foundations of ancient ontology—especially of its
scientifically highest and purest stage, i.e., in Aristotle. Instead, we
offer an interpretation of Aristotle’s treatise on time,? which can be
chosen as the way of discerning the basis and limits of the ancient
science of Being.

Aristotle’s treatise on time is the first detailed interpretation of
this phenomenon that has come down to us. It essentially deter-
mined all the following interpretations, including that of Bergson.
From our analysis of Aristotle’s concept of time it becomes retro-
spectively clear that the Kantian conception moves within the struc-
tures developed by Aristotle. This means that Kant's fundamental
ontological orientation—despite all the differences implicit in a new
inquiry—remains the Greek one.

The question of Being attains true concreteness only when we
carry out the destructuring of the ontological tradition. By so doing
we can thoroughly demonstrate the inescapability of the question
of the meaning of Being and so demonstrate the meaning of our
talk about a “recovery” of the question.

In this field where “the matter itself is deeply veiled,” any inves-
tigation will avoid overestimating its results. For such inquiry is con-
stantly forced to face the possibility of disclosing a stil]l more original
and more universal horizon from which it could draw the answer
to the question “What does ‘Being’ niean?” We can discuss such
possibilities seriously and with a positive result only if the question
of Being has been reawakened and we have reached the point where
we can come to terms with it in a controlled fashion.

7. The phenomenological method of the investigation

With the preliminary characterization of the thematic object of the
investigation {the Being of beings, or the meaning of Being in gen-
eral) its method would appear to be already prescribed. The task of

2. Aristotle, Physics, TV, 10-14; 2171 29-224a 17,
3. Kant, Critigue of Pure Reason, B 121,
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ontology is to set in relief the Being of beings and to explicate Being.
And the method of ontology remains questionable in the highest
degree as long as we wish merely to consult historically transmitted
ontologies or similar efforts. Since the term “ontology” is used in a
formally broad sense for this investigation, the approach of clarify-
ing its method by pursuing the history of that method is automati-
cally precluded.

In using the term “ontology” we do not specify any definite philo-
sophical discipline standing in relation to others. It should not at all
be our task to satisfy the demands of any established discipline. On
the contrary, such a discipline can be developed only from the com-
pelling necessity of definite gnestions and procedurcs demanded by
the “things themselves.”

With the guiding question of the meaning of Being the mvesti-
gation arrives at the fundamental question of philosophy in general,
The treatment of this question is phenomenological. With this term
the treatise dictates for itself neither a “standpoint” nor a “direc-
tion,” becanse phenomenology is neither of these and can never be
as long as it understands itself. The cxpression “phenomenology”
signifies primarily a concept of method. It does not characterize the
“what” of the objects of philosophical research in terms of their
content but the “how” of such research. The more genuinely effec-
tive a concept of method is and the more comprehensively it deter-
mines the fundamental conduct of a science, the more originally 1s
it rooted in confrontation with the things themselves and the far-
ther away it moves from what we call a technical device—of which
therc are many in the theoretical disciplines.

The term “phenomenoclogy” expresses a maxim that can be for-
mulated: “To the things themselves!” It is opposed to all free-
floating constructions and accidental findings; it is also opposed to
taking over concepts only seemingly demonstrated; and likewise to
pseudo-questions which often arc spread abroad as “problems” for
generations. But one might object that this maxim is, after all,
abundantly scif-evident and, moreover, an expression of the prin-
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ciple of all scientific knowledge. It is not clear why this common-
place should be explicitly put in the title of our rescarch. In fact we
are dealing with “something self-evident” which we want to get clos-
er to, insofar as that is important for clarification of the procedure
in our treatise. We shall explicate only the preliminary concept of
phenomenology.

The expression has two components, phenomenon and logos.
These go back to the Greek terms phainomenon and logos. Viewed
extrinsically, the word “phenomenology” is formed like the terms
theology, biology, sociology, translated as the science of God, of
life, of the community. Accordingly, phenomenology would be the
science of phenomena. The preliminary concept of phenomenology
is to be exhibited by characterizing what is meant by the two com-
ponents, phenomenon and logos, and by establishing the meaning
of the combined word. The history of the word itself, which origi-
nated presumably with the Wolffian school, is not important here.

