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TRANSLATOR'S PREFACE 

Tit~ &sic Probr- of Pll~ a translation of Die Grund,.,w-e d.r Phdlao~. 
is the text of a kctu~ aJWU that Martin Hcidegger pve at the University of Marburg in the 
summer of 191:1. Only lfter alma&t half a century did Hei.degger permit the ten of the course 
to be published. Die Cinmdprobleone d.r Pltii~e. edited by Friedrich-Wilhelm von 
Herrmann. appeared. for the first time, in 197 5 as volume 24 of the multivolumed Martin 

Heidegger Gcsamtauqob.r presently in preparation (Frankfurt: Vittorio Klostermann). 
In the Editor's Epilogue, which follows the text. Professor von Herrmann explains that 

the book wu composed, under Heidegger's direction, by putting together Heidegger's man
uscript of the lectures and his typewritten copy. including his marginalia and insertions, with 
a contemporaneous transcription of the lectures by Simon Moser, a student in the aJWU. 

The editor made decisions regarding a number of matters such as the division into parts and 
thrir headings; the treatment of insertions, transformations, changes, expansions, and omis
sions; and the inclusion of recapitulations at the beginning of lecture sessions. The resulting 
work is therd'~ only one pos&ib&e version of the 1927 lecture course. But it is surely a very 
ample one, containing alln06t the whole of what was apoken and also much of what was not 
spoken at the time. 

This volume represents the way in which Heidegger himself visualized the printed shape 
of these early ~. WhateVer imperfections the present text may contain, The ~ 
~of P~ is a work of major importance, indispensable for obtaining a dar 

outlook upon the ontological-phenomenological region toward which Heideger was heading 

when he pr~ Brine 11rtd nme, of which this is the designed and designated sequel. In 
it. one form of the Hei.deggerian Kehre took p~ turning-around, from concentratiry 
upon the human being as Dasein. which in older thought was concentration upon the subject. 
to the passionately sought new focusing upon--not any mere object correlative to a subject 

but-being itself. J 
In the Translator's Introduction l have tried to provide a preparatory description of some 

of the thinking that leads up to and into this turn. Heidegger's conception of the need for 
his own thought. like aU philosophical thought (in the West at least), to orient itself first to 

the subject, the human Durin, is even better understood in Bcuic P-robltrJU than it was in 
&ing and n,.,., as due to the ontical-ontological priority of the Dasein. its being that being 
111hich. among all beings, has understanding-of-being, so that only by ontological analysis 

of the Dasein can we elucidate the conditions of pa&~ibility oi a truly conceptualiz.ed 
understanding-of-being. that is to say, ontology, as science of being. 

In &sic Probkms the journey from this preliminary Daseinsanalytik toward the central 
region of the science of being accomplishes its first stages: ( 1) presentation oi the basic 
problems of ontology (philosophy, phenomenology) by way of an examination of several 
historical attempts to deal with them, and (2) initiation of ontology by pressing on toward 
the final horizon upon which being can be projected in the unders,tanding-of-being. namely. 
the horizon of trmporality in a sp«ific role designated as Temporality. Thr voyage: has been 
made from being·and·timr to timr-and-bc.;ng, from the: first questioning about being which 
leads to the search for time. to the search through time to the horizon within it fm being. 

xi 



xii Translator's Preface 

From this point onward it becomes possible to turn to ontology itself in its own name. 
fundamental ontology in the sense of having been founded. and to head toward the eluci
dation of the fundamental problematic: subjects exhibited in &sic ProbltmS: the ontological 
difference, the articulation of being, the multiplicity and unity of being, and the truth
cha.racter of being-all of them corning into integral unity in response to the one supreme 
question, that of the meanil'll of being in general. ReadeR of Heidegger will recognize 
developments of all these directional strains in the published writings from the thirties 
onward. 

The present translation is intended to provide a maximally exact rendering of the text as 
published. I have resisted every temptation to transform or elucidate the text so u to make 
it more readable or (supposedly) more perspicuous in English than it is in German. It is my 
hope that a quotation can be made from this nanslation, from anywhere within it, with the 
confidence that one is quoting what the text says-not what it might say in English, were 
that its originalllftJ\UIIe. but what it ac:tually saoy5 in a German that is faithfully translated 
into English. I hope and believe that no tailoring hu been done, whether by deletion. 
addition, or transposition. 

TheGaamt4W&obe is admittedly not a historical-critical edition. Footnotes in!M Gn~riCI· 
pt'IIIJI""' are minimal, and with few exceptions they are restricted to bibliographical refer· 
enas to points in the text. Even these are often less than complete and do not always cite 
the best editions. Although the present translation reproduces the notes in the German text, 
I have corrected erron and added bibliographical information u needed. The numbered 
footnotes are translations of those that appear in Die Gru,~; additional remarks by 
the translator are appended in square brackets. Notes added by the translator are preaded 
by asterisks. 'The Gru~ text does not indicate which of the notes, or which pans 
of them, were supplied by Heidegu himself and which by the editor. 

This translation carries the pagination of the German edition in brackets in the running 
heads and preserves its paragraphing. In the text, the contents of both parentheses (except 
in quoted matter) and square brackets are Heidegger's awn; italic square brackets mclose 
the translator's interpolations. 

The Lexicon, at the end of the book, wu designed and compiled by the translator to aid 
the reader who wishes to follow topics that are significant in the thought-structure of the 
work. Toward this end, the Lexicon includes the various senses and contexts in which terms 
appear as well as a substantial number of descriptive quotations. For example, if the reader 
wishes to undentand Heidegger's doctrine of intentionality. or his doctrine of transcendence, 
or the relationship between the two, I believe that he or she will most readily reach this goal 
by punuing the indications in the Lexicon. 

I have received very generous help from Professor Theodore Kisiel, whose scrutiny of 
the translation hu been thoughtful and careful. 

It is with genuine pleasure as well as gratitude that I am able to acknowledge here the 
liberal assi!tance I have received from John D. Caputo, Huben Dreyfus, James Edie, Hans
Georg Gadamer, Elisabeth Hirsch, John Haugeland, Werner Marx, Carlos Norena, William 
Richardson. John Sallis, Thomas J. Sheehan, and Michael E. Zimmerman. 

In a separate place acknowledgment hu b«n made of aid from the National Endowmmt 
for the Humanities, which allowed me to take an nrly retirement in order to bring this task 
to its conclus.ion. It is fitting here, however, that the kind co-operation of Susan Mango 
should receive particular noti~. 
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I owe special debts to Gail Mensh for her assistance during the time I was on the Graduate 
F acuity of the Nrw School for Social Research in New York City, and to Joan Hodgson for h~ 
aid in locating needed materials in libraries beyond Santa Cruz. 

During this period of dfort I ha\T recei\Td the faithful and encouraging support of my 
son, Mart: E. Hofstadt~. And always inestimable is my debt to my wife. Manya, steady stay 
in all trouble and cheerful partner in all happiness. whose mar\Tlous mu.~ic sounds through 
the whole. 

Santa Cruz. California 
January 1, 1981 

At.BI!k'r Hot'S'I'AITI'Ek 

In the preparation of this revised edition A11hur Szylewicz has generously provided nu
merous sugestions. Charles Sherover has kindly called my attention to a question regarding 
Heidegger's use of NGegenstandN and "Objekt." 

A. H. 





Translator's Introduction 

At the very outset of &sic p.,oblems of PllenornenoJoo, Heidegger notes that the 
work represents Na new elaboration of division 3 of part 1 of Being and Tame" (p. 
1). The present introduction is intended to indicate how this description might be 
understood. 

The title of the projected but unpublished division 3 of part 1 of Being and Time 

was "lime and Being: which Heidegger explained as "the explication of time as 
the transcendental horizon of the question of being. n I Basic Problems of PheJIOfM
nology does indeed perform this task of explication, and at the end of the course 
Heidegger announces the result in so many words: "Hence time is the primary 
horizon of tFarasarukntal Wrlu, of ontology. or, in short, it is the t'fansandental 
horizon. It is for this reason that the title of the first part of the investigation of 
Being and Tame reads The interpretation of Dasein in terms of temporality and the 
explication of time as the transcendental horizon for the question about being' n 

(p. 323-324). 
However, Basic Problems contains more than this explication of time as tran

scendental ontological horizon. In the original design, Being and Tame was to have 
consisted of two parts, of which the second was to have contained the main features 
of a "phenomenological destruction of ontology, with the problematic of Tempo
rality as clue. "1 Ancient, medieval, and modem ontology would have to be subjected 
to phenomenological scrutiny from the viewpoint of Temporality as ultimate h~ 

1. &in und Ztit, 8th ed. (Tiibingen: Max Niemeyer. 19.57), p. 39; trans. John Macquarrie 
and Edward Robinson, &ing andliww (New York: Harper and BrO!I. 1962), pp. 63-64. 

Macquurie and Robinson used the 7th edition of &in und Zeit, the fint r:i the &0-Called 
later editions, but preferred the readings of the 8th edition, and their marginal numberings 
and cross-references follow its pagination. See Sting t~nd Ti~M, "Tramlaton' Preface." p. 1.5. 
All further references to &ina and Tirnt or &in und Ztit in the present volume wiD be to 
the German pagination r:i the 8th edition, as given marginally abo in the Macquarrie and 
Robin!iOn translation. 

There are editions dncribed as "unaltered~ later than the 8th, down to the 11th edition 
( T iibingen: Max Niemeyer, 1967). In the Gcs4ml4usgabt, &in und Zfit has been republished 
~~ volume 2 of the first Division and is also described u the "unaltered" text, to which the 
author's marginal comments have been added. edited by friedrich- Wtlhelm von Herrmann 
Wrankfurt: Vittorio Klostermann, 1977). Illustrative details and references regarding b«h 
error!i and actual textual changes are given in Thomas Sheehan. "Caveat Lector: The New 
Heidegger." Th~t NnD Yorlr Rtovii!'W of .Boolls, December 4, 19180, pp. 39-41. 

l\ re-tran.\lation of &in und Zfit by Joan StarllMugh. to be published by Harper and Row, 
h,lS not y~ appeared at the time of the preparation of this note. 

2. &in urwi Zeit, p. 39. for an explanation of the term lemporality." see the Lexicon. 

XV 



ni Tranlllator's Introduction 

rizon of the understanding of being. Basic Problem1 contains a significant portion 
of this destructive examination of traditional ontology. 

The first division of the projected part 2 of Being and Time, on Kant's doctrine 
of schematism and time, as first stage of a problematic of Temporality, was pub
lished by Heidegger separately in the book Kant und da.s Problem der Met4pltyrik. 3 

The second division, on the ontological foundation of Descartes' •cogito sum" 
and the adoption of medieval ontology into the problematic of the "res cogitans," 
receives extended treatment in Basic Problems, but in a new form. Heidegger now 
takes Kant rather than Descartes before him. or Hegel after him, as the most 
suitable representative of the problem. (See § 13 (a), esp. p. 125.) Since the chapter 
on the distinction of res extensa and res cogitans is preceded by a chapter on the 
medieval distinction, derived from Aristotle, between essentia and existentia, we 
are actually given more than had been projected in the original design as far as the 
history of ontology is concerned, for the extremely important topic of essence and 
existence as articulation of being has been brought into the picture. This medieval 
distinction is "destroyed" and the path opened for a more assured notion of the 
articulation of being. In this respect BtUic Problems overpasses the limits of Hei· 
degger's stated plan for Being tJnd Timt, incorporating more of the destruction of 
traditional ontology than originally envisaged. 

The third division of part 2 of Being and Time was to have contained a discussion 
of Aristotle's treatise on time as discriminant of the phenomenal basis and limits 
of ancient ontology. 4 That discussion also appears in BtUic PTOblerns. Aristotle's 
theory of time is seen as the conceptualization of the common sense of time, that 
expressed time which we use, have, spend, read from the sky or from the clock in 
our ordinary (fallen) absorption in the world and which we interpret as an infinite 
sequence of indistinguishable nows, each related to its thens and at-the-times. In 
ancient ontology being is understood as presence, which is itself understood in 
terms of this common time, the time which on the surface seems so important in 
everyday life and productive activity, although the truth is that there is a profounder, 
more original, truer time at its foundation, which it hiS forgotten. Heidegger 
devotes much effort to the analysis of Aristotle's treatise on time and to the phe
nomenological examination of its definition of time, pressing on toward the original 
time--temporality as ecstatic-horizonal and eventually as ecstatic-horizonal Tem
porality-from which, as horizon, a more authentic realization of the meaning of 
being can be anained. Here, too, then, we find the destruction of a fundamental 
part of traditional ontology and its de-construction, down to its original rooting in 
Temporality. 

3. (Bonn: Friedrich Cohen. 1929). James S. Churchill"s translation, Kant a~~d thr Probl~ 
of Metaphysics (Bloomington: Indiana Univenity Press, 1962), is based on Kanl und dt&S 
Problnn dn- Metaphyrik, 2nd ed. (frankfurt: Vittorio Klostermillln, 1951). 

4 Stin u11d Ztit, p. 40. 
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Thus two of the three divisions planned for part 2 of Btin« 11nd nme receive 
extended coven11ge in &sic Pt-oblem.s, which does not have to contain 1M other 
(first) division since it is published separately. Furthermore, as the preface to Kant 
and the Problem of Met4pnyncs explains, its essentials had already been given in a 
lecture course during the winter semester of 1925-1926; and the plan of the 
Ge:samtawgabe of Heidegger's works includes also the publication of his lecture 
course of the winter semester of 192:1-1928, entitled Ph iinorr'ICIOlogische I nterpre
tatUm von Kant.s "Kritilr der rtinm Vnnunft" [Phenomenological interpretation of 
Kant's Critique of Pure Reason]. If, then, we leave aside the topic of Kant's sche
matism and time, the remainder of the plan for Bting dnd nme is carried out in 
&sic Problems. 

