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Introduction

I. On the traditional conception of logic

The expression “logic” is an abbreviation of the Greek Aoyua). To
complete it émwomun must be added: the science that deals with
Aoyos.* Here logos means as much as “speech,” specifically in the
sense of statement, predication. The latter consists in saying
something about something: the body is heavy, the triangle is
equilateral, Kant died in 1804, “king” is a substantive noun, na-
ture is objectively present. Such statements express a determining
something as something, a determinatio. We call this determining
thinking. Accordingly, logic, the science of the Aoyos, is the sci-
ence of thinking. But the thinking which determines is at the same
time, as a determining of something as something, a determination
about X.t Something, a body for example, is determined as some-
thing, as, for example, heavy. The “relationship,” something (as-
serted) of something, the predication, is at the same time intrinsi-
cally related to a being about which a determination is given in
these determinations. That about which determinations are made

*“Science” is used here to translate the German “Wissenschaft,” which is in turn
used by Heidegger to translate the Greek episteme. Both German and Greek terms
have a somewhat broader meaning than the English “science” and are by no means
restricted to a knowledge of facts or a theoretical grasp of nature. Wissenschaft
refers to any organized body of knowledge.

tThe German reads “eine Bestimmung iiber....” I add here the generalized
variable symbol to facilitate reading, but at the same time wish to wamn the reader
that, due to Heidegger's ontological intent, we must be cautious in our use of
logical-mathematical formalism at the level of examining a phenomenon such as
assertion.
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is the being itself. That of which something is said is that about
which something is said as object of predication. We are thus deal-
ing with the articulating disclosure and determination of the being
itself. We can represent it like this:

(0

Of its own accord, a determining so understood tries to measure
up to that about which the statement is made. This measuring up
to that about which the determination and statement are made, the
adaequatio, characterizes what we generally mean by the truth of
statements. Adyos can be adequate or inadequate, true or false.
Every factically* performed Aoyos is necessarily either true or
false, because it is always essentially a statement about something.
(A claim, to be sure, which will occupy us in great detail later.)

Now logic as science of Adyos does not investigate all the factical
statements that have ever been made about everything possible
and impossible, both true and false. Nor does it investigate only
all the true statements. Rather, logic asks about the properties in
general of Adyos, of statement, of that determining where the es-
sence of thinking as such resides.

But thinking is a thinking about something. All real thinking has
its theme, and thus relates itself to a definite object, i.e., to a de-
finite being which in each case confronts us, a physical thing, a
geometrical object, a historical event, a “linguistic phenomenon.”
These objects (of nature, of space, of history) belong to different
domains. They differ in their subject-matters, each differing com-
pletely in the kind of thing it is. Plants are something other than
geometrical objects, while the latter are completely different from,
say, a literary work. But these things are also different in the way
they are, as things existing either naturally or historically. The de-
terminative thinking which is to measure up to the particular
being in question must also take into account a corresponding di-

*“Faktische Aussagen” does not, in this context, mean “factual statements” in the
sense of statements of fact, nor does “faktisch vollzogene Aussagen” mean “factu-
ally performed statements” in the sense of statements performed as a matter of
course. Instead, faktisch, here and elsewhere, means something like “having actu-
ally transpired” or “having historical reality.” In order to allow this meaning to
come through with the least amount of syntactical complexity, I have allowed the
Germanism “factical” to carry this somewhat special meaning. Cf. also Hofstadter’s
Lexicon, p. 356, of his translation of Heidegger’s The Basic Problems of
Phenomenology (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1982).
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versity regarding what and how the being in each case is. The
thought detennination, i.e., the concept formation, will differ in
different domains. Scientific investigation of this thinking is in
each case correspondingly different: the logic of thinking in
physics, the logic of mathematical thinking, of philological, his-
torical, theological, and even more so, philosophical thinking. The
logic of these disciplines is related to a subject-matter. It is a ma-
terial logic.

But a logic pure and simple—a “general” logic, which relates
neither to a thought determination of nature nor to one of space or
of history—Ilogic pure and simple has for its theme thinking about
X. But about what? Its theme is indeed thinking about X in gen-
eral, but the object of thinking is always a definite object. Yet
logic’s theme is not the thinking about this or that. Is its theme
then a thinking about nothing? “Thinking about nothing” is am-
biguous. First of all it can mean “not to think.” But logic as the
science of thinking obviously never deals with not thinking. Sec-
ondly, it can mean “to think nothingness,” which nonetheless
means to think “something.” In thinking of nothingness, or in the
endeavor to think “it,” I am thoughtfully related to nothingness,
and this is what the thinking is about.

All thinking is, qua thinking, related to X. If I now consider
thinking in general, then what the thinking is about is irrelevant.
Yet the irrelevance of an object does not mean no object at all.
Rather in each case there is an object, but it does not matter which
object. It is anything that can be thought. That to which thinking
relates is—from the viewpoint of logic—anything and cannot be
decided from the idea of thinking as such. As science of thinking
in general, logic simply does not consider thinking qua thinking of
this or that object of such-and-such properties. It does not attend
to the special what and how of that to which thinking relates. But
this disregard of the particular subject-matter and way of being of
the thing thought about never implies that thinking in general
does not relate to anything. It only implies that the object of think-
ing is irrelevant—as long as that about which thinking thinks con-
fronts us, as such, only as something. Because of this irrelevance,
the specific subject-matter plays no role; the “material,” the what
of the objects, is indifferent. It is only important that something be
intended in thinking. “Anything at all” —without regard to its
what (its matter)—is not a definite content-relevant object, but
only the “forin” of an object. Thinking taken as thinking about
something, with any subject-matter, is formal thought, in con-
tradistinction to material, content-relevant thought. This formal
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thinking is not without an object, but is very much object-oriented,
though neutral with respect to content. General logic, as knowl-
edge of formal thinking, is thus formal logic.

This general logic, logic simply, treats then whatever belongs to
a thinking about anything at all, treats that which makes thinking,
as such, intrinsically possible, treats the lawfulness that every
thinking, as thinking, must satisfy. Thus logic is also characterized
as the science of the formal rules of thought. Yet this characteriza-
tion remains unclear. Not only the problem of correctness, but also
the problem of “truth” belongs to logic, albeit only in a formal
way. Correctness and “formal truth” (i.e., the form of truth in gen-
eral) are not really the same; this is unclear in Kant.