A. The concept of phenomenon

The Greek expression phainomenon, from which the term “phe-
nomenon” derives, comes from the verb phainesthai, meaning “to
show itself.” Thus phainomenon means what shows itself, the sclf-
showing, the manifest. Phainesthai itself is a “middle voice” con-
struction of phaing, to bring into daylight, to place in brightness.
Phainé belongs to the root pha-, like phés, light or brightness, i.c.,
that within which something can become manifest, visible in itself.
Thus the meaning of the expression “phenomenon” is established
as what shows itself in itself, what is manifest. The phainomena,
“phenomena,” are thus the totality of what lies in the light of day
or can be brought to light. Sometimes the Greeks shnply identified
this with ta onta (beings). Beings can show themselves from them-
selves in various ways, depending on the mode of access to them.
The possibility even exists that they can show themselves as they
are not in themselves. In this self-showing beings “look like. . . .7
Such self-showing we call seerning [Scheinen]. And so the expres-
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sion phainomenon, phenomenon, means in Greek: what looks like
something, what “seems,” “semblance.” Phainomenon dgathon
means a good that looks like—but “in reality” is not what it gives
itself out to be. It is extremely important for further understanding
of the concept of phenomenon to see how what is named in both
meanings of phainomenon (“phenomenon” as self-showing and
“phenomenon” as semblance) are structurally connected. Only be-
cause something claims to show itsclf in accordance with its mean-
ing at all, that is, claims to be a phenomenon, can it show itself as
something it is not, or can it “only look like. . ..” The onginal
meaning (phenomenon, what is manifest) already contains and is
the basis of phainomenon (“scmblance”). We attribute to the term
“phenomenon” the positive and original meaning of phainomenon
terminologically, and separate the phenomenon of semblance from
it as a prvative modification. But what both terms express has at
first nothing at all to do with what is called “appearance” or even
“merc appearance.”

Onc speaks of “appearances or symptoms of illness.” What is
meant by this arc occurrences in the body that show themselves
and in this self-showing as such “indicate” something that does not
show itself. When such occurrences emerge, their self-showing co-
incides with the being at hand [Vorhandensein] of disturbances that
do not show themselves. Appearance, as the appearance “of some-
thing,” thus precisely does not mean that something shows itself;
rather, 1t means that something makes itself known which does not
show itself. 1t inakes itsclf known through something that does show
itself. Appearing 15 a not showing itself. But this “not” nmust by no
means be confused with the privative not which determines the
structure of semblance. What does not show itself, in the manner
of what appears, can also never seem. All indications, presentations,
symiptomis, and symbols have the designated formal, fundamental
structure of appearing, although they do differ among themselves.

Although “appearing” is never a self-showing in the sense of phe-
nomenon, appearing is possible only on the basts of a self-showing
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of something. But this, the self-showing that makes appearing pos-
sible, is not appearing itself. Appearing is a making itself known
through something that shows itself. 1f we then say that with the
word “appearance” we are pointing to something in which some-
thing appears without itself being an appearance, then the concept
of phenomenon is not thereby delimited but presupposed. However,
this presupposition remains hidden because the expression “to ap-
pear” in this definition of “appearance” is used in an equivocal
sense. That in which something “appears” means that in which
something makes itself known, that is, does not show itself; in the
expression “without itself being an ‘appearance’™ appearance means
the self-showing. But this self-showing essentially belongs to the
“wherein” in which something makes itself known. Accordingly,
phenomena are never appearances, but every appearance is depen-
dent upon phenomena. 1f we define phenomenon with the help of
a concept of “appearance” that is still unclear, then everything is
turned upside down, and a “critique” of phenomenology on this
basis is surely a bizarre enterprisc.

The expression “appearance” itself in turn can have a double
meaning. lirst, ¢ppearing in the sense of making itself known as
something that does not show itself and, second, in the sense of
what does the making known—what in its self-showing indicates
something that does not show itself. Finally, onc can usc appear-
ing as the term for the genuinc meaning of phenomenon as self-
showing. If one designates these three different states of affairs as
“appearance,” confusion is inevitable.