If we put together Bting and nme as published, 1<4nt 11nd cite Problem of Md4-
phylia, and our present volume, Basic Problems of Phenomenology, we have in three 
volumes the entire treatise which Heidegger had originally wished to call "Being 
and Time"-even if not quite in the form then imagined 

However, BIIJic Problems is no mere part of a larger work. It has an independent 
character. It goes beyond what Heidegger had first conceived as constituting division 
3 of part 1 as well as the whole of part 2 of Being and nme. He was not slavishly 
executing a plan that had previously been thought out in detail and merely needed 
to be realized. He was thinking afresh and creatively, as was his wont. Basic PY.oblerru 
has its own design. which is farther-reaching than that of.Bting and nmt but which, 
like the earlier book, is achieved only in part. 

Basic Problems intended to be what its name designates and what it describes 
itself to be. The point, says Heidegger, is not to learn something about philosophy 
but to be able to philosophize, and this (his) introduction to the basic problems 
could lead to that end (p. 2). The goal is to attain to a fundamental iUumination 
of the basic problems of phenomenology by bringing out their inner systematic 
relations. 

Heidegger conceived of phenomenology in a way that departed from the Hus
serlian mode of analysis of consciousness. Phenomenology became for him the 
method of philosophy understood as ontology. All the propositions of ontology are, 
m his view, a priori, having to do with being rather than beings; for being must be 
understood prior to all encounter with and understanding of beings. Heidegger 
connects this doctrine of the apriority of philosophy with a unique conception of 
the manner in which time functions as the source of the a priori. Phenomenology, 
which looks to "the things themselves," without theoretical preconceptions, and 
wills only to unveil beings and being in their evident truth, is of necessity the 
method which philosophy as thus conceived will employ. This is one reason why 
the basic problems of philosophy--that is to say, of ontology. since philosophy is 
the science of being-are also called the basic problems of phenomenology. (The 
second reason is as.'iOCiated with a peculiar circling of philosophy into itself--non
Hegelian-so that there is no finally valid distinction between philosophy and the 
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method of philosophy. The reader will be able to disentangle this point for himself 
once the concept of fundamental ontology has been clarified.) 

Heidegger lays out the structure of the basic problems of philosophy and employs 
the fundamental analysis of the Da.sein and its special relationship to time and 
temporaliry to bring the problematic of ontology into the open. As a result Basic 
P'I'Oblems lets us see more clearly, evidently, and broadly what it means to speak of 
being in general and what are the differentiations and distiuctions which give 
structure and interconnection to the intrinsic content of the question of being. This 
question appears for us in a new light and leads to a unified and comprehensive 
vision of the structure of ontology. 

The basic problem of ontology is the problem of the meaning of being in general. 
That is th~ problem of ontology. It is the one and only problem of ontology. 
authentic:ally conceived, the bcuic problem of ontology. But it cannot be dealt with 
as a simple undifferentiated whole. Being exhibits its own distinctions; it has its 
own structure; and it is itself distinguished from beings. We are led to the problem 
of being because we are concerned to find that which is the ultimate condition of 
possibiliry of all our comportments toward beings. We carmot encounter beings 
and behave suitably toward them unless we understand them-in our very en· 
counter and comportment-as being. in their being. The understanding of the 
being of beings is necessarily antecedent to the experience of them as beings. I 
cannot use a hammer as an instrument unless I already beforehand understand the 
instrumental functionality that is characteristic for hammer and hammering, the 
instrument with the function and the letting-function of that instrument. Ontology 
is the conceptualized unfolding of the being (Sein) which is thus already anteced· 
ently understood in our pre-ontological dwelling with beings. \\'hat ontology dis
covers-better, what is unveiled, disclosed in ontology-is this inner systematic 
differentiation and intercormection of being. We are compelled to follow out this 
differentiation and intercormection as soon as we enter upon the phenomenological 
analysis and explication of our pre-ontological understanding of being. 

According to Basic Problems, being specifies itself in four different fundamental 
ways. 

(1) It differentiates itself from beings. Being is not a being. This differentiation, 
when explicitly thought, is called the ontological difference. Only in making this 
distinction, says Heidegger, do IAie first enter the field of philosophical research, 
and only by taking this "critical" (Greek krinein) stance do we keep our own standing 
inside the field of philosophy (p. 17). But its significance is more profound. To exist 
means to be in the performing of this distinction. Only a soul that can make the 
distinction has the aptitude to become the soul of a human being (pp. 319-20). 
This vision of the ontological distinction and its meaning carries through the whole 
of Heidegger's thinking. 

(2) Being, as distinguished from all beings, articulates into a what and a way-of
being-the articulation of being. At least that was the traditional way of seeing 
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articulation. Heidegger's effort in dealing with the second thesis is to show that 
this way of construing the articulation of being is faulty and that there must be 
different ways of diB"erentiating a so-called essential and a SC>called existential 
aspect of being. Thus in the case of the Dasein there is no what or essence in the 
ordinary and traditional sense, and the Dasein's existence is not the extantness 
(presence, at-handness) of the traditional ontology, whose thinking of being was 
indifferent as regards the being of a stone and the being of the Dasein. Instead, the 
Uasein's mode of being is Ex.istenz-the specific mode of being that belongs to a 
transcending, intentionalistic being which projects world and thus whose being-in
the-world diB"ers from the mere being within a worfd of natural beings. The artie· 
ulation of being is correlative with the ways or modes of being. 

(3) Being is differentiable in another way. just mentioned: namely, there are 
different ways or mCKies of being. Modern ontology, beginning at least with Des
cartes, had come to the conclusion that natural beings are in a way diB"erent from 
mental beings. The basic ways-of-being, as Heidegger formulates it, are thought 
of as res extensa and res cogitans, natural being and mental being. This conviction 
is shared in the modern tradition from Descartes through Kant to Hegel, according 
to Heidegger, and he chooses Kant as the middle member of the movement to 
examine for the nature, meaning, and ontological roots of the distinction. This 
becomes another step in the de-construction of the tradition and the guidance of 
thinking into a new ontology. What are the multiply possible UldJS·of-being of 
beings? But, too, in what way can they be conceived as ways-of-being? How can we 
conceive being as unitary, given this multiplicity of its ways? The ancient problem 
of the one and the many, or of the univenal and the particular, shows itself here 
in the specific (and radicalized) modality of being and ways-of-being. 

(4) Finally there is the mystery of the connection between being and truth. We 
speak about being in ontology. Ontology is supposed to be a science. We aim to 
express our thoughts about being in the shape of uttered and utterable propositions 
about being. ontological propositions. Languages differ in how they express the 
meaning of being. In our Indo-European tongues we use the copula Mis." We express 
what things are and how they are. We say what the whatness or the whoness of a 
being is, what its way-of-being is, what differentiations there are in modes and ways 
of being. We say that things are. In ontology we say that being is not a being. We 
thereby seem to attribute its own being to being. We also say that being is, just as 
we say that truth exists. In the course of such assertions the very act of asserting 
supposes what it asserts to be true. It supposes that that about which it is asserting 
can exhibit itself (or hide itselm as being, or as not being, what it is asserted to be. 
:\,st:rtion is apophantic. exhibitive: it shows and displays. What is shown must 
it~df show. exhibit itself. appear-that is to say, it must be •true." Falsehood and 
concealment belong here, too. How then does being show itself? What is the rela
tionship between being and it!; showing-as-being? What is the truth-<:haracter of 
ht!ing? If beings appear in the light of being (projected upon the horizon of being) 
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and are only thus under.standable u beings. in what light does being itself show 
(u?OD what horizon is being itself projectible) sou to bt: understandable u being? 

Here chen are four basic problnns of plumtJmenDlogy. Nowhere in these lectures 
does Heidegger demonstrate that there are and must bt: just these four problems, 
formulable in just these ways, as the basic problems. Indeed, with whatever assur
ance Heidegger speaks throughout, there remains the constant realization of the 
possibility of error. "'n the end, ... faulty interpretations must be made, so that the 
Dasein may reach the path to the true phenomena by correcting them. Without 
our knowing where the faulty interpretation lies, we can be quietly persuaded that 
there is also a faulty interpretation concealed within the Temporal interpretation 
of being as such, and again no :arbitrary one. It would run counter to the sense of 
philosophizing and of science if we were not willing to understand that a funda
mental untruth c:an dwell with what is actually seen and genuinely interpreted" 
(p. 322). Nevertheless, this is the way the basic problems are seen. They are basic 
problems as the different aspects of the single basic problem, the question of the 
meaning of being in general. This central problem cannot be adequatdy solved 
unless they are solved and, reciprocally, they cannot bt: adequately solved except 
with the pervasive working of the thinking of being in general. 

Heidegger had this picture before him. We could make our way toward the full 
opening-up of the meaning of being in general by developing eac:h of these basic 
problems and working at their solution. The entire process would be guided by 
our pre-ontological understanding of being but also by what we have already at· 
tained of insight into the meaning of being-and this means, since Being and lime, 
the fundamental horizon of the understanding of being, temporality. That must be 
our guiding clue. Once having attained a grasp of time and temporality in their 
original constirution, we should bt: able to proceed to deal v.ith eac.~ of the four 
basic problems while throughout expanding and deepening our understanding of 
being in general. 

The plan of Bane Problems therefore was clear. It is outlined in §6, pages 23-24. 
Part One would be a new version of the "destruction of the ontological tradition." 
Since the basic problem of ontology self-differentiates into four basic problems, we 
turn to the philosophical tradition for outstanding instances of the anempt to deal 
with these problems in traditional terms. Tradition provides us with four theses: 
those of Kant, the Middle .Ages (and antiquity), the modern period, and logic. 
Kant's criticism of the ontological argument for God's existence led him to declare 
that being is not a real predicate. In the background the ontological difference, the 
distinction between being and beings, is clearly making itself felt here. Our task is 
to penetrate to the origins of Kant's view, unveil his ontological misapprehension 
of the nature of being, and thus de-construct the traditional thought with which he 
operates, leading the way to a new and truer understanding of being. We begin 
with the first ontologic:al thesis, the Kantian thesis (negative: being is not a real 
predicate; positive: being is position, existence is absolute position), and we examine 
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it in this way. The examination lads to our initial comprehension of the first 
ontological problem, that of the ontological difference. We first dearly confront the 
necessity of differentiating being from beings. 

So with the other basic problems. In ach case a thesis about being, drawn from 
the tradition, offers itself for destructive de-construction (Ab-bildung) so as to lad 
us back (re-duction) not only from beings but now from the traditionally mis
apprehended nature of being to a more original conception of the real problem and 
a sense of what would be needed to solve it. 

Given the historic:o-ana.lytic achievement of Part One, we should be ready to 
proceed to Part Two, which also is fourfold, sinoe it is concerned with the four basic 
problems taken as such on their own account as the basic problems of ontology. 
Heidegger classifies them and projects the assignment of a chapter to each of them: 
ontological diH'erenoe, basic articulation of being, modifications and unity of being, 
truth-character of being. At. may be seen, he did not get beyond the first of these 
proposed chapters-no semester could be long enough to bear the burden! It turned 
out to be the largest in size of all the chapters in the work. 

In addition to this projected tratment of the four problems Heidegger had in 
view a third part, also with four chapters, which would have supervened on the 
actual ontology produced in Part Two, s~ it was to have taken ontology itself for 
subject· matter: its foundation, the possibility and structure of it as knowledge, the 
basic methodology it must employ, and what it is, seen as the outcome of all these. 
It would have constituted, so to say, the ontology of ontology itself-the circling 
of ontological method (phenomenology) bade into itself. 

If Heidegger examines four traditional thesa about being and disentangles four 
basic ontological problems connected with them, this efFort is still preliminary 
toward the attack upon the main problem, the question of the meaning of being. 
It is Heidegger's contention here, as it was in Bfing and Time, that this primary 
problem can be resolved only by the temporal approach to ontology. A full expla
nation of his meaning here would require a concentrated analysis of this volume 
as well as Being and Time and subsequent works, including a concentrated statement 
about the meaning of being itself as Heidegger grasped it in these works. That 
explanation goes beyond the function of this introduction. But it is possible to 
indicate the direction in which Heidegger's thinking heads on this matter if we 
examine his notion offundcunent4l ontology and come to see how &.sic Problems, in 
elaborating the discussion of time and being which had been planned for &ing and 
Time, is an articulation of fundamental ontology. 

The following observation may usefully be prefaced. The basic question, that is, 
the /uruuJrnent41 question of ontology. is, What is the meaning of being in general? 
The question of fund4mental ontology is frequently stated by Heidegger as being this: 
How is the understanding-of-being possible? The former question has to do with 
being: it seeks the understanding of being. The latter question has to do with this 
understanding of bring: it seeks to discover the condition of its possibility. The two 
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questions appear to be different. even radically different. since the fint requests a 
certain knowledge. the knowledge of being as such. whereas the second requests 
reiiection on the possibility of that knowledge. Nevertheless, we should not be 
taken in by the verbal (and a.s.soc:iated conceprua.l) difference. Solution of the ques
tion of fundamental ontology-learning how the understanding-of-being is pos· 
sible--is the first step in solving the fundamental question of ontology. the question 
of the meaning of being. The difference is essentiaUy a di1ference of stage in the 
process of ontological inquiry. In a genuine sense the basic question of ontology is 
the question of fundamental ontology, as fundamental ontology develops its own 
fullness of being. It is to be hoped that the following discussion of Heidegger's 
notion of fundamental ontology wiU help to make this observation plausible and 
clear. 