The rigorous conception of a formal logic has been developed
only infrequently, and never in its principle. However, that which
is to comprise such a logic is partially, though confusedly, the con-
tent of the logic that developed under the impetus of Aristotle and
solidified into an academic discipline since the Stoa in the last
centuries before the Christian era. Kant has this logic in mind
when in the preface to the second edition of the Critique of Pure
Reason (B VIII, f.), he expresses his opinion of logic:

That logic has already, from the earliest times, proceeded upon this
sure path is evidenced by the fact that, since Aristotle, it has not
required to retrace a single step, unless, indeed, we care to count as
improvements the removal of certain needless subtleties or the
clearer exposition of its recognized teaching, features which concern
the elegance rather than the certainty of the science. It is remarkable
also that, to the present day, this logic has not been able to advance a
single step, and is thus to all appearance a closed and completed
body of doctrine. . .. That logic should have been thus successful is
an advantage which it owes entirely to its limitations, whereby it is
justified in abstracting—indeed, it is under obligation to do so—from
all objects of knowledge and their differences, leaving the under-
standing nothing to deal with save itself and its form.

We will not as yet address ourselves to the fact that Kant himsellf,
though quite unclearly and uncertainly, took a step which tumed
out to be the first step forward in philosophical logic since Aristotle
and Plato.

What we have just described as formal logic is also, however,
what floats vaguely enough before the mind when someone speaks
of “logic.” To this day, albeit with some reservations, it is said that
this logic is the propaedeutic to academic studies, as well as an
introduction to philosophy.

But this estimation of logic—perhaps at bottom correct—
conflicts with an all-too-frequent experience we may not conceal

\
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from ourselves. This logic stalwartly taught by philosophy profes-
sors does not speak to its students. It is not only dry as dust; it
leaves the student perplexed in the end. He finds no connection
between this logic and his own academic study. And it certainly
never becomes clear what use this logic is supposed to have, un-
less it be so paltry and basically unworthy a use as the preparation
of more-or-less convenient material for an examination. Nor does
this technical and academic logic furnish a conception of philoso-
phy. Its pursuit leaves the student outside philosophy, when it
does not actually drive him from it.

On the other hand, it is surely no criterion for the genuineness
and intrinsic legitimacy of a science or philosophical discipline
that it does or does not appeal to students—least of all today,
when the inner rebellion against knowledge, the revolt against ra-
tionality, and the struggle against intellectualism have become
fashionable. There is need for another logic, but not for the sake of
providing more entertaining and appealing classroom material. We
need another logic solely because what is called logic is not a
logic at all and has nothing in common anymore with philosophy.

In the end, logic is in fact a propaedeutic to academic studies in
general and is, at the same time, quite correctly valued as an es-
sential entry into philosophy—assuming that logic itself is philo-
sophical. So this is the challenge: logic should change; logic
should become philosophical!

But what sort of enterprise is it to want to shift the foundations
of a bimillenial tradition? Is not the very intention then absurd?
Should something like a new logic be created, new laws of
thought invented and the old ones overturned? Can, for instance,
the principle of non-contradiction—in Kant’s formulation: “no
predicate contradictory of a thing can belong to it” (Critique of
Pure Reason, A 151, B 190)—be replaced by a better one? Or is
the principle of sufficient reason (nihil sine ratione: nothing with-
out a reason)—which among other things implies that every true
statement requires its grounds—to be made dispensable by a new
logic? If not, what then is the intention? Are there any new, or
better, more radical possibilities of philosophical questioning with
regard to, for example, the aforementioned basic laws of thought?
Are not these laws completely self-evident, immediately intelli-
gible and convincing to everyone? Can anything more be said of
them than that they can be so “formulated”: A=A; non-A+A?

Only if it belonged to the essence of philosophy to make the
obvious incomprehensible and the unquestioned something
questionable! Only if philosophy had the task of shocking common
sense out of its presumptive self-glorification! Only if philosophy
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had the function of arousing us so that we become awake to see
that, with a lot of hullabaloo and expenditure of activity, we wan-
der around for the most part exclusively in the superficial regions
of our existence, in intellectual matters as well! If philosophy had
such a task, then the idea of what we call logic would, finally and
directly, become fundamentally intelligible. It would become
clear that we have tasks before us which in no way fall short of the
tasks taken up by the philosophers of ancient times.

If we succeed in clarifying the idea of a philosophical logic,
then the genuine history of logic will also become transparent.
Then it will be clear that the thread of logic’s “development” was
already broken with Aristotle and Plato and could not be picked
up again—despite all the new impulses that entered logic through
Leibniz, Kant, and Hegel, and finally through Husserl.

I1. Introduction to the idea of philosophy

But how should a philosophical logic be set in motion? Where can
we get even an idea of such a logic?

The way seems simple: All we need to do is delineate the con-
cept of philosophy and define what logic is in the light of this
concept. This way, however, is a long detour. We are confronted,
in particular, by the following question: Where do we get our con-
cept of philosophy? Philosophy is not of course something objec-
tively present and at hand, about which we can have and exchange
opinions. Surely the idea of logic will have its origin in the idea
of philosophy. But this says nothing about the mode and man-
ner, how and in what order we conceive this dependence by
origination.

We choose another path for characterizing the idea of philosoph-
ical logic. We shall try to loosen up the traditional logic in such a
way that central problems in it become clear, and from the content
of these very problems we shall allow ourselves to be led back
into the presuppositions of this logic. In this way we shall gain
immediate access to philosophy itself. We shall then not have to
ask how these logical problems relate to philosophy. Such a pro-
cedure has manifold advantages. First, we shall become familiar
with what the traditional logic treated. Be its contents ever so
dead, it once arose from a living philosophy. The task now is to
release it from petrifaction. But at the same time we are acquiring
a familiarity by which the traditional material is brought within
the horizon of problems that are not arbitrary but central to philos-



I1. Idea of philosophy [8-9] 7

ophy. We thus finally arrive at a concept of philosophy in a con-
crete way. We obtain an “intro-duction” to philosophy which does
not stand outside of philosophy and spin yamns about what was
thought about philosophy and could possibly be thought about it
today, but an “intro-duction” which leads into philosophy itself.
One can never philosophize ‘“‘in general,” but rather every
genuine philosophical problem is, in each case, a single specific
problem. But, on the other hand, no genuine philosophical prob-
lem is a so-called specialized problem. Every genuine problem is
a fundamental problem.