However, this confusion is considerably increascd by the fact that
“appcarance” can take on still another meaning. If one understands
what does the making known—what in its self-showing indicates the
nonmanifest—as what comes to the fore in the nonmanifest itself,
and radiates from it in such a way that what is nonmanifest is
thought of as what is essentially never manifest—if one understands
the matter in this way, then appearance is tantamount to a bringing
to the fore, or to what is brought to the fore. However, the latter
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docs not constitute the proper Being of what actually conducts
something to the fore. Henee appearance has the sensc of “mere
appearance.” That which makes known, itsclf brought to the fore,
indecd shows itself; but it does so in such a way that, as the ema-
nation of what it makes known, it preciscly and continually veils
what it is in itself. But then again this not-showing which veils is
not semblance. Kant uses the termi “appearance” in this twofold
way. On the one hand, appearances are for him the “objects of
empirical intuition,” what shows itself in intuition. This sclf-
showing (phenomenon in the genuine, original sense) is, on the
other hand, “appearance” as the emanation of something that
makes itself known but conceals itself in the appearance.

Since a phenomenon is constitutive for “appearance” in the sense
of making itself known through a self-showing, and since this phe-
nomenon can turn into semblance in a privative way, appearance
can also turn into mere semblance. Under a certain kind of light
someone can look as if he were flushed. The redness that shows
itself can be taken as making known the presence of fever; this in
turn would indicate a disturbance in the organism,

Phenomenon——the self-showing in itself—means a distinctive way
something can be encountered. On the other hand, appearance
means a referential relation in beings themselves such that what
does the referring (the making known) can fulfill its possible func-
tion only if it shows itself in itself—only if it is a “phenomenon.”
Both appearance and semblance are themselves grounded in the
phenomenon, albeit in different ways. The confusing multiplicity
of “phenomena” designated by the terms phenomenon, semblance,
appedarance, mere appearance, can be unraveled only if the concept
of phenomenon is understood from the very beginning as the self-
showing in itself.

But if in the way we grasp the concept of phenomenon we leave
undetermined which beings are to be addressed as phenomena, and
if we leave altogether open whether the self-showing is actually a
particular being or a characteristic of the Being of beings, then we
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are dealing solely with the formal concept of phenomenon. If by
the self-showing we understaud those beings that are accessible, for
example, in Kant’s sense of empirical intuition, the formal concept
of phenomenon can be applied legitimately. In this use phenome-
non has the meaning of the common concept of phenomenon. But
this common one is not the phenomenological concept of phenom-
enon. On the horizon of the Kantian problem what is understood
phenomenologically by the term phenomenon (disregarding other
differences) can be illustrated when we say that what alrcady shows
itself in appearances prior to and always accompanying what we
commonly understand as phenomena, though unthematically, can
be brought thematically to self-showing. This self-showing as such
in itself (“the forms of intuition”) are the phenomena of phenome-
nology. For cleatly space and time must be able to show themselves
in this way. They must be able to become phenomena if Kant
claims to make a valid transcendental statement when he says that
space is the a priori “wherein” of an order.

Now, if the phenomenological concept of phenomenon is to be
understood at all (regardless of how the self-showing may be more
closely determined), we must inevitably presuppose insight into the
sense of the formal concept of phenomenon and the legitimate ap-
plication of phenomenon in its ordinary meaning. However, before
getting hold of the preliminary concept of phenomenology we must
define the meaning of logos, in order to make clear in which sense
phenomenology can be “a science of” phenomena at all.

B. The concept of logos

The concept of logos has many meanings in Plato and Aristotle, -
indeed in such a way that these meanings diverge, without a basic
meaning positively taking the lead. This is in fact only an illusion
which lasts so long as an interpretation is not able to grasp ade-
quately the basic meaning in its primary content. If we say that the
basic meaning of logos is speech, this literal transiation becomes
valid only when we define what speech itself means. The later his-
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tory of the word logos, and especially the manifold and arbitrary
interpretations of subsequent philosophy, conceal constantly the
proper meaning of speech—which is manifest enough. Logos is
“translated,” and that always means interpreted, as reason, judg-
ment, concept, definition, ground, relation. But how can “speech”
be so susceptible of modification that logos means all the things
mentioned, indeed in scholarly usage? Even if logos is understood
in the sense of a statement, and statement as “judgment,” this ap-
parently correct translation can still miss the fundamental mean-
ing—especially if judgment is understood in the sense of some
contemporary “theory of judgment.” Logos does not mean judg-
ment, in any case not primarily, if by judgment we understand
“connecting two things” or “taking a position” either by endorsing
or rejecting.