If the term "fundamental ontology· means what it says, then it would seem to 
be designating that pan of ontology which provides the fundamenrum, the foun
dation, for the whole of ontology. What could such a foundaiional pan of ontology 
be? If we were thinking in traditional terms, under the guidance of traditional 
conceptions of being, it would be natural to conceive of the first, basic. part of 
ontology as dealing with being in general, the fundamental concept ofbeing, before 
all modifications of it into special kinds of being, and so forth. Or, in a more 
Hegelian dialectical manner, we might think of it as the i.JUtial part of the entire 
sweep of philosophy, the logic of being as the indeterminate immediate developing 
its full form as idea, and so forth. But that manner of thinking of the science of 
being would be, in Heidegger's eyes, an illustration of what happens to philosophy 
when it forgets the basic distinction between the being of natural things and the 
being of the human Dasein. These cannot be reduced to a single, indefinite, in
determinate. concept of being, without essential loss of meaning. The true concept 
of being cannot be an average concept of what belongs in abstract generality to all 
modes of the being of beings. Being has to be understood in its multiplicity of 
ways, and its unity can be grasped only with that multiplicity clearly in evidence. 
To think of the human Dasein's being as basically and in general the same as that 
of a stone, to think of the existentia of a stone as fundamentally identical with the 
Existenz of the Dasein, would be, for Heidegger, to cover up the truth about 
Existenz, to mistake it and thereby to misinterpret the nature of being. 

The question that stares us in the face and confronts us at the beginning of the 
path of thinking toward being is, How are we to get to be able to understand being? 
Or, speaking with less personal urgency: How is the understanding-of-being pos
sible? This is a unique and peculiar question. It is not the same as asking how the 
understanding of beings is pomble. In a sense we already know the answer to that 
question. It is possible to understand this or that being as a being and as the being 
that it is, if and only if we already understand the being of that being. So for 
instance: it is possible to understand a piece of equipment, such as a hammer, only 
if v.•e already understand hammering, the letting-function of a thing as a hammer; 
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and to understand this letting-function we must understand the integral function
ality-contexture and functionality-relations which permit a being to be a hammer, 
to be allowed to function as a hammer. But we can understand functionality· 
contextures and -relations only if we antecedently understand functionality itself: 
that specific mode ofbeing in virtue of which there can be contextures and relations 
of functionality and a letting-function of things within these contextures and re
lations. The understanding-of-being question is unique because it is a question about 
~ng, not about beings, and because the answer to such a question is still not clear 
to us. For, we may ask, How is it possible to understand the like of functionality? 
Whence do we derive the concept of functionality, if we must already have it btfort 
we ~ encounter any piece of equipment as functionally significant in its being? 
What is the a priori source of the concept of functionality? 

The question about the understanding-of-being is also a p«:Ufi4r one. For it is 
not only about being but about the underst4nding of being. It is not possible to 
undertake here an account of Heidegger's doctrine of understanding, nor is it 
necessary; we need only take note that on rus view understanding-of-being belongs 
to the human being-properly, the human Dasein-a.lone, among all beings. When 
the human Dasein comports itself toward any being it always does so, and must 
by its very constitution do so, through an understanding of the being of that being. 
When the farmer reaps his corn, he deals with the corn as the vegetable being that 
it is: he understands it as plant, with the being that belongs to plant, and to this 
particular kind of plant. Human behavior is mediated by the understanding· 
of-being. If ontological means Mof or belonging to the understanding of being," 
then the human Dasein is by its very constitution an ontological being. This does 
not mean that the human being has an explicit concept of being, which he then 
applies in every encounter with beings; it means rather that before all ontology as 
explicit discipline of thinking, the human Dasein always already encounters beings 
in terms of a pre-ontological, pre-conceptual. non-conceptual grasp of their being. 
Ontology as a scientific discipline is then nothing but the unfolding, in the light 
proper to thought and therefore in conceptual form, of this pre-conceptual under
standing-of-being, Seinsverstandnis. It is the Begreifen, the conceptual com· 
prehension, of what earlier was grasped only in the immediateness of the living 
encoonter. 

We mu.~t not think of being, Sein, as a being, ein Seiendes-as, for example, 
~orne deep principle behind all other beings, serving as their source, their ground, 
their creator. This confusion staned with the beginning of philosophy in the West, 
wnh Thalcs (see Lexicon), and has continued down to the present. But the basic 
ontr,[ogical principle called the ontological difference is precisely this, that being 
and beings are to be distinguished, that being is not any being. The necessary 
Implication is that being cannot be understood in the same way as beings. 1 can 
understand the hammer by understanding functionality; but functionality is not 
another being, on a higher plane than the hammer, which then has stiU another 
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mode of being on a higher plane as its bang. by which it is to be understood. There 
is. as Heidegger makes out, a sequence of projections by which beings are projected 
upon their being to be understood, and then being is itself projected upon its own 
horizon for it to be understood as being. But the sequence terminates there; no 
further horizon is needed. This does not make being a being; but it does indicate 
that the understanding of being is a peculi4T matter which needs special consider
ation i£ ontology, the conceptualized unfolding of the understanding-of-being. is to 
be understood in its possibility. 

The human D&sein is distinguished in Heidegger's view from all other beings 
in that it is the ontological being. the being which alone has understanding-of-being 
and is thus the only being which could possibly have ontology as a science. ·Have
is an unfortunate word. The Dasein doesn't have understanding as a property. The 
Dasein is its understanding. And if and when it develops ontology, the Dasein is 
ontological in this peculiar way: it is its ontology, it exists its understanding-of-being 
within its life-comportments. 

I£ the human Dasein is the ontological being, this means that the understanding· 
of-being, whose existence is the condition of possibility of ontology as a science, 
can be found only in the Dasein's constitution. I£ we wish to understand how the 
understanding·of-bcing is possible, then, we must look to the Dasein and examine 
its understanding and, in particular, its understanding-of-being. By unfolding the 
nature and constitution of this understanding-of-being we should be able to see 
how being is understood, what factors and processes are essential to this mode of 
understanding. 

It is Heidegger's claim that being is not a being; it is not, especially. a being 
which, like the beings of nature, could also bt if and when there is no human 
Dasein. The eanh was, as a natural being. before man evolved to inhabit it. But 
being is not something like the earth. It is not an entity of such a sort that, in 
comparison with the earth's finite being, it might ha\'e, say. a supra-finite being. an 
eternal, supra-temporal being. It is not an entity at all. If we use the word yis" about 
being, saying that it is this or that, is not this or that, or even that it just is, or just 
is not, then this 'is" does not have the same significance as the ·is· in assertions 
about beings. Heidegger sometimes uses the existential phrase ~es gibt" in regard 
to being, with the sense that being is given, so that one can raise the question about 
111hether and how being is given to us. If being is understood by us, then being has 
to be given in some way to us. If understanding-of-being is possible, then the 
givenness-of-being must be possible; and if we are to understand the former pos· 
sibility, then we must gain insight into the latter possibility. 

How is being given to us? How can being be given? Heidegger's answer is, Not 
in some high mode of intuition, not by our bcing spectators of some resplendent 
being, some radiant entity at the height of all beings, say, like Plato's Idea of the 
Good. His claim is that all that is given is given only as projected upon a horizon. 
Projection, which is always also self-projection, is the fundamental nature of all 
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understanding. For Heidegger it essentially involves and itself is transcendence, the 
self-transcendence that constitutes the basic nature of the human Oasein. The 
horizon is the outness upon which every out-there can show up so as to be given, 
taken in, understood. Being is itself the horizon for beings: they are encountered 
and understood c.nly as they are projected upon their own being as horizon. But 
being itself requires another horizon to be projected upon if it is to be understood 
as being. The unique and peculiar and specific character of Heidegger's ontological 
thought here is given with the doctrine that it is time which is this horizon upon 
which being itself is projected. 

In his own language, being is projected upon the horizon of the Da.sein's tem· 
porality. In order for the Dasein to exist as temporalizing time, as the temporal 
being par excellence, it has to have the horizon upon which to project future, paat, 
and present and their unity, which is temporality. This horizon is named by the 
term lemporality: Each Mecstasis" of time--future, past, present-has its own 
horizon. The present has, for example, the horizon that Heidegger calls praesens. 
upon which the Dasein, in the temporalizing act of enpresenti.ng, can project in 
order to have the presence that belongs to the present. The unity of these horizons 
of future, past, and present is the essential unitary horizon of all projection of 
temporality. 
~ing can be given only as projected upon this fundamental horizon, the tran· 

scendental horizon, Temporality. Therefore, being is understandable only by way 
of time. If we are to think being and speak of being, and do it properly without 
confusing being with any beings, then we have to think and speak of it in temporal 
concepts and terms. Ontology is a temporal-that is to say, a Temporal--science; 
all its propositions are Temporal propositions (p. 323). 

In this introduction I do not need to try to outline for the reader the actual 
procedure by which Heidegger develops his argument for this thesis. That is what 
the book itself is for. But it is fitting to emphasize this specific temporal interpre
tation of the meaning of being. It is what Heidegger headed for from the very first 
words of &ing and nme and what he arrived at in the final chapter of &sic Problems 
of Phenomenology. 

The horizon upon which something is projected is what gives understandability 
to the projected. Projection is understanding, understanding is projection. The 
horiu>n is that which, in the projecting, enables undmtanding. It is the source of 
meaningfulness-not meaningfulness as some floating semantic attachment to 
what is supposed to be meaningful, but meaningfulness as the very being of the 
meaningful being. 5 Thus if being is understandable only as projected upon the 

5. Among the complaints one might make against Heideger's pr~ in this work 
there could well be this, that he did not tum specifically to the concept of horizon with 
\Uificient scope and depth to make it fully explicit as a fundamental functioning concept in 
h1s mcxk of thought. It is obviously taken over from Huasrrl, but in Heidegger's new 
ph~no~nology it required to be reviewed and reo-explicated. 
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horizon of Temporality, the constitution of being itself must in some way be 
temporal. 

This conclusion would appear to have drastic consequences. In Basic Problma.s, 
as in Being and n~. Hejdegger places great emphasis on the doctrine that there 
are no eternal truths, that truth exists in the manner of the Dasein's Existenz, 
because truth is the disclosedness which belongs to and constitutes the Da of the 
Dasein. But, then, might one say something similar about being? H being is essen
tially temporal, if even the being that is constituted as extantness (the mere presence, 
presence-at-hand, or at-handness of natural beings) is essentially temporal-and 
so it would be if it were just plain presence, Anwesenheit-then what would happen 
to being if the Dasein were to cease to be? &ng could no Ionge- be given, since 
temporality would no longer be and there would no longer be any temporal horizon 
upon which being might be projected so as to be able to be given as being. And 
then what would happen to the being of the natural beings, which nevertheless are 
supposed to be able to be even without the being of the Oasejn? 

Whether these questions are legitimate in Heidegger's terms and how they are 
to be answered may weD be left to the reader. We must now 6nally return to the 
matter of fundamental ontology and its place in the present work. 

The significance of what Heidegger calls fundamental ontology now begins to 
become clear. Unless we come to see that and how temporality is the horizon upon 
which being is projected in the understanding of being, we shall not be able to 
make the first proper step in ontology. Until we come to grasp the original tern• 
porality which is the source of all possibilities of projection of being, we shall not 

be able to reach to the true meaning of being, the original meaning of which those 
that are presendy current are defective modifications. The beginning of ontology 
which would be its true fundamentum is the beginning with the Dasein. For it is 
only in the Da.sein that this original temporality can be found, this temporality 
which is the being of the Da.sein itself. If the Da.sein's being is being-in-the-world, 
then examination of it shows that this being·in·the-world is essentially care; and 
the structural differentiation and unity of care is precisely that of temporality: 
expecting·retaining-enpresenting as the temporaliz.ing by which temporality has 
the shape of existence. 

We cannot begin in ontology with some abstracdy univenal and indifferent 
notion of being, which might then be broken down into its different kinds, and so 
forth. That notion, the traditional one, stems from the degenerate modification of 
being which we have in mind when we treat every being as an instance of extantness, 
presence-at-hand, the being characteristic of natural things. The only proper be
ginning in ontology is with the original horizon for the projection of being and with 
an equally original projecting of being upon that horizon. We must first get to the 
horizon. 

Therefore, the only proper beginning in ontology is with the being. the Dasein, 
in whose existence the horizon exists. Temporality is the Dasein's basic constitution: 
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the eco;tatic opening of future-put-present through expecting-retaining-enpresent
ing. In this opening, future is projected upon temporality in its futural way, past 
in its retentive way, and present in its enpresenting way. The entire unity of time 
is projected in its entire unity upon the unity of these ecstatic horizons, the ultimate 
ecstatic TemporaJ horizon upon which alone being can be projected. The ultimate 
tran...cendrntal horizon of being is found in the basic temporaJ constitution of the 
Dasein. 

Ontology can only be a temporal science. The beginning of ontology is the 
opening of the path toward Temporality as transcendental horizon. 1'he funda
mentum on which ontology can begin to be realized is that specific ontology which 
discl06es to us temporality as the being of the Dasein. Once we have attained to 
a comprehension of temporality as possible horizon, that is, of Temporality, we are 
in a position to investigate being in general and the different aspects of its structure: 
articulation, modifications and unity, truth-character. We are able to comprehend 
and formulate in conceptual terms the true being that belongs, for instance, to 
equipment, and to differentiate from that and to comprehend in its own temporal 
terms the being that belongs, for instance, to the cultural works of human beings, 
such as their works of art or their forms of religion. 

Accordingly. Heidegger defines fundamental ontology as being the analytic of 
the Dasein. He says in so many words: •Ontology has for its fundamental discipline 
the analytic of the Dasein" (p. 19). This fundamental discipline is the founding 
discipline in ontology. As such it is "the foundation for all further inquiry, which 
includes the question of the being of beings and the being of the different regions 
of being" (p. 224). [n its founding role the analytic of the Dasein pl'q)UU the 
ground for ontology. In this role it is a "preparatory ontological investigation" which 
serves as the foundation. It is preparatory: it alone first leads to the illumina
tion of the meaning of being and of the horiz.on of the understanding of being 
(p. 224). It is only preparatory: it aims only at establishing the foundation for ~a 
radical ontology" (p. 224). This radical ontology is presumably the ontology which 
goes to the root of the problem of being: it goes to the Temporal horizon of 
ontological projection. Once the radicalizing of ontology has been reached, what 
was before only a preparatory and provisional ontological analytic of the Dasein 
mu.st be repeaUd at a higher ltwl (p. 224 ). The course of investigation is circular and 
yet not viciously so. The illumination that is first reached in a preliminary way 
lights the way for the brighter iUumination and firmer comprehension of the second, 
higher, achievement of understanding of being in and through the understanding 
of the Dasein's being. 