N.B. The widespread sterility of academic philosophy courses is
also caused by the attempt to instruct the students with the well-
known broad brushstrokes, in possibly one semester, about every-
thing in the world, or about even more than that. One is supposed
to learn to swim, but only goes meandering on the riverbank, con-
verses about the murmuring of the stream, and talks about the
cities and towns the river passes. This guarantees that the spark
never flashes over to the individual student, kindling a light in
him which can never be extinguished in his Dasein.*

In short, we can gain access to philosophy through the concrete
problems of logic. True, one might say that this very process of
loosening logic in its philosophical roots and problems likewise
already presupposes an understanding of philosophy. For only
then can the loosening produce an occasion for establishing and
maintaining a direction toward philosophy and staying on course.
That is indeed indisputable. But from this we can only im-
mediately infer that the teacher of a certain way must already have
in view the way’s direction, that he really must have, as it were,
already been where he wishes to tuke us. The manner in which he
leads must betray whether he has already really been there, or
whether he is only relating what others surmise about it, who have
not themselves been there either. But to provide the student with
a preliminary glimpse, we had best come to an understanding
about the idea of philosophy, though in a very provisional way.
This is not required merely in consideration of the particular steps
of this lecture course, but even more so in consideration of your
having devoted your current Dasein to academic studies, and that
always means, explicitly or not, to philosophy. To what extent this

*“Dasein” does not necessarily carry the full theoretical content of a terminus
technicus at this point, but may have the usually vague general denotation of
“existence.” Here it is left in German, as it is throughout the translation, to indicate
the wide range of Heidegger’s language, which is rooted in everyday usage even in
its most creative elaborations of meaning.
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is happening and has happened out of an inner freedom, whether
there is an actual will behind this decision, how far the compass of
this form of existence at the university as such is clear or is delib-
erately left in darkness and indifference, all that is a matter for the
individual.

When we attempt to characterize the idea of philosophy in a
provisional way, that is, to find for ourselves where and in what
way anything like philosophy is to be attained at all, then we can
adopt various paths which are not arbitrary and accidental, but
which are simply the reflection, as it were, of philosophy itself.

For reasons which will first become intelligible on the basis of a
clear conception of philosophy, the following is important for all
the ways of characterizing the idea of philosophy: Philosophy can
be characterized only from and in historical recollection. But this
recollection is only what it is, is only living, in the moment of
self-understanding, and that means in one’s own free, productive
grasp of the task harbored in philosophy.*

The ways of historical recollection and of reflection on the pre-
sent are not two ways, but are both essential elements of every
way toward the idea of philosophy. This idea is to be defined not
by our devising, say, a so-called modem notion of philosophy, so
that we may then consult the history of philosophy in retrospect to
find out what has already been thought and intimated of our idea
and what has not. Nor is it an appropriate procedure for us to pick
out a philosophy from history, be it the philosophy of Plato or Aris-
totle, or of Leibniz or Kant, and simply install ourselves in it as in
the presumptive truth, in order then to tailor and supplement it, as
it were, for modermn needs. There is not a historical definition of
philosophy and next to it a so-called systematic definition, nor
conversely. What is needed, rather, is a definition “from historic-
ity.”t Historical description is dead if it is not systematic, and sys-

*The notion here of the geschichtliche Erinnerung that takes place im au-
genblicklichen Sichselbstverstehen or augenblicklichen Besinnung is of course the
theme of a large part of the analysis in Being and Time, where the “self-reflective
moment” or “reflection on the present” is a key to the three temporal ecstases.
Augenblickliche Besinnung is translated as “‘present-focused reflection”™ or
“reflection here and now” or “moment-focused reflection.”

tHere Heidegger calls for a “geschichtliche Bestimmung,” a “historical def-
inition,” in the sense of one which takes the temporal happenings of being seri-
ously. He goes on to say that a “historische Kennzeichnung,” a “historical descrip-
tion,” in the sense of a characterization based on ascertainable historical facts and
texts, is dead if it is not systematic. Hence the dichotomy “historisch-systematisch”
is factitious as altemmatives for describing philosophy in its essence; it is the *“ges-
chichtlich” definition of philosophy which overcomes this false dilemma. The
translation uses “historicity” or *“from historicity” to signal “historical” in the sense
of geschichtlich, as opposed to historisch.
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tematic description is empty if it is not historical. This shows the
distinction is spurious and must be eliminated.

There is really only a single philosophical clarification of the
idea of philosophy. This clarification is in itself at once recollec-
tive and focused on the present. There is here an original unity,
that is, the unity of the temporality of the philosophizing factical
Dasein itself; the full problematic must be unfolded from this
unity. Only one’s own free project is commensurable with what is
recollected, and not the seemingly worthwhile but ultimately
cowardly reliance on any tradition, even the most venerable.

The recollection from historicity is necessary not because we
have already a long history of philosophy behind us, nor because
piety demands that we also heed the ancients. Even if there were
no explicit history of philosophy, it would still be necessary to go
back and take up the tradition in which every human Dasein
stands, whether it has a developed historical consciousness or not,
and whether or not what it has to recollect is expressly called
“philosophy.”

III. The definition of philosophy
according to Aristotle

Now the philosophical clarification of the idea of philosophy as
recollecting and focusing on the present can itself follow various
directions. Most proximate is the way of identifying philosophy by
distinguishing it from the nonphilosophical sciences. After all, the
connection philosophy has with the sciences has always been, for
all its variations in details, a living one, because it is an essential
connection. Yet we do not want to take this route, since the prob-
lem of the connection between philosophy and the positive sci-
ences will occupy us within logic itself.