Rather, logos as speech really means déloun, to make manifest
“what is being talked about” in speech. Arstotle cxplicates this
fuuction of speech more precisely as apophainesthai.’ Logos lets
something be seen (phainesthai), namely what is being talked about,
and indeed for the speaker (who serves as the medium) or for those
who speak with each other. Speech “lets us sce,” from itself,
apo . . ., what is being talked about. In speech (¢pophansis), insofar
as it is genuine, what is said should be derived from what is being
talked about. In this way spoken communication, in what it says,
makes manifest what it is talking about and thus makes it accessible
to another. Suchi is the structure of logos as apophansis. Not every
“speech” suits this mode of making manifest, in the sense of letting
something be seen by indicating it. For example, requesting (euché)
also makes something manifest, but in a different way,

When fully concrete, speech (letting something be seen) has the
character of speaking or vocahzation in words. Logos 1s phoné, in-

4. See De interpretatione, chaps. 1~6. Sce further, Metaphysics VII, 4 and Nicom-
achean Ethics, Bk, VI
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deed phoné meta phantasias—vocalization in which something al-
ways is sighted.

Only because the function of logos as apophansis hes in letting some-
thing be seen by indicating it can logos have the structure of synthesis.
Here synthesis does not mean to connect and conjoin representations,
to manipulate psychical occurrences, which then gives rise to the
“problem” of how these connections, as internal, correspond to what
is external and physical. The syn [of synthesis] here has a purely apo-
phantical meaning: to let something be seen in its fogetherness with
something, to let something be seen as something,.

Furthermore, because logos lets sometlnng be seen, it can therefore
be true or false. But everything depends on staying clear of any con-
cept of truth construed 1n the sense of “correspondence” or “accor-
dance” [(Ubereinstimmung). This idea is by no means the primary one
in the concept of alétheia. The “being true” of logos as alétheuein
means: to take beings that are being talked about in legein as apo-
phainesthai out of their concealment; to let them be seen as some-
thing unconcealed (aléthes); to discover them. Similarly “being false,”
pseudesthai, is tantamount to deceiving i the sense of covering up:
putting something in front of something else (by way of letting it be
seen) and thereby proffering it as something it is not.

But because “truth” has this meaning, and because logos i1s a
specific mode of lctting something be seen, logos simply may not
be acclaimed as the primary “place” of truth. If one defines truth
as what “properly” pertains to judgment, which is quite customary
today, and if one.invokes Aristotle in support of this thesis, such
invocation is without justification and the Greek concept of truth
thoroughly misunderstood. In the Greek sense what is “true”—
indeed morc originally true than the logos we have been discussing—
is aisthésis, the straightforward sensuous apprehending of some-
thing. To the extent that an aisthésis aims at its idia [what is its
ownl—the beings genuinely accessible only through it and for it, for
example, looking at colors—apprehending is always true. This
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means that looking always discovers colors, hearing always discovers
tones. What is in the purest and most original sensc “true”—that
is, what only discovers in such a way that it can never cover up
anything—is pure noein, straightforwardly observant apprechension
of the simplest determinations of the Being of beings as such. This
noetn can never cover up, can never be false; at worst it can be a
nonapprehending, agnoein, not sufficing for straightforward, appro-
priate access.

What no longer takes the form of a pure lctting be seen, but
rather i its indicating always has recourse to something else and
so always lets something be seen as something, acquires a structure
of synthesis and therewith the possibility of covering up. However,
“truth of judgment” is only the opposite of this covering up; it is a
multiply-founded phenomenon of truth. Realism and idealism alike
thoroughly miss the meaning of the Greek concept of truth from
which alone the possibility of something like a “theory of Ideas” can
be understood at all as philosophical knowledge. And because the
function of logos lies in letting something be seen straightforwardly,
in letting beings be apprehended, logos can mean reason. Moreover,
because logos is used in the sense not only of legein but also of
legomenon—what is pointed to as such; and because the latter is
nothing other than the hypokeimenon—what always already is at
hand at the basis of every discourse and discussion in progress; for
these reasons logos qua legornenon means ground, ratio. Finally,
because logos as legomenon can also mean what is addressed, as
something that has become visible in its relation to something else,
in its “relatedness,” logos acquires the meaning of a relationship
with and a relating to something.