When fundamental ontology is conceived in this way it exhibits three aspects 
corresponding to three tasks that it performs. 

11) The first task is to serve as the inauguration, the preparatory ontological 
investigation which initiates scientific ontology, bringing us to the gateway into it. 
This is the shape it takes in &ing and n~, part 1. division 1: ~Preparatory 
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FUDdammral hnalysis of the Dasein." which opens the inquiry. outlines the nature 
of being-in-the-world, worldhood. being--with. being-one's-self, the They, being-in 
(including the very important accou.'lt of the being of the Da), and advances to the 
structure of the Dasein$ being as care. 

(2) The second task is to serve as the mediating pathway which takes us from 
the gateway of ontology into its authentic precinct. This is accomplished in &ing 
12nd Time, part 1. division 2: "The Dasein and Temporality." Examination of the 
Dasein as care already disclosed the threefold unity of its structure due to its 
constitution by temporality, without disentangling the temporality of which it is 
the manifestation. By proceeding to the Dasein's possibilities of wholeness. being
toward-death. authenticity of can-be, and resoluteness as the original authentic 
existential mode of the Dasein's existence, temporality could be unveiled as the 
ontological meaning of care. And then Being 4nd Time proceeded to intapret anew 
the nature of the Dasein's everyday existence and to confront it with the real 
historical nature of Existenz, all of which could be done because of the initial 
iUumination of being in general and the being of the Dasein in particular that had 
been gained by the preparatory and intermediate analysis of the Dasein. The second 
task was concluded -with a first account of the Dauin 's common conception of time. 
which is itself an expression of the Dasein's fallen mode of temporalizing when it 
exists as fascinated by the world and intra worldly entities. 

(3) We are now ready for the third task, which is to bring to conceptual com
prehension the fundamental portions of ontology: the basic meaning of being in 
general and the four basic aspects of being-its difference from beings, its articu
lation into opposed moments (such as essentia and existentia, whoness and exis· 
tence), its modifications and unity (such as the differentiation of the being of natural 
beings and the being of the Dasein, and their unity in terms of being itself), and 
its truth-character (such as, for instance, is revealed in the Da of the Dasein). On 
this third task, which falls wholly within the precinct of ontology, Basic Problems 
of Phmomenology makes the beginning. The destruction of the four traditional 
theses about being, each associated with one of the just-mentioned basic aspects. 
clears the path for the account to follow of the four basic problems. Of these, the 
first problem is examined. In attaining to the examination, the account of the 
Dasein's being and especially of its constitution by temporality. which was started 
in Being 12nd Timt, is continued and developed. For the first time the whole struc· 
ture, constitution, and meaning of temporality is unfolded. Step by step, the analysis 
probes more deeply into the existential constitution of time and the explanation of 
how time as ordinarily conceived and used is derivative from its origins in existential 
temporality. The ultimate transcendental horizon for the projection of being is 
reached in Temporality, of which praesens is exhibited as an exampl-the horizon 
for projection of time's present, die Gegenwart. This third task was not completed 
in &uic Problems. All four of the basic problems would have needed investigation. 
After that, it would have been possible to proceed to the planned inquiry into the 
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nature of ontology itsdf. What its constitution would be, how it would be related 

10 the role of fundamental ontology, how far it would have taken us IJ'OW'Id back 
into the analysis of the Dasein at a higher level-th~ matters can only be the 
subject of speculation.• 

Two further and connected points are all that need occupy us in this Introduction: 
the ontical foundation of ontology in fundamental ontology and the obvious ori
entation of ontology to the Dasein, that is, in traditional language. to the subject. 
the apparent subjectivism which is thus introduced into ontology. 

Heidegger is very definite and clear on the doctrine that the foundation of 
ontology. the science of being, lies ina being, namely, the human Dasein. Although 
the ontological dift"erence draws a sharp line of distinction between being and 
beings. nevertheless, the foundation of the science of being is suppoaed to lie in 
the science of one particular being. Ordinarily Heidegger dearly separates ontology 
from the sciences which deal, not with being as such, but with beings. The sciences 
of beings are all positive science$; philosophy is not a positive science. 1De sciences 
are positive because they posit the beings with which they are oocupied. Ontology 
does not posit any beings, and hence is not a positive science. (See the Lexicon: 
Science.) 

Nevertheless, if the foundation of ontology lies in the being of the Dasein, then 
ontology in its beginning and in its foundation, and in the end, too, has to be 
concerned with a being. In an essential and not merely accidental way it is ontical
pertaining to beings-as weiJ as ontological. To be sure, although fundamental 
ontology must turn to the Dasein, it is not a positive scien~ in the sense that it 
would be concerned to establish in a positive manner the various properties, rela
tionships, laws of behavior, etc., of the Da.sein. Fundamental ontology is not 
anthropology, psychology, or unified social-humanistic science. Even as regards 
so-called philosophical anthropology, fundamental ontology is concerned only to 
extract from its investigation of the Dasein the a priori structures that determine 
the transcendental horizon of being in temporality. Still, with all this qualifi
cation, ontology remains bound to a being, this particular being caUed the human 
Dasein, and precisely because of the inescapable nece55ity placed on it by exis
tence: the horizon for the projection (understanding) of being lies in this being, 
the Dasein. Being discloses itself only by way of this select being, the Dasein. 
Ontology is not another abstract positive science like mathematics. It is not an ab
~tract non-positive science-there is none, unless the tautologies of formal logic 