We will proceed, rather, from a direct “definition” of philosophy
given by Aristotle. And we choose precisely this orientation be-
cause, in ancient thought, basic philosophical problems are intel-
ligible in their elemental originality—which is not to say that all
basic problems may have already been posed. In fact, ancient phi-
losophy is a gigantic beginning, and as such it contains within it-
self a wealth of truly undeveloped and in part completely hidden
possibilities. To this elemental originality and assurance of an-
tiquity corresponds the disoriented psychologizing chattiness of
contemporary philosophy. In short, the primordiality of antiquity
corresponds to the present necessity of bringing problems back to
simplicity; only in this way can they be given their full sharpness.
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We furthermore choose Aristotle in ancient philosophy, since he
represents the peak of the development of genuine ancient phi-
losophy. But because philosophy is the most radically free
endeavor of the finitude of man, it is in it essence more finite than
any other. Aristotle is himself far from a fulfillment or even from a
final clarity in what has been attained. This is seen in his very
characterization of philosophy (Meta. T' 1, 1003a 21f.): “Eorw
émwoTriun Tis 1} dewpel 70 6v 1] 6y Kai Ta TovTw VrdpxovTa Kad’ avrd.
“There is a definite science which inquires into beings as being
and into that which belongs to it as such.” This science Aristotle
calls purooopia mpdmm—first philosophy (Meta. E1, 1026a 30),
philosophy of what is first, philosophy of the first order and in the
genuine sense. And he repeats this same characterization: xai mept
70U 6705 1] 6V TaTN)s Av €ln Jewprjoar, kat Ti éaTi Kat T VTapXoVTA
7 6v (Ibid. 1026a 31f.). “And the task of this science would be to
inquire into beings qua being, to clarify what it (in this respect) is
and what belongs to it as such.”

This description of philosophy seems extremely abstract and
empty: the inquiry into beings as beings. What is meant is the
investigation not of this or that being, this thing, this stone, this
tree and this animal, this human being nor the investigation of all
material bodies, all plants, animals, humans—that would in each
case be the investigation of a specific region of that which is, of
being. But neither does Aristotle say philosophy is inquiry into all
beings taken collectively, all these regions taken together. Rather,
what should be investigated is the 70 év 1§ dv—beings with regard
to being, i.e., solely with regard to what makes a being the being it
is: being. Knowledge of the first order, i.e., knowledge of the first,
is knowledge of being.

But the meaning of “being” seems to remain obscure. We cannot
imagine anything under this term. A being, this or that one, surely
we can place it before our eyes—but being? Yet Aristotle certainly
does not assert that what being is stands in full clarity; he says that
this is precisely what is to be questioned. It is a problem. It is the
problem of philosophy to pose this question in the right way and
to explain what it is that belongs to being as such. Being as the
theme of philosophy is indeed obscure. It can only be said nega-
tively: the object of philosophy is nothing belonging among be-
ings as a particular being.

At the same time, however, Aristotle speaks of genuine philoso-
phy as deoloywn (@hogogia) (Meta. Ibid., 1026a 18ff.). This re-
lates to the aiTia Tois pavepois Tév Yeiwv, the causes of what is
superior manifesting itself in evident beings: . . . oV yap déniov ér¢
€l mov 10 delov Vmdpxer, év T ToLQUTY) QUTEL VA pX€EL, Kal THY
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TywwTdTY d€i TepPL TO TyLSTATOV Yévos elvau [it is clear that if the
divine is present anywhere, it is present in this kind of entity: and
also the most noble science must deal with the most noble type of
being]; the highest science must be science of the highest, of the
first. To Jeiov means simply beings—the heavens: the encompass-
ing and overpowering, that under and upon which we are thrown,
that which dazzles us and takes us by surprise, the overwhelming.
Jeoloyeiv is a contemplation of the xdouos (cf. de mundo 391b 4).
Let us keep in mind that philosophy, as first philosophy, has a
twofold character: knowledge of being and knowledge of the
overwhelming. (This twofold character corresponds to the twofold
in Being and Time of existence and thrownness.)

Yet with this definition we have come to an initial orientation. For
this science itself is not simply obvious. It is not a direct possession
like everyday knowledge of things and of ourselves. The mpdm
@i ogoplia is the émwomiun {nrovuéry: the science sought after, the
science that can never become a fixed possession and that, as such,
would just have to be passed on. It is rather the knowledge that can
be obtained only if it is each time sought anew. It is precisely a
venture, an “inverted world.” That is, genuine understanding of
being must itself always be first achieved.

It belongs to the essence of this science that it must be sought
after. There is such knowing only if a search for and propensity
toward it is alive, an inclination behind which there is effort and
will. This knowledge is the voluntary leaning toward original un-
derstanding: @to-gopia. ®iAeiv means to love in the sense of to be
concerned about something trustingly; ocopds means he who
understands something, who can “under-stand” a matter, who sur-
veys its possibilities, to whom the thing is transparent, who has
grasped it; copla denotes the possibility of the correct conceptual
understanding of what is essential. So in the Nicomachean Ethics
(Z 7, 1141a 12) Aristotle defines o ogia as dpern Téxims, as the out-
standing free disposition over knowing what one is about. “Wis-
dom,” the usual translation, is in the main empty and misleading.

In the same passage it is said about the cogds (Ibid., 1141b 3ff.):
810 "Avataydpay kat Oaliy Kal Tovs TowUTOVS TOPoUS ey Ppovim
ovs &’ o paow elvar, érav Bwow dryvooivras Ta ocvugéporvra éavrois,
KaL TEPUITA pEv Kkat VavuadTa Kai Xalema kat daiudvia eldévar
avrovs paow, dypnora 8, 61 oV Ta avdpdTwa dyada {nrovaw.

**“This is why people say that men like Anaxagoras and Thales ‘may be wise but
are not prudent,” when they see them display ignorance of their own interests; and
while admitting them to possess a knowledge that is rare, marvellous, difficult and
even superhuman, they yet declare this knowledge to be useless, because these
sages do not seek to know the things that are good for human beings.” Rackham
translation.
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We will comment on what is significant here for our context: Thus
they say Anaxagoras and Thales and such people are gogoi, un-
derstanding ones, because it is observed that these men do not
look to their own interests and advantages but rather have an eye
to the wepurrd, to what lies beyond the everyday viewpoint of
common sense —, for the davuaord, for what arouses wonder, as-
tonishment, i.e., what constantly impels toward new questions—,
for the xahend, the difficult, what is not attainable by the usual
means of clever and quick ways of thinking—, for the datpovia,
that which pertains to humans as far as the ultimate and the whole
are concerned and holds them in thrall (cf. Meta. A1&2). Things of
this sort are the dypnora, useless for day-to-day necessities; these
men do not seek after what humans commonly and on the average
are interested in, pleasure and prestige.