This interpretation of “apophantic speech” may suffice to clarify
the primary function of logos.

C. The preliminary concept of phenomenology

When we bring to mind concretely what has been exhibited in
the interpretation of “phenomenon” and “logos” we are struck by
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an inner relation between what is meant by these terins. The
expression “phenomenclogy” can be formulated in Greek as legein
ta phainomend. But legein means apophainesthai. Hence phenom-
enology means: apophainesthdi ta phainomena—to let what shows
itself be seen from itself, just as it shows itself from itself. That is
the formal meaning of the type of research that calls itself “phe-
nomenology.” But this expresses nothing other than the maxim for-
mulated above: “To the things themselves!”

Accordingly, the term “phenomenology” differs in meaning from
such expressions as “theology” and the like. Such titles designate
the objects of the respective disciplines in terms of their content.
“Phenomenology” neither designates the object of its researches nor
is it a title that describes their content. The word only tells us some-
thing about the how of the demonstration and treatment of what
this discipline considers. Science “of” the phenomena means that
it grasps its objects in such a way that everything about them to be
discussed must be directly indicated and directly demonstrated. The
basically tautological expression “descriptive phenomenology” has
the same sense. Here description does not mean a procedure like
that of, say, botanical morphology. The term rather has the sense

. of a prohibition, insisting that we avoid all nondemonstrative deter-

minations. The character of description itself, the specific sense of
the logos, can be cstablished only from the “compelling nature”
[“Sachheit”] of what is “described,” i.c., of what is to be brought to
scientific determinateness in the way phenomena are encountered.
The meaning of the formal and common concepts of the phenom-
enon formally justifies our calling every way of indicating beings as
they show thermnselves in themselves “phenomenology.”

Now, what must be taken into account if the formal concept of
the phenomenon is to be deformalized to the phenomenological
one, and how does this differ from the common concept? What is
it that phenomenology is to “let be seen”? What is it that is to be
called “phenomenon” in a distinctive sense? What is it that by its
very essence becomes the necessary theme when we indicate some-
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thing explicitly? Manifestly it is something that does not show itself
at first and for the most part, something that is concealed, in con-
trast to what at first and for the most part does show itself. But at
the same time it is something that essentially belongs to what at
first and for the most part shows itself, indced in such a way that it
constitutes its meaning and ground,

But what remains concealed n an exceptional sense, or what falls
back and is covered up again, or shows itself only in a distorted way,
is not this or that being but rather, as we have shown in our fore-
going observations, the Being of beings. It can be covered up to
such a degrec that it is forgotten and the question about it and its
meaning is in default. Thus what demands to become a phenome-
non in a distinctive sense, in terms of its most proper content, phe-
nomecnology has taken into its “grasp” thematically as its object.

Phenomenology is the way of access to, and the demonstrative
manner of determination of, what is to become the theme of on-
tology. Ontology is possible only as phenomenology. The phenome-
nological councept of phenomenon, as sclf-showing, means the
Being of beings—its meaning, modifications, and derivatives. This
self-showing 1s nothing arbitrary, nor is it something like an appear-
ing. The Being of beings can least of all be something “behind
which” something else stands, something that “does not appear.”

Fssentially, nothing clse stands “behind” the phenomena of
phenomenology. Nevertlicless, what is to become a phenomenon
can be concealed. And precisely because phenomena arc at first
and for the most part not given phenomenology is needed. Being
covered up is the counterconcept to “phenomenon.”