6. Three senses of the phrase "fundamflltal ontology~ are indicated in the foUowing 
group~ of passages. (I) Passages stressing the ontical founding of ontology: Sein und Zftt, 
pp. 13 .. 194, 268, 301, 377. (2) Pusages stressing the transition to scientific ontology: Scin 
""d z~~. pp. 37-38, 200, 213, 231, 316. 403. (3) Passages in which fundamental ontoiotD' 
~~~ wnh the fundamental question of the meaning of being in general: Sein u..d Zeit, pp . 

. 196,406. 
Set- the lexicon for 001:\Urmces of the phrase "fundamental ontology" in &uic Prohkms. 
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qualify it for that role. Ontology is the doctrine of the revelation of being through 
the temporality which is the being of a cerujn being, the Dasein. 

Does this not introduce an unavoidable subjectivism into ontology, causing being 
to be impregnated throughout with the subjectivity of the human being, labeled 
the Dasein in these pages? Heidegger often recurs to the point that all of philosophy 
is, as he puts it, "oriented to the subject: Even what seems the most naively and 
immediately objectivistic thought, ancient Greek ontology, is nonetheless oriented 
to the subject. For Parmenides, being is identical with thinking. For Heraclitus, 
being is intelligible only as the logos-thinking, thought, and the words which 
express thinking and thought. Heidegger analyzes the fundamental ontological 
categories of Platonic and Aristotelian thcaght :md discaftnl tha1 aU of them ma.ke 
sense only as expressing being by way of the human being's productive comport
ment. Medieval ontology takes over these categories and modifies them by its 
concept of God as absolute creator, but the reference in the categories remains to 
the subject. Kant, as representative of modern thought, interprets being in terms 
of perception and, more basically. in terms of position, positing-both of them 
comportments of the Dasein as subject. German idealism, reaching its denouement 
in Hegel, transforms all being into the being of the subject. 

Although Heidegger wishes to destroy this entire tradition, the destruction is to 
be done not by removing the orientation to the subject but by correcting it. The 
subject which dominates all these categories of the tradition, ancient, medieval, and 
modem, is the subject conceived of as producer, doer, maker, realizer. The beinp 
which are, are products, and their being is that of a product or of an entity involved 
in production; it is the being of the product as equipment, handiness, or of the 
product as simply released from the productive process or as merely ready and 
available (or not-available) for production, extantness, being-present-at-hand. Both 
types of being are understood as presence, Anwesenheit, in their own special ways, 
whether the presence characteristic of equipment (functional presence) or the pres
ence of merely natural things. Energeia, entelecheia, actualitas, Wllklichkeit, ac
tuality, all these expressions for being (on the side of way-of-being) are derivative 
from the subjectivity of the producer, his products, and the consumer of them. 

Philosophy must start from the so-called subject. That is the very conception of 
fundamental ontology: that the meaning of being is revealed, that being is givm, 
only as projected upon the horizon of temporality, and that temporality is the 
constitutive bdng of the so-called subject, the Dasein. That is why, without explicitly 
-realizing what it was doing and why. traditional philosophy too started from the 
subject. If philosophy is to live up to its responsibility as the science of being. then 
it has to make its way through every concealing, limiting, distorting form of un
derstanding of being and press on toward the ultimate origin of all possible un· 
derstanding of being, where being can then be projected in the luminous darity of 
original temporality. Philosophy has to be ·oriented to the subject• in an authentic 
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way. in which the Dasein does not lose itself in the world and does not lose its 
thinking to be captured by the beings of the world. 

Subjectivism is a confusion if it identifies being with the subject or some com
ponent of the subject. But being is not a being; being is not even that being. the 
Dasein. which we ourselves are, each of us. We are here only as the Da in and 
through which beings and their being can be unveiled. Being needs us to be given
the only sense in which one can say that being "is." But being is not given as the 
subject. It is given in ways which vary with the age and the understanding-of-being 
allotted to the Dasein: as ousia, entelecheia, actualitas, position, absolute Idea, 
Geist. and in the modern world, according to Heidegger's later thinking, under the 
aegis of Gestell--that enframing, placing, positioning in which all beings are ex
hibited as stoclc., resource for processing. 

"Philosophy must perhaps start from the 'subject' and return to the 'subject' in 
its ultimate questions, and yet for all that it may not pose its questions in a one
sidedly subjectivistic manner" (p. 155). Philosophy, so far as it looks at beings, sees 
them in themselves, in the being that is their own, not in the being that belongs 
to the subject. Being and the Dasein belong together, they enter into their own 
peculiar identity, because the Dasein's being is temporality; but by way of tern~ 
rality what is disclosed is all being, not the Dasein's being alone. 
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Introduction 

This course 1 sets for itself the task of posing the basic problerru of phenomenol
ogy, elaborating them, and proceeding to some extent toward their solution. 
Phenomenology must develop its concept out of what it takes as its theme 
and how it investigates its object. Our considerations are aimed at the 
inherent content and inner systematic relationships of the basic problems. The 
goal is to achieve a fundamental illumination of these problems. 

In negative terms this means that our purpose is not to acquire historical 
knowledge about the circumstances of the modem movement in philosophy 
called phenomenology. We shall be dealing not with phenomenology but 
with what phenomenology itself deals with. And, again, we do not wish 

_1. l\ ~elaboration of division 3 of pan 1 of Bting dnd Timt. [The 7th edition of Stin und 
Z~ ITiibingen: Max Niemeyer. 1953) carrirs the following prefatory remark: 
~ The treatise Stin und Ztir first appeared in the spring of 1927 in the }dhrbucla [r:rr 

hrlo.soplur und plaa-logisclat Fonchung. volume 8, edited by E. H~Uml, and simulta· 
ne~ly as a separate printing. 

1 h rhe new imprrs.sion presented herr as the seventh edition is unaltered in its text, 
a 1 ough quotations and punctuation h.ave been revised. The page numbers of the new 
nnerel!Sion agrre down to slight variations with those of earlier editions . 

. fhe caption 'First Half.' affixed to the prn-ious editions. has been dropped. After a 
<JU;~n.,r of a century. the second half could no longer be added without giving a new 
('l(f><"ltum of the first. Nevertheless, the path it took still remains today a necessary one if the 
'-l~t1on ol ht-ing i~ to move our own Dcu.ftn. 
\1 forth ... eluCI(iatiOn of this question the reader is referred tot~ book Ein}uhnmg in d~ 
· rt<lph_ySJk, which i~ appearing simultaneously with this new pnnting under the same 
•rnrnnt It contarns the text of a lecture course given during the summer scm...ster of 1935." 

1 ~ M;~nin Heidegger, Ein}uhrung in d~ Met4playsilt ITUbingt-n: l.\1ax Nil.'meyer, 1953). 
(:an, Ralph ~lanheim,/ntroduction loMelaplaysia I New Haven: Yale University I'm~. 19.59; 

•Hd...n C1ty, New York: Doubleday, l\nchor Books, 1961 ).] 
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merely to take note of it so as to be able to report then that phenomenology 
deals with this or that subject; instead. the course deals with the subject 
itself, and you yourself are supposed to deal with it, or learn how to do so, as 
the course proceeds. The point is not to gain some knowledge about 
philosophy but to be able to philosophize. An introduction to the basic 
problems could lead to that end. 

And these basic problems themselves? Are we to take it on trust that the 
ones we discuss do in fact constitute the inventory of the basic problems? 
How shall we arrive at these basic problems? Not directly but by the round
about way of a discussion of certain individual problems. From these we shall 
sift out the basic problems and determine their systematic interconnection. 
Such an understanding of the basic problems should yield insight into the 
degree to which philosophy as a science is necessarily demanded by them. 

The course accordingly divides into three parts. At the outset we may 
outline them roughly as follows: 

1. Concrete phenomenological inquiry leading to the basic problems 
2. The basic problems of phenomenology in their systematic order and 

foundation 
3. The scientific way of treating these problems and the idea of phenom

enology 

The path of our reflections will take us from certain individual problems 
to the basic problems. The question therefore arises, How are we to gain the 
starting point of our considerations? How shall we select and circumscribe 
the individual problems? Is this to be left to chance and arbitrary choice? In 
order to avoid the appearance that we have simply assembled a few 
problems at random, an introduction leading up to the individual problems 
is required. 

It might be thought that the simplest and surest way would be to derive 
the concrete individual phenomenological problems from the concept of 
phenomenology. Phenomenology is essentially such and such: hence it 
encompasses such and such problems. But we have first of all to arrive at the 
concept of phenomenology. This route is accordingly closed to us. But to 
circumscribe the concrete problems we do not ultimately need a clear-cut 
and fully validated concept of phenomenology. Instead it might be enough 
to have some acquaintance with what is nowadays familiarly known by the 
name "phenomenology." Admittedly, within phenomenological inquiry 
there are again differing definitions of its nature and tasks. But, even if these 
differences in defining the nature of phenomenology could be brought to a 
consensus, it would remain doubtful whether the concept of phenomenol
ogy thus attained, a sort of average concept, could direct us toward the 
concrete problems to be chosen. For we should have to be certain be-
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forehand that phenomenological inquiry today has reached the center of 
hilosophy's problems and has defined its own nature by way of their 

~ssibilities. As we shall see, however. this is not the case-and so little is it 
the case that one of the main purposes of this course is to show that, 
conceived in its basic tendency, phenomenological research can represent 
nothing less than the more explicit and more radical understanding of the 
idea of a scientific philosophy which philosophers from ancient times to 
Hegel sought to realize time and again in a variety of intemaJiy coherent 
endeavors. 

Hitherto, phenomenology has been understood, even within that disci
pline itself. as a science propaedeutic to philosophy, preparing the ground 
for the proper philosophical disciplines of logic, ethics, aesthetics, and 
philosophy of religion. But in this definition of phenomenology as a pre
paratory science the traditional stock of philosophical disciplines is taken 
over without asking whether that same stock is not called in question and 
eliminated precisely by phenomenology itself. Does not phenomenology 
contain within itself the possibility of reversing the alienation of philosophy 
into these disciplines and of revitalizing and reappropriating in its basic 
tendencies the great tradition of philosophy with its essential answers? We 
'>hall maintain that phenomenology is not just one philosophical science 
among others. nor is it the science preparatory to the rest of them; rather, 
the expression "phenomenology" is the name for the method of scientific 
philosophy in general. 

Clarification of the idea of phenomenology is equivalent to exposition of 
the concept of scientific philosophy. To be sure, this does not yet tell us 
what phenomenology means as far as its content is concerned, and it tells us 
even less about how this method is to be put into practice. But it does 
indicate how and why we must avoid aligning ourselves with any contempo
rary tendency in phenomenology. 

We shall not deduce the concrete phenomenological problems from 
some dogmatically proposed concept of phenomenology; on the contrary. 
we shall allow ourselves to be led to them by a more general and preparatory 
d•scus..<;ion of the concept of scientific philosophy in general. We shall 
conduct this discussion in tacit apposition to the basic tendencies of West
l'rn philosophy from antiquity to Hegel . 

. In the early period of ancient thought philosophia means the same as 
sc~ence in general. Later, individual philosophies, that is to say, individual 
SCaences-medicine, for instance. and mathematics-become detached 
from philosophy. The term philosophia then refers to a science which 
underlies and encompasses all the other particular sciences. Philosophy 
becomes science pure and simple. More and more it takes itself to be the 
fin;t and highest science or, as it was called during the period of German 
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idealism, absolute science. If philosophy is absolute science, then the ex
pression "scientific philosophy" contains a pleonasm. It then means scien
tific absolute science. It suffices simply to say "philosophy." This already 
implies science pure and simple. Why then do we still add the adjective 
"scientific" to the expression "philosophy"? A science, not to speak of 
absolute science, is scientific by the very meaning of the term. We speak of 
"scientific philosophy" principally because conceptions of philosophy pre
vail which not only imperil but even negate its character as science pure and 
simple. These conceptions of philosophy are not just contemporary but 
accompany the development of scientific philosophy throughout the time 
philosophy has existed as a science. On this view philosophy is supposed 
not only. and not in the first place, to be a theoretical science, but to give 
practical guidance to our view of things and their interconnection and our 
attitudes toward them, and to regulate and direct our interpretation of 
existence and its meaning. Philosophy is wisdom of the world and of life, or, 
to use an expression current nowadays, philosophy is supposed to provide a 
Weltanschauung, a world-view. Scientific philosophy can thus be set oft' 
against philosophy as world-view. 

We shall try to examine this distinction more critically and to decide 
whether it is valid or whether it has to be absorbed into one of its members. 
In this way the concept of philosophy should become clear to us and put us 
in a position to justify the selection of the individual problems to be dealt 
with in the first part. It should be borne in mind here that these discussions 
concerning the concept of philosophy can be only provisional-provisional 
not just in regard to the course as a whole but provisional in general. For the 
concept of philosophy is the most proper and highest result of philosophy 
itself. Similarly, the question whether philosophy is at all possible or not can 
be decided only by philosophy itself. 

§2. The concept of philosophy 
Philosophy and world-view 

In discussing the difference between scientific philosophy and philosophy 
as world-view, we may fittingly start from the latter notion and begin with 
the term "Weltanschauung," "world-view." This expression is not a transla
tion from Greek, say, or Latin. There is no such expression as 
kosmotheoria. The word "Weltanschauung" is of specifically German coin
age; it was in fact coined within philosophy. It first turns up in its natural 
meaning in Kant's Critique of Judgment-world-intuition in the sense of 
contemplation of the world given to the senses or. as Kant says. the mundus 
sensibilis-a beholding of the world as simple app .. chension of nature in 
the broadest sense. Goethe and Alexander von Humboldt thereupon use 
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he word in this way. This usage dies out in the thirties of the last century 
~ndcr the influence of a new meaning given to the expression 'Weltan
schauung" by the Romantics and principally by Schelling. In the Einleitung 
zu dem Entwurf eines Systems deT Naturphilosophie nntroduction to the draft 
of a system of philosophy of nature} ( 1799), Schelling says: "Intelligence is 
productive in a double manner, either blindly and unconsciously or freely 
and consciously; it is unconsciously productive in Weltanschauung and 
consciously productive in the creation of an ideal world." 1 Here Welt
anschauung is directly assigned not to sense-observation but to intelligence, 
albeit to unconscious intelligence. Moreover, the factor of productivity, the 
independent formative process of intuition, is emphasized. Thus the word 
approaches the meaning we are familiar with today, a self-realized, produc
tive as well as conscious way of apprehending and interpreting the universe 
of beings. Schelling speaks of a schematism of Weltanschauung, a sche
matized form for the different possible world-views which appear and take 
shape in fact. A view of the world, understood in this way, does not have to 
be produced with a theoretical intention and with the means of theoretical 
science. In his Phiinornenologie des Geistes {Phenomenology of Spirit}. Hegel 
speaks of a "moral world-view."2 Gorres makes use of the expression "poetic 
world-view." Ranke speaks of the "religious and Christian world-view." 
Mention is made sometimes of the democratic, sometimes of the pessimis
tic world-view or even of the medieval world-view. Schleiermacher says: "It 
is only our world-view that makes our knowledge of God complete." 
Bismarck at one point writes to his bride: "What strange views of the world 
there are among clever people!" From the forms and possibilities of world
view thus enumerated it becomes clear that what is meant by this term is 
not only a conception of the contexture of natural things but at the same 
time an interpretation of the sense and purpose of the human Dasein and 
hence of history. A world-view always includes a view of life. A world-view 
grows out of an all-inclusive reflection on the world and the human Dasein, 
~nd this again happens in different ways, explicitly and consciously in 
Individuals or by appropriating an already prevalent world-view. We grow 

. r [In l'ncdrich Wilhelm Joseph von) Schelling. Schdlings WrrM, ed. Manfred Schroter, 
\o 2. P· 271 [The German text erroneously citt."S volume 3. which was the number in the 
'&;malt·<.htion of Schelling's works. Schroter rearranged the order in his edition (fo.·lumch: 