Everything essential, however, which has decisive meaning
without being conspicuous, is always attended by what only looks
like the genuine and real thing, the semblance. This is why, in
every period, philosophy must bring in its wake something that
looks like philosophy and imitates it in manner and behavior, and
even outdoes it—and yet at bottom poses an embarrassment. The
semblance of the @iA\doogos is the dopiorfs [sophist]. The latter
does not strive for genuine understanding, has no perseverance,
but only nibbles on everything, always just on the newest and
usually on what is in fact even worthwhile, but he only nibbles on
it and is seduced into mere curiosity and bluffing. He is not one
who seeks to understand, i.e., not the one who truly understands.
He is rather the rationalizer for whom nothing is certain, except
those things he notices he cannot reach with his means. The latter
he does not, however, simply leave alone but tries to show that
just that sort of thing does not exist or is a fabrication of philoso-
phers. For him it is all idle talk, regardless of whether it really
exists or not. Oi ydp Sialextikol kat copoTal To avTo wev Vrodvor
TaL TXNPA TO PLAOTOPY" 1) YEP TOPLOTIKY) Pawvopérn pdvov gopia
éort (Meta. T 2, 1004b 17ff)) [Dialecticians and sophists wear the
same appearance as the philosopher, for sophistry is sophia in ap-
pearance only.]

@uogopia differs from coproriki): Tov Biov ™) mpoarpéoe (Ibid.,
1004b 24fT.), through existence already having been deeply moved
in advance, i.e., through “seriousness.”* The philosopher has

*Philosophy differs “durch das Im-vorhinein-ergriffenhaben der Existenz,”
where Ergriffensein means to be seized by a compelling affection and also implies
the usual mental act of understanding connoted by Ergreifen. But “mental act”
alone would suggest, too strongly, conscious control, where we are dealing with an
a priori aspect of Befindlichkeit.
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taken upon himself the seriousness of the concept, of fundamental
questioning. Everything routine, everyday, average (fallenness) is
the opposite of this endeavor. The sophist, on the contrary, as ra-
tionalizer and know-it-all, appoints himself to work on human be-
ings, persuades them they must worry about one another’s
spiritual needs.

Phooogla is a striving for the possibility of genuine understand-
ing. Thus it is really not the label for any sort of knowledge that
could be freely circulated. It is not the possession of information
and doctrines. Philosophy must essentially be sought after, that is,
its object must be originally “earned.” But where does philosophy
find out which object it should take as object of its knowing?

The striving for the possibility of a correct understanding of the
essential, or this understanding, has for its object being. This is
what is essential. Understanding directed to this is first insofar as
it is the understanding of what precedes everything else, what is
earlier, prior to everything else, that is, prior to individual beings.
But being is prior to individual beings, for it is what is first under-
stood before anything like a being can arise anywhere and in any
way.

Thus, philosophy is knowledge of being. Insofar as it strives for
conceptual understanding and determination, for a Aoyos of the év
7 Ov, it is ontology. This notion is not originally of Greek origin,
but first appears late in the seventeenth century, for example in
the Cartesian Clauberg. But little is achieved with this description
as long as it is not made clear what sort of inner possibilities and
tasks reside in such a science and what sort of bases it stands
upon.

N.B. Philosophy tries to conceive being, not this or that being.
Indeed, what do we mean then by being in contradistinction to
beings? What is meant by the being of something present-at-hand?
For example, the stone: it has a certain color, hardness, shine,
spatial figure, weight, size. These belong to it as this being. It “is”
all these, is such-and-such. But what is meant by its being—its
being present-at-hand and its being such-and-such? The
presence-at-hand of the stone is not itself present-at-hand in it, as
is its color, hardness, etc. Proper to the stone is that on the basis of
which I say it is present, even if I am not at the moment consider-
ing it, even if I myself am not. And what I mean by “myself’ is
also a being. Is that being also in being if I am not? Obviously
not—“I"’ belongs to it. Yet these are not two, the being of a stone
and of the ego. But it is the case that the being that can say “I” is
such that it is committed to its being and is itself responsible for
this being.
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But philosophy is, in the first place, also Jeoloyikn. What is
meant by this, an appendage, a finishing touch, a world-view? Is
puhogopia a Yeokoywkn only so as to have a conclusion? Or is phi-
losophy either an ontology or a theology? Or is it both at once?
Does that which is sought under the term “theology” in fact reside
in the essence of philosophy understood totally and radically? Or
is what arises in Aristotle as theology still a remnant of his early
period? Is it the old metaphysics, and ontology the new
metaphysics? And did an evolution take place from one to the
other? These questions! cannot be resolved solely through
historical-philological interpretation.2 On the contrary, this in-
terpretation itself requires that we be guided by an understanding
of the problem which is a match for what is handed down. And we
must first acquire such an understanding.® With the Aristotelian
twofold description of philosophy as “ontology” and “theology,”
either nothing is said or everything, according to how we our-
selves bring with us original possibilities of understanding. In
what sense and to what extent then does theology belong to the
essence of philosophy? To show this we would have to make clear
what Aristotle quite vaguely, as Jeohoyik?), crosses with philoso-
phy. And we would have to make this intelligible in such a way
that we would radicalize the notion of ontology. Thus we could
also obtain a vantage point for answering the question about the
relationship between philosophy and world-view. But with regard
to our particular task, the important thing is to describe the gen-
eral horizon within which a philosophical logic must move, a hori-
zon which will become ours in more visible dimensions precisely
through the concrete philosophical treatinent of the basic prob-
lems of logic.

Our return to Aristotle will first become authentic recollection
only when we philosophize here and now. But at the beginning of
this lecture course we cannot yet think of pushing moment-
focused reflection on the essence of philosophy so far as to be in a
position to understand immediately how the Aristotelian def-
inition and twofold characterization can become vital. At this point
we can only suggest what is important with regard to moment-
focused reflection.

1. Cf. Paul Natorp, “Thema und Disposition der Aristotelischen Metaphysik,”
Philosophische Monatshefte 24 (1888), pp. 37-65 and 540-74.