There are various ways plienomena can be covered up. In the
first place, a phenomenon can be covered up in the sense that it
has not yet been discovered at all. There is ncither knowledge nor
lack of knowledge about it. In the second place, a phenomenon can
be buried over. "This means it was once discovered but then got
covered up again. This covering up can be total, but more com-
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monly, what was once discovered may still be visible, though only
as semblance. However, where there is semblance there is “Being.”
This kind of covering up, “distortion,” is the most frequent and the
most dangerous kind because here the possibilities of being deceived
and misled are especially pertinacious. Within a “system” the struc-
tures and concepts of Being that are available but concealed with
respect to their autochthony may perhaps claim their rights. On
the basis of their integrated structure in a system they present them-
selves as something “clear” which is i no nced of further justifi-
cation and which therefore can serve as a point of departure for a
process of deduction.

The covering up itself, whether it be understood in the sense of
concecalment, being buried over, or distortion, has in turn a twofold
possibility. There are accidental coverings and neccssary ones, the
latter grounded in the substantive nature of the discovered. It 1s
possible for every phenomenological concept and proposition drawn
from genuine origins to degenerate when communicated as a statc-
ment. It gets circulated in a vacuous fashion, loses its autochthony,
and becomes a free-floating thesis. Even in the concrete work of
phenomenology lurks possible inflexibility and the inability to grip
what was originally “grasped.” And the difficulty of this research
consists precisely in making it self-critical in a positive sense.

‘The way of encountering Being and the structures of Being in the
mode of phenomenon must first be won from the objects of phenom-
enology. Thus the point of departire of the analysis, the access to the
phenomenon, and passage through the prevalent coverings must se-
cure their own method. The idea of an “originary” and “intuitive”
grasp and explication of phenomena must be opposed to the naiveté
of an accidental, “immediate,” and unreflective “bcholding.”

On the basis of the preliminary concept of phenomenology just
delimited, the terms “phenomenal” and “phenomenclogical” can now
be given fixed meanings. What is given and is explicable in the way
we enicounter the phenomcenon is called “phenomenal.” In this sense
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we speak of phenomenal structures, Everything that belongs to the
manner of indication and explication, and constitutes the conceptual
tools this research requires, is called “phenomenological.”

Because phenomenon in the phenomenological understanding is
always just what constitutes Being, and furthermore because Being
is always the Being of beings, we must first of all bring beings them-
selves forward in the right way if we are to have any prospect of
exposing Being. These beings must likewise show themselves in the
way of access that genuinely belongs to them. Thus the common
concept of phenomenon becomes phenomenologically relevant.
The preliminary task of a “phenomenological” securing of that
being which is to serve as our example, as the point of departure
for the analysis proper, is always already prescribed by the goal of
this analysis.

As far as content goes, phenomenology is the science of the Being
of beings—ontology. In our elucidation of the tasks of ontology the
necessity arose of a fundamental ontology which would have as its
theme that being which is ontologically and ontically distinctive,
namely, Dascin. This must be done in such a way that our ontology
confronts the cardinal problem, the question of the meaning of
Being in general. I'rom the investigation itself we shall see that the
methodological meaning of phenomenological description is inter-
pretation. The logos of the phenomenology of Dasein has the char-
acter of herméneuein, through which the proper meaning of Being
and the basic structures of the very Being of Dasein are made
known to the understanding of Being that belongs to Dasein itself.
Phenomenology of Dasein is hermeneutics in the original significa-
tion of that word, which designates the work of interpretation. But
since discovery of the meaning of Being and of the basic structures
of Dasein in general exhibits the horizon for every further ontolog-
ical research into beings unlike Dasein, the present hermenecutic is
at the same time “hermencutics” in the sense that it works out the
conditions of the possibility of every ontological investigation. Fi-
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nally, since Dasein has ontological priority over all other beings—
as a being that has the possibility of existence [Existenz]—herme-
neutics, as the interpretation of the Being of Dasem, receives a
specific third and, philosophically understood, primary meaning of
an analysis of the existentiality of existence, To the extent that this
hermeneutic elaborates the historicity of Dasein ontologically as
the ontic condition of the possibility of the discipline of history, it
contains the roots of what ean be called “hermencutics” only in
a derivative sense: the methodology of the historical humanistic
disciplines.