k ·•nd Oldenhourg. 1927). l\ new historical-cntical edition of Schelling's works is in 
~~""' nf pr~-paration and pub heat ion. commi!lliiont.-d by the Schelling Commission of the 
T~"~'." 11 :\cademyof Science~ (Stuttgan-Bad Cannstatt: Frommann (Holzboog). 1979-). 

i.l.ork. from whteh Hetdt>gger quotes is not yet available in this edition.] 
; [In (JeOrg Wilhelm Friedrich! H~d. SOmtl~h .. Wrrkto, ed. Ht."rmann Glockner, vol. 2. 

r,,.JI ff 11~~\ IS the Jubtlee edition, ~ited by Glockner on the basts of the original edition 
;,r<k U<"l~ hy f nt>nds ~f the Dt.'t.-cased, &rim. 1832-11«5. and rearranged in chronological 
, . r 4Stuugan-Bad C.annstatt: Frommann (Holzhoog)l. The first printing was in 1927. 
~lllng the possibility that Heidegger might pe~nally have used this edition. Glockncr'5 is 

>t a cn!Jcal ~'<Inion. J 



6 Introduction [7-8} 

up within such a world-view and gradually become accustomed to it. Our 
world-view is determined by environment-people, race, class, develop
mental stage of culture. Every world-view thus individually formed arises 
out of a natural world-view, out of a range of conceptions of the world and 
determinations of the human Dasein which are at any particular time given 
more or less explicitly with each such Dasein. We must distinguish the 
individually formed world-view or the cultural world-view from the natural 
world-view. 

A world-view is not a matter of theoretical knowledge. either in respect of 
its origin or in relation to its use. It is not simply retained in memory like a 
parcel of cognitive property. Rather, it is a matter of a coherent conviction 
which determines the current affairs of life more or less expressly an4( 
directly. A world-view is related in its meaning to the particular contem~ 
rary Dasein at any given time. In this relationship to the Dasein the world4 
view is a guide to it and a source of strength under pressure. Whethe~
world-view is determined by superstitions and prejudices or is based · 
on scientific knowledge and experience or even, as is usually the case, is _ 
mixture of superstition and knowledge, prejudice and sober reason, it 
comes to the same thing; nothing essential is changed. .,; 

This indication of the characteristic traits of what we mean by t~h-__ 
"world-view" may suffice here. A rigorous definition of it would have to 
gained in another way, as we shall see. In his Psychologie der Welta ' 
ungen, Jaspers says that "when we speak of world-views we mean I 
what is ultimate and total in man, both subjectively, as life-experience 
power and character, and objectively. as a world having objective shape~ 
For our purpose of distinguishing between philosophy as world-view 
scientific philosophy, it is above all important to see that the world-view.· 
its meaning. always arises out of the particular factical existence of ~ 
human being in accordance with his factical possibilities of thoughtfuf1 
reflection and attitude-formation, and it arises thus for this factical DaseiD-1 
The world-view is something that in each case exists historically from. with; 
and for the factical Dasein. A philosophical world-view is one that expressly 
and explicitly or at any rate preponderantly has to be worked out and 
brought about by philosophy, that is to say, by theoretical speculation, to 
the exclusion of artistic and religious interpretations of the world and the 
Dasein. This world-view is not a by-product of philosophy; its cultivation, 
rather, is the proper goal and nature of philosophy itself. In its very concept 
philosophy is world-view philosophy. philosophy as world-view. If philOSO" 
phy in the form of theoretical knowledge of the world aims at what is 

3. Karl Jaspen. PS)'Chologit> der Wdtaruch.tluungm, 3rd ed. (Berlin- [Springer.) 1925), PP• 
1-Z. 
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iversal in the world and ultimate for the Dasein-the whence, the 
u~ithl'r, and the wherefore of the world and life-then this differentiates it 
~om the particular sciences, which always consider only a particular region 
of the world and the Dasein, as well as from the artistic and religious 
attitudes, which are not based primarily on the theoretical attitude. It seems 
to be without question that philosophy has as its goal the formation of a 
world-view. This task must define the nature and concept of philosophy. 
Philosophy. it appears, is so essentially world-view philosophy that it would 
be preferable to reject this latter expression as an unnecessary overstate
ment. And what is even more, to propose to strive for a scientific philoso
phy is a misunderstanding. For the philosophical world-view, it is said, 
naturally ought to be scientific. By this is meant: first, that it should take 
cognizance of the results of the different sciences and use them in construct
ing the world-picture and the interpretation of the Dasein; secondly, that it 
ought to be scientific by forming the world-view in strict conformity with 
the rules of scientific thought. This conception of philosophy as the forma
tion of a world-view in a theoretical way is so much taken for granted that it 
commonly and widely defines the concept of philosophy and consequently 
also prescribes for the popular mind what is to be and what ought to be 
expected of philosophy. Conversely, if philosophy does not give satisfactory 
answers to the questions of world-view, the popular mind regards it as 
insignificant. Demands made on philosophy and attitudes taken toward it 
are governed by this notion of it as the scientific construction of a world
view. To determine whether philosophy succeeds or fails in this task, its 
history is examined for unequivocal confirmation that it deals knowingly 
with the ultimate questions-of nature. of the soul, that is to say. of the 
freedom and history of man, of God. 

If philosophy is the scientific construction of a world-view, then the 
distinction between "scientific philosophy" and "philosophy as world-view" 
vanishes. The two together constitute the essence of philosophy. so that 
what is really emphasized ultimately is the task of the world-view. This 
se~ also to be the view of Kant, who put the scientific character of 
Philosophy on a new basis. We need only recall the distinction he drew in 
the introduction to the Logic between the academic and the cosmic concep
tions of philosophy. 4 Here we turn to an oft-quoted Kant ian distinction which 
~ppan:ntly supports the distinction between scientific philosophy and phi
(}<;(Jphy as world-view or, more exactly, serves as evidence for the fact that 

'" ·I In Immanuel Kants Wl."''k.o, ed. Ernst Ca.o;sirer. \'ol. 8. p. 342 ff. [Edited by Em.,t C'.auirer 
B •t~ ~ h,· c< •llahorauon of Hermann ( ::Ohen. Anur Buchcnau. Otto ~k. 1'\Ihen Garland, and 
(. 'll~rrnann. II \'ok (Bcrlm: Bruno C'..a!l,!;irer, 1912; repnnted, IQU; reis.\ued, Hikksheim: 
:r';'"nbcrg. llJ73). In the C.a~~irer ~-dition, Kant's Logik, edited by i\nur Buchenau, is 

lit l-d Vrnlmmgrn Kants ub.-r L.ogik [Kant's lectures on logic!.] 
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Kant himself. for whom the scientific character of philosophy was central, 
likewise conceives of philosophy as philosophical world-view. 

According to the academic concept or. as Kant also says. in the scholastic 
sense, philosophy is the doctrine of the skill of reason and includes two 
parts: "first, a sufficient stock of rational cognitions from concepts; and, 
secondly, a systematic interconnection of these cognitions or a combination 
of them in the idea of a whole." Kant's thought here is that philosophy in 
the scholastic sense includes the interconnection of the formal principles of 
thought and of reason in general as well as the discussion and determination 
of those concepts which, as a necessary presupposition, underlie our ap. 
prehension of the world, that is to say, for Kant, of nature. According to the 
academic concept. philosophy is the whole of all the formal and material 
fundamental concepts and principles of rational knowledge. 

Kant defines the cosmic concept of philosophy or, as he also says, philoso
phy in the cosmopolitan sense, as follows: "But as regards philosophy in the' 
cosmic sense (in sensu cosmico), it can also be called a science of the· 
supreme maxims of the use of our reason, understanding by 'maxim' ~ 
inner principle of choice among diverse ends." Philosophy in the cosmic; 
sense deals with that for the sake of which all use of reason, including that ofJ 
philosophy itself, is what it is. "For philosophy in the latter sense is indeecll 
the science of the relation of every use of knowledge and reason to the final] 
purpose of human reason, under which, as the supreme end, all other ~endal 
are subordinated and must come together into unity in it. In this . 
mopolitan sense the field of philosophy can be defined by the folio · . 
questions: 1) What can I know? 2) What should I do? 3) What may I hopelj 
4) What is rnan?"5 At bottom, says Kant, the first three questions are·, 
concentrated in the fourth, "What is man?" For the determination of~ 
final ends of human reason results from the explanation of what man is. It ia! 
to these ends that philosophy in the academic sense also must relate. , 

Does this Kantian separation between philosophy in the scholastic sense 
and philosophy in the cosmopolitan sense coincide with the distinction 
between scientific philosophy and philosophy as world-view? Yes and no. 
Yes, since Kant after all makes a distinction within the concept of philoso
phy and, on the basis of this distinction, makes the questions of the end and 
limits of human existence central. No, since philosophy in the cosmic sense 
-------------

5. Ibid. Cf. Immanuel Kant. Critique of Prm: &ason, Btl33. !By cu.~tom, Kant's first and 
second editions of the Kritik tkT TeiPW!n Vemunft are labeled A and 8, r~"Sr~tively. Raymund 
Schmidt's edition (2nd ed. revised, 1930; Philosophische Bihliothck, vo. 37a. Hamburg: F. 
Meiner. 1976). which collates the two German texts, is both good and acce..sihle. Norman 
Kemp Smith's translation. Critique of PuTe Reason, 2nd ed. ~London. Macmillan. N~ York: 
St. Martin's pre:s!<, 1933) is standard. Since both Schmidt and Smith g•w margmal ref~-rences 
to both editions. further citations of this work will giw onl)' the English t1tlc and the 
Grundproblt"ml''s refl"rences.) 
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docs not have the task of developing a world-view in the designated sense. 
What Kant ultimately has in mind as the task of philosophy in the cosmic 
ense. without being able to say so explicitly, is nothing but the a priori and 

:herefore ontological circumscription of the characteristics which belong to 
the essential nature of the human Dasein and which also generally deter
mine the concept of a world-view.6 As the most fundamental a priori 
determination of the essential nature of the human Dasein Kant recognizes 
the proposition: Man is a being which exists as its own end. 7 Philosophy in 
the cosmic sense, as Kant understands it. also has to do with determinations 
of essential nature. It does not seek a specific factual account of the merely 
factually known world and the merely factually lived life; rather, it seeks to 
delimit what belongs to world in general, to the Dasein in general. and thus 
to world-view in general. Philosophy in the cosmic sense has for Kant 
exactly the same methodological character as philosophy in the academic 
sense, except that for reasons which we shall not discuss here in further 
detail Kant does not see the connection between the two. More precisely, he 
does not see the basis for establishing both concepts on a common original 
ground. We shall deal with this later on. For the present it is dear only that, 
if philosophy is viewed as being the scientific construction of a world-view, 
appeal should not be made to Kant. Fundamentally, Kant recognizes only 
philosophy as science. 

A world-view, as we saw, springs in every case from a factical Dasein in 
accordance with its factical possibilities, and it is what it is in each case for 
this particular Dasein. This in no way asserts a relativism of world-views. 
What a world-view fashioned in this way says can be formulated in proposi
tions and rules which are related in their meaning to a specific really existing 
world, to the particular factically existing Dasein. Every world-view and 
life-view posits; that is to say, it is related being-ly to some being or beings. 
It posits a being, something that is; it is positive. A world-view belongs to 
each Dasein and, like this Dasein, it is in each case determined in a factical 
~istorical way. To the world-view there belongs this multiple positivity, that 
m each case it is rooted in a Dasein which is in such and such a way; that as 
such it relates to the existing world and points to the factically existent 

6 ~,.. ~anr. Critique- of Purt Rea.son, IJH.H. 
7 . S.-..· Kant. Critique of Pur~ &a.son, 8868. [Heidegger's is formulation is "Der Mensch ist 

~•n :-;,_,,,.fK)o:s, das al~ Zwcck -.einer sclbst existien." He does not set it~~o~thin quotat~n marks, 
"' pr,•,umably it is not intended to ht- an exact reproduction of Kant's statement. In the 
~"ol~l' n~~..J. Kant does not u.,.. the phra-.e "als Zweck seiner sclbst," "as its own end." What 
the~,~' 1' .E~senual ends are not yct the high~t ends. there can ht- only one highest end (in 

c >mpl~te "Y"tematlc umty of n~asonl. Therefore, they are ('it her the final end or else they 
d~h 'Uhordm,..tc end~ belongmg a.' mean" to the final end. The former is none other than the 
~~o '>It· det('rmination of man. and the phllo!>Ophy of it is calk..! moral philoo;ophy." Be,.tim· 
rnun!l. wh1ch I have translat~'<-1 here as ck>termination, also connotes voc.ation.J 
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Dasein. It is just because this positivity-that is, the relatedness to beings, 
to world that is, Dasein that is-belongs to the essence of the world-view, 
and thus in general to the formation of the world-view, that the formation of 
a world-view cannot be the task of philosophy. To say this is not to exclude 
but to include the idea that philosophy itself is a distinctive primal form of 
world-view. Philosophy can and perhaps must show, among many other 
things, that something like a world-view belongs to the essential nature of 
the Dasein. Philosophy can and must define what in general constitutes the 
structure of a world-view. But it can never develop and posit some specific 
world-view qua just this or that particular one. Philosophy is not essentially 
the formation of a world-view: but perhaps just on this account it has an 
elementary and fundamental relation to all world-view formation, even to 
that which is not theoretical but factically historical. 

The thesis that world-view formation does not belong to the task eX 
philosophy is valid, of course, only on the presupposition that philosophy 
does not relate in a positive manner to some being qua this or that particular 
being, that it does not posit a being. Can this presupposition that philoso
phy does not relate positively to beings, as the sciences do. be justified? 
What then is philosophy supposed to concern itself with if not with beings. 
with that which is, as well as with the whole of what is? What is not, is surely 
the nothing. Should philosophy, then, as absolute science, have the nothing 
as its theme? What can there be apart from nature, history. God, spaoe.,1 
number? We say of each of these, even though in a different sense, that it is.: 
We call it a being. In relating to it, whether theoretically or practically, we: 
are comporting ourselves toward a being. Beyond all these beings thne it 
nothing. Perhaps there is no other being beyond what has been enumerated,, 
but perhaps, as in the German idiom for 'there is,' es gibt [literally, it giveaJ~ 
still something else is given. Even more. In the end something is giveD• 
which mwt be given if we are to be able to make beings accessible to us li' 
beings and comport ourselves toward them. something which, to be sure, is 
not but which must be given if we are to experience and understand any 
beings at all. We are able to grasp beings as such, as beings. only if we 
understand something like being. If we did not understand, even though at 
first roughly and without conceptual comprehension. what actuality sig• 
nifies. then the actual would remain hidden from us. If we did not under· 
stand what reality means, then the real would remain inaccessible. If we did 
not understand what life and vitality signify,then we would not be able to 
comport ourselves toward living beings. If we did not understand what 
existence and existentiality signify. then we ourselves would not be able to 
exist as Dasein. If we did not understand what permanence and constancy 
signify. then constant geometric relations or numerical proportions would 
remain a secret to us. We must understand actuality. reality, vitality. 
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istcntiality. constancy in order to be able to comport ourselves positively 
:ward specifically actual. real, living. existing, constant beings. We must 
understand being so that we may be able to be given over to a world that is, 
so that we can exist in it and be our own Dasein itself as a being. We must 
be able to understand actuality before all experience of actual beings. This 
understanding of actuality or of being in the widest sense as over against the 
experience of beings is in a certain sense eu1rlier than the experience of 
beings. To say that the understanding of being precedes all factual experi
ence of beings does not mean that we would first need to have an explicit 
concept of being in order to experience beings theoretically or practically. 
We must understand being-being, which may no longer itself be called a 
being. being, which does not occur as a being among other beings but which 
nevertheless must be given and in fact is given in the understanding of 
being. 

§3. Philosophy cu ~ of being 

We assert now that being is the proper and sole theme of philosophy. This is not 
our own invention; it is a way of putting the theme which comes to life at 
the beginning of philosophy in antiquity, and it develops its most grandiose 
form in Hegel's logic. At present we are merely asserting that being is the 
proper and sole theme of philosophy. Negatively, this means that philoso
phy is not a science of beings but of being or, as the Greek expression goes, 
ontology. We take this expression in the widest possible sense and not in the 
narrower one it has. say, in Scholasticism or in modem philosophy in 
Descartes and Leibniz. 

A discussion of the basic problems of phenomenology then is tanta
mount to providing fundamental substantiation for this assertion that 
philosophy is the science of being and establishing how it is such. The 
di<JCUssion should show the possibility and necessity of the absolute science 
of being and demonstrate its character in the very process of the inquiry. 
Philosophy is the theoretical conceptual interpretation of being, of being's 