2. Cf. Werner Jaeger, Aristoteles, Grundlegung einer Geschichte seiner
Entwicklung (Berlin, 1923) [Aristotle: Fundamentals of his Development, trans.
Richard Robinson, (Oxford: Clarendon, 1948, reprinted 1960)].

3. Cf. Kant on this point: “Von dem transzendentalen Ideal,” Kritik der reinen
Vernunft, A 571-83, B 599-611.
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IV. The basic question of philosophy
and the question of man

It is no arbitrary invention of Aristotle that philosophy has to ask
about the being of beings; ancient philosophy was preoccupied
with this question from its beginnings. It is not a question one can
exchange at will for another, as is the case, for instance, when one
considers whether to do research now on insects or on mammals.

And for the same reason, because the question of being is not
arbitrary and not applied to man externally, but is more or less
stirring in man insofar as he exists at all as human, and because
human Dasein takes this question over, as it were, along with
human existence, this question has, as a burgeoning problem, its
own necessities. This is why the latter manifest themselves al-
ready in the first steps of philosophy. Here especially the field
becomes visible, albeit still vaguely, upon which the yiyavropaxia
mept Tou ovros takes place, the battle of the giants over being.

For Parmenides the clarification of being takes place by way of a
reflection on “thinking,” voeiv, knowing what is (elvat), knowledge
of beings. Plato’s discovery of the “ideas,” which are determina-
tions of being, is oriented to the conversation the soul has with
itself (yux7-Adyos). Guided by the question about ovoix, Aristotle
obtains the categories by reference to reason’s predicative know-
ing (Aoyos-vous). In the search for substantia, Descartes founds
“first philosophy” (prima philosophia) explicitly on the res cogi-
tans, the animus [mind]. Kant’s transcendental, i.e., ontological,
problematic directed toward being (the question of the possibility
of experience) moves in the dimension of consciousness, of the
freely acting subject (the spontaneity of the ego). For Hegel sub-
stance is defined from the subject.

The struggle over being shifts to the field of thinking, of making
statements, of the soul, of subjectivity. Human Dasein moves to
the center! Why is this? Is it an accident that the battle gets shifted
onto this field? Is it up to the whims of philosophers, according to
each of their would-be world-views or ethics, according to just
how important they, in each case, take the “I” to be? Is it a pecu-
liar, irrational enthusiasm for the inwardness of the soul, or an es-
pecially high esteem for free personhood, or a blind subjectivism,
which here in this basic problem selects human Dasein, as such,
for the battlefield? None of these! Rather, the content pertinent to
the basic problem itself, and this alone, requires this battlefield,
makes human Dasein itself into this privileged field. For this is
not an indifferent theater of action on which the battle was once
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placed, rather the battle grows from the soil of this field itself,
breaks out from human Dasein as such—specifically because the
question of being, the striving for an understanding of being, is
the basic determinant of existence.*

Once this is understood, then the sole task, first of all, is to re-
alize that this human Dasein is itself a being and thus also falls
under the question of the being of beings. But if Dasein, as such,
constitutes the battlefield for the central philosophical problem-
atic, then this problematic should unfold ever so much more
clearly, pointedly, and originally the more the battlefield itself is
worked out clearly, pointedly, and originally—with regard to the
guiding problem of being. But this means that that being which is
essentially the basis and ground for the problem, human Dasein,
must be first defined sufficiently in its specific being with regard
to the guiding problem of being.

In the direction of this basic problem, the decisive determina-
tion of human Dasein lies in the insight that that which we call the
understanding-of-being belongs to Dasein’s ontological constitu-
tion. Human Dasein is a being with a kind of being to which it
belongs essentially to understand something like being. We call
this the transcendence of Dasein, primal transcendence (see the
second major part of the lecture course). It is on the basis of tran-
scendence that Dasein comports itself to beings, is always already
thrown onto beings as a whole.

Its understanding of being is not one capacity among others, but
the basic condition for the possibility of Dasein as such. Because it
belongs to the essential constitution of man to understand being,
the question of being, taken in the way mentioned, is a question,
even the question, about man himself. Human Dasein bears in
itself, in its ownmost history, the fate of philosophy along with it.
Only Dasein hands this fate on and commits it again and again to
human possibilities.

The basic question of philosophy, the question of being, is in
itself, correctly understood, the question of man. It is, correctly
understood, a question about man which lives hidden in the his-
tory of philosophy and in this history will move onward, but which
will have to be brought to light afresh in every moment. Yet the
important thing is to raise the question of man in view of the prob-
lem of being. Then the question is far removed from any noisy

*Here the word “Existenz” already carries with it the full weight of being-in-the-
world, which was developed in Being and Time and which was developed by
others into Existentialism and Existenzphilosophie.
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self-importance conceming the life of one’s own soul or that of
others.

This fundamental philosophical question about man remains
prior to every psychology, anthropology, and characterology, but
also prior to all ethics and sociology. The fact that the aforemen-
tioned appear wherever this question is more or less explicitly
alive, and are even taken for essential in its stead, only demon-
strates one thing: that this question, and with it the basic problem
of philosophy, is not and never does become easily accessible. For
this reason also it is constantly threatened by sophistry. What is
easier than, in a comfortable and interesting way, to interest a
human being in human beings, to enumerate for him his com-
plexes, potentials, standpoints, one-sidedness, and failings, and to
say this is philosophy? It is crucial that the human being, in this
sophistical sense, become completely irrelevant in the rightly un-
derstood fundamental philosophical question about man, Philoso-
phy never “busies” itself with man in this hustling sense in which
man can never take himself to be important enough.

One of the basic errors of our times is to believe a “deep” un-
derstanding of the human being is to be obtained by groping
around in trivial shallows. Human Dasein gains depth only if it
succeeds for itself, in its own existence, in first throwing itself be-
yond itself —to its limits. Only from the height of this high projec-
tion does it glimpse its true depths.

That the basic ontological question of philosophy has somehow
to do with beings as a whole, as well as thereby with human exist-
ence and in such a way that the existence of the one philosophiz-
ing is in each case decided, this is expressed in Aristotle by the
fact that “first philosophy” is, at the same time, JeoAoyux). Philos-
ophy, in its innermost ground, is the most radical, universal, and
rigorous conceptual knowledge. But the truth of this knowledge is
not the truth of free-floating, arbitrarily knowable propositions
about any matters-of-fact. The proofstone of philosophical truth
consists solely in the loyalty the philosophizing individual has to
himself.