As the fundamental theme of philosophy, Being is no sort of ge-
nus of beings; yet it pertains to every being. Its “nniversality” must
be sought in a higher sphere. Being and its structure transcend
every being and every determination of beings there might be.
Being is the transcendens pure and simple. The transcendence
of the Being of Dasein is a distinctive one since in it lies the
possibility and necessity of the most radical individuation. Every dis-
closure of Being as thc transcendens is transcendental knowl-
edge. Phenomenological truth (disclosedness of Being) is veritas
transcendentalis.

Ontology and phenomenology are not two different disciplines
that among others belong to philosophy. Both terms characterize
philosophy itself, its object and procedure. Philosophy is universal,
phenomenological ontology, taking its departure from the herme-
neutic of Dasein, which as an analysis of existence has fastened the
end of the guideline of all philosophical inquiry at the point from
which it arises and to which it returns.

The following investigations would not have been possible with-
out the foundation laid by Edmund Husserl; with his Logical
Investigations phenomenology achieved a breakthrough. Our elu-
cidations of the preliminary concept of phenomenology show that
what is essential to it does not consist in its actuality as a philo-
sophical “movement.” Higher than actuality stands possibility.
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We can understand phenomenology solely by seizing upon it as a
possibility.®

With regard to the awkwardness and “inelegance” of expression
in the following analyses we may rcmark that it is one thing to
report narratively about beings and another to grasp beings in their
Being. For the ]atter task not only most of the words are lacking but
above all the “grammar.” If we may allude to earlier and in their
own right altogether incomparable researches on the analysis of
Being, then we should compare the ontological sections in Plato’s
Parmenides or the fourth chapter of the seventh book of Aristotle’s
Metaphysics with a narrative passage from Thucydides. Then we
would see the stunning character of the formulations by which their
philosophers challenged the Greeks. Since our powers are essen-
tially inferior, and also since the arca of Being to be disclosed on-
tologically is far more difficult than that presented to the Greeks,
the complexity of our concept-formation and the severity of our
expression will increase.

8. The outline of the treatise

The question of the meaning of Being is the most universal and the
emptiest. But at the same time the possibility inheres of its keenest
particularization m cvery individual Dasein. If we are to gain the
fundamental concept of “Being” and the prescnption of the onto-
logically requisite conceptuality in all its necessary variations, we
need a concrete guideline. The “special character” of the investi-
gation does not belie the universality of the concept of Being. For
we may advance to Being by way of a special interpretation of a
particular being, Dasein, in which the horizon for an understanding

5. If the following investigation takes any steps forward in disclosing “the things
themselves” the author must above all thank K. Husserl, who by providing his own
incisive personal guidance and by very generously sharing his unpublished investiga-
tions familiarized the author during his student years in Freiburg with the most di-
verse arcas of phenomenological research.
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and a possible interpretation of Being is to be won. But this be%ng
is in itself “historic,” so that its most proper ontological illumination
necessarily becomes a “historical” interpretation.

The elaboration of the question of Being 15 a two-pronged task;
our treatise therefore has two parts.

Part One: The interpretation of Dasein with a view to temporality
and the explication of time as the transcendental horizon of the
question of Being. |

Part Two: Basic features of a phenomenological destructuning of
the history of ontology on the guideline of the problem of Tem-

-porality.

The first part consists of three divisions:

1. The preparatory fundamental analysis of Dasein.
2. Dasein and temporality.
3. Time and Being.

The second part likewise has three divisions:

1. Kant’s doctrine of the schematism and of time, as the prelimi-
nary stage of a problem of Temporality.*

2. The ontological foundation of Descartes’s cogito sum and the
incorporation of medieval ontology in the problem of the res

cogitans. ‘
3. Aristotle’s treatise on time as a way of discerning the phenomenal

basis and limits of ancient ontology.t

25ee Martin Heidegger, Kant und das Problem der Metaphysik, first published in
1929, fourth, expanded edition (Frankfurt am Main: V. Kloster_mann, 1‘)73}. pp- Xii-
wiil. A new translation of Kant and the Problent of Memphys:_cl's by Richard Taft is
now available {Blopmington: Indiana University Press, 1990).—Eb. _ _

tSee Martin Heidegger, The Basic Problents of H]enome.noiogy,_sccts(m‘l‘), for Hei-
degger's remarkable destructuring of the Aristotelian treatise on time.—In.