structure and its possibilities. Philosophy is ontological. In contrast, a 
world-view is a positing knowledge of beings and a positing attitude toward 
bem~~; it is not ontological but ontical. The formation of a world-view falls 
outside the range of philosophy's tasks, but not because philosophy is in an 
mc_omplete condition and does not yet suffice to give a unanimous and 
uniVersally cogent answer to the questions pertinent to world-views; rather, 
:: format~on of a world-view falls outside the range of philosophy's tasks 

a use ph1losophy in principle does not relate to beings. It is not because of 
a defect that philosophy renounces the task of forming a world-view but 
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because of a distinctive priority: it deals with what every positing of beings, 
even the positing done by a world-view, must already presuppose essentially. 
The distinction between philosophy as science and philosophy as world
view is untenable, not-as it seemed earlier-because scientific philosophy 
has as its chief end the formation of a world-view and thus would have to be 
elevated to the level of a world-view philosophy. but because the notion of a 
world-view philosophy is simply inconceivable. For it implies that philoso
phy. as science of being, is supposed to adopt specific attitudes toward and 
posit specific things about beings. To anyone who has even an approximate 
understanding of the concept of philosophy and its history. the notion of a 
world-view philosophy is an absurdity. If one term of the distinction 
between scientific philosophy and world-view philosophy is inconceivable, 
then the other, too, must be inappropriately conceived. Once it has beea 
seen that world-view philosophy is impossible in principle if it is suppoeeci 
to be philosophy. then the differentiating adjective "scientific" is no longer 
necessary for characterizing philosophy. That philosophy is scientific it 
implied in its very concept. It can be shown historically that at bottom~' 
the great philosophies since antiquity more or less explicitly took th · 
selves to be, and as such sought to be, ontology. In a similar way. however,' 
can also be shown that these attempts failed over and over again and ~ 
they had to fail. I gave the historical proof of this in my courses of the · 
two semesters, one on ancient philosophy and the other on the history 
philosophy from Thomas Aquinas to Kant. • We shall not now refer t~· 
historical demonstration of the nature of philosophy. a demonstra · 
having its own peculiar character. Let us rather in the whole of the p . 
course try to establish philosophy on its own basis. so far as it is a work 
human freedom. Philosophy must legitimate by its own resources its ~ 
to be universal ontology. j 

In the meantime. however, the statement that philosophy is the science! 
of being remains a pure assertion. Correspondingly. the elimination all 
world-view formation from the range of philosophical tasks has not yet beeD' 
warranted. We raised this distinction between scientific philosophy and 
world-view philosophy in order to give a provisional clarification of the 
concept of philosophy and to demarcate it from the popular concept. The 
clarification and demarcation. again, were provided in order to account for 
the selection of the concrete phenomenological problems to be dealt with 

--The texts of these course~. given in the summer sem~ter 1926 and the winter semester 
19.26-1927. respectively. are planned for publication. as the two volumes numerically 
pre«ding the volume transl;~ted here, m the Marburg University la:tures. 1923-1928 
section of the Lectures, 1923-1944 division of the collected works: Manm Heideggel'• 
GC'S4mt4wg4bto, vol. 22. Gnmdbq,riffr dn 4ntikm Philo:!ophi~. and vol Z3. GtSt:hichtt II# 
Philosophir von ThomtJS v. Aquin bis Kanl Wrankfurt: Vittorio Klo~tt•rmannl 
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next and to remove from the choice the appearance of complete arbitrari· 

n~hilosophy is the science of being. For the future we shall mean by 
''philosophy" scientific philosophy and nothing else. In conformity with this 
usage. all non-philosophical sciences have as their theme some being or 
beings. and indeed in such a way that they are in every case antecedently 
given as beings to those sciences. They are ~sited by them in ad~ance; t~ey 
arc a positum for them. All the propos1t1ons of the non-philosophtcal 
sciences. including those of mathematics, are positive propositions. Hence, 
to distinguish them from philosophy, we shall call all non-philosophical 
sciences positive sciences. Positive sciences deaJ with that which is, with 
beings; that is to say, they always deaJ with specific domains, for instance, 
nature. Within a given domain scientific research again cuts out particular 
spheres: nature as physicaiJy materiaJ lifeless nature and nature as living 
nature. It divides the sphere of the living into individuaJ fields: the plant 
world. the animaJ world. Another domain of beings is history; its spheres 
are art history. political history, history of science. and history of religion. 
Still another domain of beings is the pure space of geometry. which is 
abstracted from space pre-theoretically uncovered in the environing world. 
The beings of these domains are familiar to us even if at first and for the 
most part we are not in a position to delimit them sharply and clearly from 
one another. We can, of course, always name, as a provisional description 
which satisfies practically the purpose of positive science, some being that 
falls within the domain. We can aJways bring before ourselves, as it were, a 
particular being from a particular domain as an example. Historically. the 
actual partitioning of domains comes about not according to some precon
ceived plan of a system of science but in conformity with the current 
research problems of the positive sciences. 

We can always easily bring forward and picture to ourselves some being 
belonging to any given domain. As we are accustomed to say, we are able to 
~hink something about it. What is the situation here with philosophy's 
object? C'.an something like being be imagined? If we try to do this, doesn't 
our head start to swim? Indeed, at first we are baffled and find ourselves 
clutching at thin air. A being-that's something, a table. a chair, a tree, the 
~ky. a body, some words. an action. A being, yes, indeed-but being? It 
ooks hke nothing-and no less a thinker than Hegel said that being and 
noth,ng are the same. [s philosophy as science of being the science of 
nothing? At the outset of our considerations, without raising any false hopes 
~d Without mincing matters, we must confess that under the heading of 

mg we can at first think to ourselves nothing. On the other hand, it is just 
a~· c~rtain that we are constantly thinking being. We think being just as 
0 ten as, daily, on innumerable occac;ions. whether aloud or silently, we say 
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"This is such and such," 'That other is not so," "That was," "It will be." In 
each use of a verb we have already thought. and have always in some way 
understood, being. We understand immediately 'Today is Saturday; the 
sun is up." We understand the "is" we use in speaking, although we do not 
comprehend it conceptually. The meaning of this "is" remains closed to us. 
This understanding of the "is" and of being in general is so much a matter of 
course that it was possible for the dogma to spread in philosophy uncon
tested to the present day that being is the simplest and most self-evident 
concept, that it is neither susceptible of nor in need of definition. Appeal is 
made to common sense. But wherever common sense is taken to be 
philosophy's highest court of appeal. philosophy must become suspicious. 
In "Uber das Wesen der philosophischen Kritik Uberhaupt" ["On the 
Essence of Philosophical Criticism"], Hegel says: "Philosophy by its very' 
nature is esoteric; for itself it is neither made for the masses nor is it 
susceptible of being cooked up for them. It is philosophy only because it 
goes exactly contrary to the understanding and thus even more so to 'sound. 
common sense,' the so.called healthy human understanding, which actuaUY: 
means the local and temporary vision of some limited generation of human~ 
beings. To that generation the world of philosophy is in and for itself a' 
topsy-turvy. an inverted. world." 1 The demands and standards of com~! 
sense have no right to claim any validity or to represent any authority ~ 
regard to what philosophy is and what it is not. · 

What if being were the most complex and most obscure concept? What 
if arriving at the concept of being were the most urgent task of philosophy, a1 
task which has to be taken up ever anew? Today, when philosophizing is~ 
barbarous. so much like a St. Vitus' dance, as perhaps in no other period fA, 
the cultural history of the West, and when nevertheless the resurrection aE 
metaphysics is hawked up and down all the streets, what Aristotle says iD. 
one of his most important investigations in the Mttaphysics has beeD 
completely forgotten. Kai de kai to palai te kai nun kai aei zetoumenon bi 

I. In Hegel, SiimdicM WnM, ed. Glockner, vol. I. pp. 185-U!6. (The quotation depa11l 
from the cited text in two minute points-the entire passage L5 at the top of p. 185. and a 
comma is omitted afkr the word "Verstand." The phr~ "eine verk~hrte W~lt." "a topay
wrvy. an inverted. world," anticipatrs Hegel's later use of it in the Ph~ in a section 
(/\. 3) entitled "Force and Understanding: Appearance and the Supersens.ible World. "It il 
precisely by going contrary to the understanding that the inverted world makes poss.ibl.e the 
passage from consciousness to self-consciousness. and e\•entually to subj4.'Ct. reason. and 
spirit. It is of interest that Hegel was already using this. phrase by 1802, and indeed as~ 
characteristic of what i.~ speci~ll)' philosophical in comparison with ordinary scienUhc 
understanding, and 1 hat Heidegger chooses this early pas.sage. with its. re\'erberations, in d~ 
present context of the discussion of the nawre of philosophical thinking. Heidegger employs 
the phrase several times in these looures; !lee Lexicon: inverted world. More idiomatkaU)' 
one could s.imply sa)'. '"Philosophy's world i$ a craz)' world.") 
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. aporoumenon, ti to on, touto esti tis he ousia. 2 "That which has been act 
sought for from of old and now and in the.fut~re and constantly, ~d t~t o~ 
which inquiry founders over and over agam. 1s the problem What JS beang? 
If philosophy is the science of being, then the first and last and basic 
roblem of philosophy must be, What does being signify? Whence can 

~omething like being in general be understood? How is understanding of 
being at all possible? 

§4, Tlw four thaa about bftng 
cmd ~ &cW problems of pltmornmology 

Before we broach these fundamental questions, it will be worthwhile first to 
make ourselves familiar for once with discussions about being. To this end 
we shall deal in the first part of the course with some characteristic theses 
about being as individual concrete phenomenological problems, theses that 
have been advocated in the course of the history of Western philosophy 
since antiquity. In this connection we are interested, not in the historical 
contexts of the philosophical inquiries within which these theses about 
being make their appearance, but in their specifically inherent content. This 
content is to be discussed critically, so that we may make the transition from 
it to the above-mentioned basic problems of the science of being. The 
discussion of these theses should at the same time render us familiar with 
the phenomenological way of dealing with problems relating to being. We 
choose four such theses: 

1. Kant's thesis: Being is not a real predicate. 
2. The thesis of medieval ontology (&holasticism) which goes back to 

Aristotle: To the constitution of the being of a being there belong (a) 
whatness, essence (Was-sein, essential, and (b) existence or extantness 
(Pxistentia, Vorhandensein). 

3. The thesis of modem ontology: The basic ways of being are the being 
of nature (res extensa) and the being of mind (res cogitans). 

4 .. The thesis of logic in the broadest sense: Every being, regardless of its 
~a~.tcular way of being, can be addressed and talked about by means of the 

1~· The being of the copula. 

These theses seem at first to have been gathered together arbitrarily. 
looked at more closely, however, they are interconnected in a most inti
mate way. Attention to what is denoted in these theses leads to the insight 

l . . o\rasrode. Mdaphysiro, book Zeta, 1.1028Lo2 ff. 
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that they cannot be brought up adequately-not even as problems-as 
long as the fundamental question of the whole science of being has not been 
put and answered: the question of the meaning of being in general. The second 
part of our course will deal with this question. Discussion of the basic 
question of the meaning of being in general and of the problems arising 
from that question constitutes the entire stock of basic problems of phe
nomenology in their systematic order and their foundation. For the present 
we delineate the range of these problems only roughly. 

On what path can we advance toward the meaning of being in general? Is 
not the question of the meaning of being and the task of an elucidation of 
this concept a pseudo-problem if, as usual, the opinion is held dogmatically 
that being is the most general and simplest concept? What is the source for 
defining this concept and in what direction is it to be resolved? 

Something like being reveals itself to us in the understanding of being, an 
understanding that lies at the root of all comportment toward beinp. 
Comportments toward beings belong. on their part. to a definite being, the 
being which we ourselves are, the human Dasein. It is to the human Dasein 
that there belongs the understanding of being which first of all makes 
possible every comportment toward beings. The understanding of being 
has itself the mode of being of the human Dasein. The more originally and· 
appropriately we define this being in regard to the structure of its being, that 
is to say. ontologically, the more securely we are placed in a position to 
comprehend in its structure the understanding of being that belongs to tbe 
Dasein, and the more clearly and unequivocally the question can then be 
posed. What is it that makes this understanding of being possible at all? 
Whence-that is, from which antecedently given horizon-do we under• 
stand the like of being? 

The analysis of the understanding of being in regard to what is specific to 
this understanding and what is understood in it or its intelligibility presup
poses an analytic of the Dasein ordered to that end. This analytic has the 
task of exhibiting the basic constitution of the human Dasein and of 
characterizing the meaning of the Dasein's being. In this ontological ana· 
lytic of the Dasein, the original constitution of the Dasein's being is reveakd 
to be temporality. The interpretation of temporality leads to a more radical 
understanding and conceptual comprehension of time than has been possi
ble hitherto in philosophy. The familiar concept of time as traditionally 
treated in philosophy is only an offshoot of temporality as the original 
meaning of the Dasein. If temporality constitutes the meaning of the being 
of the human Dasein and if understanding of being belongs to the constitu· 
tion of the Dasein's being, then this understanding of being. too. must be 
possible only on the basis of temporality. Hence there arises the prospect of 
a possible confirmation of the thesis that time is the horizon from which 
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something like being becomes at all intelligible. We interpret being by way 
of time (tempus). The interpretation is a Temporal one. • The fundamental 
subject of res~ arch in ont~logy, as determination of the meaning of being by 
wa~· of time. 1s Temporality. 

Vv'e said that ontology is the science of being. But being is always the 
being of a being. Being is essentially different from a being, from beings. 
Ho,; is the distinction between being and beings to be grasped? How can its 
possibility be explained? If being is not itself a being, how then does it 
nevertheless belong to beings. since, after all, beings and only beings are? 
What does it mean to say that being belongs to beings? The correct answer to 
this question is the basic presupposition needed to set about the problems of 
ontology regarded as the science of being. We must be able to bring out 
clearly the difference between being and beings in order to make something 
like being the theme of inquiry. This distinction is not arbitrary; rather, it is 
the one by which the theme of ontology and thus of philosophy itself is first 
of all attained. It is a distinction which is first and foremost constitutive for 
ontology. We call it the ontologiet1l diffnence-the differentiation between 
being and beings. Only by making this distinction-krinein in Greek-not 
between one being and another being but between being and beings do we 
first enter the field of philosophical research. Only by taking this critical 
stance do we keep our own standing inside the field of philosophy. There
fore, in distinction from the sciences of the things that are, of beings, 
ontology, or philosophy in general, is the critical science, or the science of 
the inverted world. With this distinction between being and beings and the 
selection of being as theme we depart in principle from the domain of 
beings. We surmount it. transcend it. We can also call the science of being, 
as critical science, trarucendenuJI science. In doing so we are not simply 
taking over unaltered the concept of the transcendental in Kant. although 
we are indeed adopting its original sense and its true tendency. perhaps still 
concealed from Kant. We are surmounting beings in order to reach being. 
Once having made the ascent we shall not again descend to a being. which. 
say, might lie like another world behind the familiar beings. The transcen
dental science of being has nothing to do with popular metaphysics. which 
deals with some being behind the known beings; rather, the scientific 
concept of metaphysics is identical with the concept of philosophy in 
general-critically transcendental science of being, ontology. It is easily 
~l'en that the ontological difference can be cleared up and carried out 
;:.ambiguously for ontological inquiry only if and when the meaning of 

mg in general has been explicitly brought to light, that is to say, only 

T,:ln It~ ro(,. a.' condition of pos.~ibility of the understanding uf h<·in~. t~·mporallty is 
rnp•"Jralny ."iee Lexicon: T ('mporality. 
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when it has been shown how temporality makes possible the distinguish