We do not philosophize in order to become philosophers, no
more than to fashion for ourselves and others a salutary world-
view that could be procured like a coat and hat. The goal of phi-
losophy is not a system of interesting information, nor a
sentimental edification for faltering souls. Only he can
philosophize who is already resolved to grant free dignity to Da-
sein in its radical and universal-essential possibilities, which
alone makes it suitable for withstanding the remaining uncertainty
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and gaping discord, while at the same time remaining untouched
by all the idle talk of the day. There is, in fact, a philosophical
world-view, but it is not a result of philosophy and not affixed to it
as a practical recipe for life. It resides rather in the philosophizing
itself. Nor is it, therefore, ever to be read off from what the philos-
opher may say expressly about ethical problems, but it becomes
manifest in what the philosophical work is as a whole.

Thus also the result of a philosophical effort has a character fun-
damentally different from the acquisition of particular sciences. To
be sure, philosophizing—and it especially—must always proceed
through a rigorous conceptual knowledge and must remain in the
medium of that knowledge, but this knowledge is grasped in its
genuine content only when in such knowledge the whole of exist-
ence is seized by the root after which philosophy searches—in
and by freedom.

The question of being and its variations and possibilities is at
heart the correctly understood question of man. Compared with
the duration of cosmic galaxies, human existence and its history is
certainly quite fleeting, only a “moment.” But this transiency is
nevertheless the highest mode of being when it becomes an exist-
ing out of and towards freedom. The level and type of being does
not depend on duration!

V. Basic problems of a philosophical logic

The rough indications about philosophy should make two things
clear: (1) Philosophy is the rigorous conceptual knowledge of
being; (2) It is this, however, only if this conceptual grasp is in
itself the philosophical apprehension of Dasein in freedom.

N.B. You do not get to philosophy by reading many and mul-
tifarious philosophical books, nor by torturing yourself with solv-
ing the riddles of the universe, but solely and surely by not evad-
ing what is essential in what you encounter in your current Dasein
devoted to academic studies. Nonevasion is crucial, since philoso-
phy remains latent in every human existence and need not be first
added to it from somewhere else.

But what does “logic” have to do with all this? What does logic
have to do with the freedom of existence? How does the basic
question of being belong here? Logic does not treat being directly,
but deals with thinking. “Thinking” is of course an activity and
comportment of humans, but still only one activity among others.
The investigation into thinking as a form of human activity would
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then fall under the science of man, under anthropology. The latter
is, of course, not philosophically central, but only reports how
things look when man thinks. It reports the various forms in which
man can think, how primitive peoples “think’’ differently than we
do and follow different laws. These anthropological and psycho-
logical questions about forms and types of thinking are certainly
not philosophical. But it remains open whether these are the only
questions and even the only radical questions.

If thinking is a mode of Dasein’s comportment and if it is not
abandoned to arbitrariness but stands under laws, then the ques-
tion must be asked: What are the fundamental laws belonging to
thinking as such? What is, in general, the character of this lawful-
ness and regulation? We can obtain an answer only by way of a
concrete interpretation of the basic laws of thinking which belong
to its essence in general.

What is meant by “basic principles,” and what is their essence?
What principles are there? The tradition gives us the principle of
identity, the principle of non-contradiction, the principle of the
excluded middle, the principle of sufficient reason, principium
identitatis, principium contradictionis, principium exclusi tertii,
principium rationis sufficientis. Are these all? In what order do
they stand? What intrinsic connection do they have? Where do
they find their foundation and their necessity? Are we dealing
here with laws of nature, with psychological or moral laws? Or of
what sort are they that Dasein is subject to them?

But the account of the laws governing thinking pushes us back
into the question of the conditions of their possibility. How must
that being which is subject to such laws, Dasein itself, be consti-
tuted so as to be able to be thus governed by laws? How “is”
Dasein according to its essence so that such an obligation as that
of being governed by logical laws can arise in and for Dasein?

These basic principles [Grund-Sitze] are not rules alongside
a thinking that would be determined from elsewhere, but they
are the grounds [Griinde] for statements [Satze] in general,
grounds which make thinking possible. And they are this, further-
more, only because they are the bases [Griinde] for understanding,
existence, the understanding of being, Dasein, and primal
transcendence.

It is becoming clear that with such problems we are already
immediately in the realm of the question concerning the constitu-
tion of Dasein’s being. Even more, obligation and being governed
by law, in themselves, presuppose freedom as the basis for their
own possibility. Only what exists as a free being could be at all
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bound by an obligatory lawfulness. Freedom alone can be the
source of obligation. A basic problem of logic, the law-
governedness of thinking, reveals itself to be a problem of human
existence in its ground, the problem of freedom.

Let us review our opening account of the idea of formal logic
and its object. In thinking as thinking about something, there is
the intent to measure itself up to that about which it thinks and
which it determines in thinking, i.e., to make manifest in itself that
about which it thinks, to uncover it and let what is uncovered be-
come accessible. Determinative thinking is uncovering or conceal-
ing. That is, it is either true or false. To be false is a negative mode
of being true, to be un-true. Thinking is as such always in some
form an uncovering, a being-true.

How is this possible, how can anything of this sort be applicable
to thinking as an activity of Dasein: to be true, to move within the
either-or of being true or being false? What is truth? In what way
“is” truth at all, for it is neither a thing nor anything like a thing?
And how does it belong to human Dasein itself? This question
about being-in-the-truth leads us back to the problem of Dasein’s
transcendence. And insofar as the truth of thinking is co-
determined by lawfulness, the problem of truth is conjoined with
the problem of lawfulness and, that means, with the problem of
freedom.

In measuring itself up to that about which it thinks, true think-
ing seeks in the being itself that on which it supports and grounds
itself. All true thinking finds grounds and has definite possibilities
of grounding. There is thus the further question, How is it that the
truth of thinking and thinking itself must have something like a
ground —and can have a ground? What does ground as such
mean? How are ground and Dasein related to one another? How
are ground, truth, lawfulness, freedom connected with one another
with regard to thinking?