ability between being and beings. Only on the basis of this consideration 
can the Kantian thesis that being is not a real predicate be given its original 
sense and adequately explained. 

Every being is something; it has its what and as such has a specific possible 
mode of being. In the first part of our course, while discussing the second 
thesis, we shall show that ancient as well as medieval ontology dogmatically 
enunciated this proposition-that to each being there belong a what and a 
way of being, essentia and existentia-as if it were self-evident. For us the 
question arises, Can the reason every being must and can have a what, a ti, 
and a possible way of being be grounded in the meaning of being itself, that 
is to say, Temporally? Do these characteristics, what ness and way-of-being. 
taken with sufficient breadth, belong to being itself? "Is" being articulated 
by means of these characteristics in accordance with its essential naturel 
With this we are now confronted by the problem of the basic articulation oJ, 
being. the question of the necessary belonging-together of whatness and ~~ 
of-being and of the belonging of the two of them in their unity to the idea of being: 
in general. 

Every being has a way-of-being. The question is whether this way-of• 
being has the same character in every being-as ancient ontology believed. 
and subsequent periods have basically had to maintain even down to tM: 
present-or whether individual ways-of-being are mutually distinct. 
Which are the basic ways of being? Is there a multiplicity? How is the 
variety of ways-of-being possible and how is it at all intelligible, given the 
meaning of being? How can we speak at all of a unitary concept of being 
despite the variety of ways-of-being? These questions can be consolidated' 
into the problem of the possible modifications of being and the unity of being'~ 
variety. 

Every being with which we have any dealings can be addressed and 
spoken of by saying "it is" thus and so, regardless of its specific mode of 
being. We meet with a being's being in the understanding of being. It is 
understanding that first of all opens up or, as we say, discloses or reveals 
something like being. Being "is given" only in the specific disclosedness that 
characterizes the understanding of being. But we call the disclosedness of 
something truth. That is the proper concept of truth, as it already begins to 
dawn in antiquity. Being is given only if there is disclosure, that is to say, if 
there is truth. But there is truth only if a being exists which opens up, which 
discloses, and indeed in such a way that disclosing belongs itself to the 
mode of being of this being. We ourselves are such a being. The Dasein 
itself exists in the truth. To the Dasein there belongs essentially a disclosed 
world and with that the disclosedness of the Dasein itself. The Dasein, by 
the nature of its existence, is "in" truth, and only because it is "in" truth does 
it have the possibility of being "in" untruth. Being is given only if truth, 
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hence if the Dasein, exists. And only for this reason is it not merely possible 
to address beings but within certain limits sometimes-presupposing that 
the Dasein exists-necessary. We shall consolidate these problems of the 
interconnectedness between being and truth into the problem of the tTUth· 
character of being (veritas transcendentalis). 

We have thus identified four groups of problems that constitute the 
content of the second part of the course: the problem of the ontological 
difference. the problem of the basic articulation of being, the problem of the 
p<l5Sible modifications of being in its ways of being, the problem of the 
truth-character of being. The four theses treated provisionally in the first 
part correspond to these four basic problems. More precisely, looking 
backward from the discussion of the basic problems in the second half, we 
see that the problems with which we are provisionally occupied in the first 
part. following the lead of these theses, are not accidental but grow out of 
the inner systematic coherence of the general problem of being. 

§5. 1"'w cluaraetn' of ontologicdl nwtlaod 
1M three bcaric componmta of plwnomnwlogicdl rrwthod 

Our concrete conduct of the ontological investigation in the first and second 
parts opens up for us at the same time a view of the way in which these 
phenomenological investigations proceed. This raises the question of the 
character of method in ontology. Thus we come to the third part of the 
course: the scientific method of ontology and the idea of phenomenology. 

The method of ontology, that is, of philosophy in general, is distin
guished by the fact that ontology has nothing in common with any method 
of any of the other sciences, all of which as positive sciences deal with 
beings. On the other hand, it is precisely the analysis of the truth-character 
~fbeing which shows that being also is, as it were, based in a being. namely, 
•n the Da.sein. Being is given only if the understanding of being, hence 
Dasein, exists. This being accordingly lays claim to a distinctive priority in 
ontological inquiry. It makes itself manifest in all discussions of the basic 
problems of ontology and above all in the fundamental question of the 
meaning of being in general. The elaboration of this question and its answer 
~~quires a general an~lytic of the D~sein. ?n.tolo~ has for its fun~mental 
~•plme the analyttc of the Dasem. Thts tmphes at the same ttme that 

0.~~ology cannot be established in a purely ontological manner. Its pos
i~ 1 ~ 1~Y is referred back to a being. that is, to something ontical-the 

asem. Ontology has an ontical foundation, a fact which is manifest over 
and over again in the history of philosophy down to the present. For 
e~ample, it is expressed as early as Aristotle's dictum that the first science, 
t e science of being, is theology. As the work of the freedom of the human 
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Dasein, the possibilities and destinies of philosophy are bound up with 
man's existence, and thus with temporality and with historicality, and 
indeed in a more original sense than with any other science. Consequently, 
in clarifying the scientific character of ontology. the first uuk is the demon
stTation of its ontiall foundation and the characterization of this foundation 
itself. 

The second task consists in distinguishing the mode of knowing operative 
in ontology as science of being. and this requires us to work out the meth
odological structures of ontological-tTanscendental differentiation. In early an
tiquity it was already seen that being and its attributes in a certain way. 
underlie beings and precede them and so are a proteron, an earlier. Thei 
term denoting this character by which being precedes beings is the expres-, 
sion a priori, apriority, being earlier. As a priori, being is earlier than bei~J 
The meaning of this a priori, the sense of the earlier and its possibility, -' 
never been cleared up. The question has not even once been raised as td) 
why the determinations of being and being itself must have this character ofj 
priority and how such priority is possible. To be earlier is a determination~ 
time, but it does not pertain to the temporal order of the time that wej 

measure by the clock; rather. it is an earlier that belongs to the "inve~ 
world." Therefore, this earlier which characterizes being is taken by ~ 
popular understanding to be the later. Only the interpretation of being 
way of temporality can make clear why and how this feature of being ear · 
apriority, goes together with being. The a priori character of being and of 
the structures of being accordingly calls for a specific kind of approach 
way of apprehending being- a priori cognition. 

The basic components of a priori cognition constitute what we call p 
nomenology. Phenomenology is the name for the method of ontology. that 
of scientific philosophy. Rightly conceived, phenomenology is the co · 
of a method. It is therefore precluded from the start that phenomenal~ 
should pronounce any theses about being which have specific content, thuit 
adopting a so-called standpoint. · 

We shall not enter into detail concerning which ideas about phenomenol
ogy are current today, instigated in part by phenomenology itself. We shall 
touch briefly on just one example. It has been said that my work is Catholic 
phenomenology-presumably because it is my conviction that thinkers like 
Thomas Aquinas and Duns Scotus also understood something of philoso
phy. perhaps more than the moderns. But the concept of a Catholic 
phenomenology is even more absurd than the concept of a Protestant 
mathematics. Philosophy as science of being is fundamentally distinct in 
method from any other science. The distinction in method between. say. 
mathematics and classical philology is not as great as the difference between 
mathematics and philosophy or between philology and philosophy. The 
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breadth of the difference between philosophy and the positive sciences, to 
which mathematics and philology belong, cannot at all be estimated quan
titatively. In ontology, being is supposed to be grasped and comprehended 
conceptually by way of the phenomenological method, in connection with 
which we may observe that, while phenomenology certainly arouses lively 
interest today. what it seeks and aims at was already vigorously pursued in 
Western philosophy from the very beginning. 

Being is to be laid hold of and made our theme. Being is always being of 
beings and accordingly it becomes accessible at first only by starting with 
some being. Here the phenomenological vision which does the apprehend
ing must indeed direct itself toward a being, but it has to do so in such a way 
that the being of this being is thereby brought out so that it may be possible 
to thematize it. Apprehension of being, ontological investigation, always 
turns. at first and necessarily, to some being; but then, in a JITecUe way, it is 
led at.WJy from that being and led back to its being. We call this basic 
component of phenomenological method-the leading back or re-duction 
of investigative vision from a naively apprehended being to being-phe
nomenological reduction. We are thus adopting a central term of Husserl's 
phenomenology in its literal wording though not in its substantive intent. 
For Hwserl, phenomenological reduction, which he worked out for the first 
time expressly in the Ideas Toward a Pure Phenomenology and Phenom
erwlogical Philosophy (1913), is the method of leading phenomenological 
vision from the natural attitude of the human being whose life is involved in 
the world of things and persons back to the transcendental life of conscious
ness and its noetic-noematic experiences, in which objects are constituted as 
correlates of consciousness. For us phenomenological reduction means 
leading phenomenological vision back from the apprehension of a being, 
whatever may be the character of that apprehension, to the understanding 
of the being of this being (projecting upon the way it is unconcealed). Like 
every other scientific method, phenomenological method grows and 
changes due to the progress made precisely with its help into the subjects 
~er investi~ation. Scientific method is never a technique. As soon as it 

omes one 1t has fallen away from its own proper nature. 
b P.heno~enological reduction as the leading of our vision from beings 

1 ack to bemg nevertheless is not the only basic component of phenomeno
oglcal method; in fact. it is not even the central component. For this 
gulcLnce of vision back from beings to being requires at the same time that 
We shQuld bring ourselves forward positively toward being itself. Pure 
aversion from beings is a merely negative methodological measure which 
not only nt.--eds to be supplemented by a positive one but expressly requires 
U.o; to he led toward being; it thus requires guidance. Being does not become 
accessible like a being. We do not simply find it in front of us. As is to be 
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shown, it must always be brought to view in a free projection. This 
projecting of the antecedently given being upon its being and the structwa 
of its being we call phenomenological construction. 

But the method of phenomenology is likewise not exhausted by phenom
enological construction. We have heard that every projection of being 
occurs in a reductive recursion from beings. The consideration of being 
takes its start from beings. This commencement is obviously always deter
mined by the factual experience of beings and the range of possibilities of 
experience that at any time are peculiar to a factical Dasein, and hence to the 
historical situation of a philosophical investigation. It is not the case that at 
all times and for everyone all beings and all specific domains of beings ue: 
accessible in the same way; and, even if beings are accessible inside tbi! 
range of experience, the question still remains whether, within naive~ 
common experience, they are already suitably understood in their s~ 
mode of being. Because the Dasein is historical in its own exist~ 
possibilities of access and modes of interpretation of beings are the§ml · 
diverse, varying in different historical circumstances. A glance at the · . · 
of philosophy shows that many domains of beings were discovered 
early-nature, space, the soul-but that, nevertheless, they could not • 
be comprehended in their specific being. As early as antiquity a common~ 
average concept of being came to light, which was employed for~~ 
interpretation of all the beings of the various domains of being and 
modes of being, although their specific being itself, taken expressly in 
structure, was not made into a problem and could not be defined. 
Plato saw quite well that the soul, with its logos, is a being different from·i 
sensible being. But he was not in a position to demarcate the specific modiJ. 
of being of this being from the mode of being of any other being or ~ 
being. Instead. for him as well as for Aristotle and subsequent thinba 
down to Hegel. and all the more so for their successors, all ontological 
investigations proceed within an average concept of being in general. EYIIl 
the ontological investigation which we are now conducting is determined by 
its historical situation and, therewith. by certain possibilities of approaching 
beings and by the preceding philosophical tradition. The store of basic 
philosophical concepts derived from the philosophical tradition is still 50 

influential today that this effect of tradition can hardly be overestimated. It 
is for this reason that all philosophical discussion, even the most radical 
attempt to begin all over again, is pervaded by traditional concepts and thus 
by traditional horizons and traditional angles of approach, which we cannot 
assume with unquestionable certainty to have arisen originally and gen· 
uinely from the domain of being and the constitution of being they claim to 
comprehend. It is for this reason that there necessarily belongs to the 
conceptual interpretation of being and its structures, that is, to the reductive 
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construction of being. a destTuction-a critical process in which the tradi
tional concepts, which at first must n~ssarily be employed, are de
onstructed down to the sources from wh1ch they were drawn. Only by 
~cans of this destruction can ontology fully assure itself in a phenomeno
logical way of the genuine character of its concepts. 

These three basic components of phenomenological method-reduc
tion. construction, destruction-belong together in their content and must 
receive grounding in their mutual pertinence. Construction in philosophy is 
necessarily destruction, that is to say, a de-constructing of traditional 
concepts carried out in a historical recursion to the tradition. And this is not 
a negation of the tradition or a condemnation of it as worthless: quite the 
reverse, it signifies precisely a positive appropriation of tradition. Because 
destruction belongs to construction, philosophical cognition is essentially at 
the same time, in a certain sense, historical cognition. "History of philoso
phy." as it is called. belongs to the concept of philosophy as science, to the 
concept of phenomenological investigation. The history of philosophy is 
not an arbitrary appendage to the business of teaching philosophy, which 
provides an occasion for picking up some convenient and easy theme for 
passing an examination or even for just looking around to see how things 
were in earlier times. Knowledge of the history of philosophy is intrinsically 
unitary on its own account, and the specific mode of historical cognition in 
philosophy differs in its object from all other scientific knowledge of history. 

The method of ontology thus delineated makes it possible to characterize 
the idea of phenomenology distinctively as the scientific procedure of 
philosophy. We therewith gain the possibility of defining the concept of 
philosophy more concretely. Thus our considerations in the third part lead 
back again to the starting point of the course. 

§6. Outline of the coune 

The path of our thought in the course will accordingly be divided into three 
parts: 

Part One. Phenomenological-critical discussion of several traditional 
theses about being 

Part Two. The fundamental-ontological question about the meaning 
of being in general. The basic structures and basic ways of 
being 

Part Three. The scientific method of ontology and the idea of phe
nomenology 
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Part One consists of four chapters: 

1. Kant's thesis: Being is not a real predicate. 
2. The thesis of medieval ontology which goes back to Aristotle: To the 

being of a being there belong whatness (essential and existence 
(existentia, extantness). 

3. The thesis of modem ontology: The basic ways of being are the being 
of nature (res extensa) and the being of mind (res cogitans). 

4. The thesis of logic: Every being, regardless of its particular way of 
being, can be addressed and talked about by means of the "is." The 
being of the copula. 

Part Two correspondingly has a fourfold division: 

1. The problem of the ontological difference (the distinction between 
being and beings). 

2. The problem of the basic articulation of being (essentia, existentia). 
3. The problem of the possible modifications of being and the unity of 

its manifoldness. 
4. The truth-character of being. 

Part Three also divides into four chapters: 

1. The ontical foundation of ontology and the analytic of the Dasein as 
fundamental ontology. 

2. The apriority of being and the possibility and structure of a priori 
knowledge. 

3. The basic components of phenomenological method: reduction, con
struction, destruction. 

4. Phenomenological ontology and the concept of philosophy. 
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