To think, we said, is to determine, determinare; in its simplest
form: determining something as something,—“as” something: as
such-and-such. The question is, What does this “as something”
imply, this reference to another from which something given is
supposed to be determined? To what extent is there presupposed
here the basic form of that kind of grasping we call conceiving and
the concept? How is conceptualizing related to grounding and
thus to truth and lawfulness? How are concept and freedom
connected?

And finally, determinative thinking, as thinking about beings,
brings, in its own way, the being of beings to expression. The
simple statement “A is b”” shows this in the most rudimentary way.
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The “is,” nevertheless, need not be expressed in language. It is
also contained in such statements as “the car goes,” “it rains”
(pluit). The “to be” that appears expressly in the sentence is
termed the copula. The fact that determinative thinking is, in its
basic form, tied directly to the “is,” to being, indicates that there
must be a special connection between thought and being—not to
mention that thinking itself is a being and as such is directed
toward beings. And the question will arise, How is this being as
copula related to concept, ground, truth, lawfulness, freedom?

A rather rough consideration of thinking thus already provides
us with a preliminary glimpse into many extremely important
connections pointing directly to the dimension of basic philosoph-
ical problems. The possibility and necessity of a philosophical
logic becomes more familiar.

But it becomes clear too that only when we prepare ourselves
first for a truly philosophical understanding of what is meant by
the terms truth, ground, lawfulness, freedom, concept, being, only
then can we understand the form of Dasein in which we act as
humans committed to science.

Whether we leamn to think, in the real sense, by way of logic
depends on whether we arrive at an understanding of thinking in
its intrinsic possibility, that is, with regard to lawfulness, truth,
ground, concept, being, and freedom. When we acquire this un-
derstanding for ourselves, even if only in a few basic outlines,
then we will have warrant to clarify the particular positive science
we are working in from out of its intrinsic limits, and only then do
we take possession of a science, as a free possession. And science,
thus appropriated, and only such a science, is in each case the
genuine school for thinking.

V1. The traditional classification of logic and the
task of returning to the foundations of this logic

In going back to matters like truth as such, ground, concept, law-
fulness, and freedom, we are seeking a philosophical logic, or bet-
ter, the metaphysical foundations of logic (initia logicae).

We seek a return to these basic problems, and thereby a con-
crete entrance into philosophy itself, by way of a critical disman-
tling of traditional logic down to its hidden foundations.

Now the history of logic, however, precisely if one looks not
only at results but at its more-or-less-explicit emergence from phi-
losophy in each case, is not only vast and complicated. It also
manifests several important stages which we designate mainly by
the names: Plato, Aristotle, the Stoa, the Middle Ages, Leibniz,
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Kant, Hegel, and in the nineteenth and in the transition to the
twentieth century: Lotze, Sigwart, Husserl. It is impossible in this
lecture course to develop a picture of this history of logic along
with the treatment of the problems themselves. Taking our bear-
ings from the central problem we are striving toward, we must try
to reach a place appropriate for the recollection from historicity.

An appropriate place means we must, as it were, find there an
arrangement of the traditional themes of logic such that it will, at
the same time, enable us to proceed consistently from them back
to the several basic problems mentioned earlier. Such a historical
place can in fact be found in Leibniz (1646-1716). Not only does
the ancient and medieval tradition of logic converge in him in an
independent new form; he becomes at the same time the stimulus
for posing new questions, providing suggestions for tasks which
are in part taken up only in recent times. From Leibniz we can
create for ourselves perspectives reaching back to the ancients and
forward to the present, perspectives important for the foundational
problems of logic.

To be sure, in Leibniz we have no systematic presentation of
logic, for even the important things he left behind are dispersed in
letters, small treatises, occasional writings, and programs. So we
cannot think of constructing an exhaustive exposition of his teach-
ings. Nor do we desire a historical report, but we want to seize the
occasion for a breakthrough into the problems themselves.

But even if we want first to focus on Leibniz, the question still
remains: Which traditional objects of logic should we select? What
does logic as such deal with?

Let us go back to the notion of formal logic as already described.
According to it, logic is a science of the Adyos, of the statements
which determine something as something. “Statement” here is
ambiguous. It can mean to make a statement, to communicate in
contradistinction to remaining silent and keeping something to
oneself. This kind of stating is always necessarily a linguistic ut-
terance. “Statement” also means, however, and here it means
primarily, to say something about something, “A is b,” to deter-
mine b as belonging to A. This is statement in the sense of predi-
cation. This propositional character of Aoyos comes out most
clearly in Aristotle’s description of it.

Aristotle’s explicit treatment of Aoyos is in a small and difficult
treatise entitled wept épunpetlas (de interpretatione), “On Interpre-
tation.” Here Aristotle says (Chap. 4, 16b, 26ff.): Aoyos 8¢ éort
QWYY) aNUarTIKT, s TOV UEPEY TL TTUAVTIKGY €0TL KEXWPLD Vo,
s Pdats AN’ oV wis kardpacis. Aéyw 8¢, olov dv-¥pwmos onualvel
név T, dAN’ oUx 67 €oTw 1] oik EoTw: dAN éoTan katdeaocts 1)
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amdepadts, édv 1. mpoaredn). We translate this: speech, statement, is
a vocal-linguistic articulation which means something, contains in
itself a meaning-content in such a way that in each case a part of
this statement, when taken separately by itself, still has a meaning
as a mere saying something (pcats) but not as a positive assertion
(kardpaots, “the man there is excited”; kard means “from above
down toward” something). Thus, for example, the expression
“man’’ means something by itself (we say that we are able to think
something when we hear the word), but by this mere saying of the
isolated word it is not stated whether a man exists or not. But
when something (namely, that he exists or does not exist) is added
to the isolated word (““man”’), then this saying becomes a
Kardpaots or amo@aats, an affinnation or denial.

Every proposition, as a determination of something as some-
thing, is accordingly either an affirmation or denial. These ex-
pressions are to be taken quite literally. To affirm means to assert
something as belonging-to, and to deny means to reject something
as not belonging-to. In his translations of Aristotelian writings and
in his commentaries on the books of logic and on Porphyry, Boeth-
ius (circa 480-524) translates ¢pdois with dictio, and xardeaocts
with affirmatio, and drdpacis with negatio. The later positive and
negative judgments correspond to this distinction. “Judgment” is
the expression most frequently used today for Adyos.

We see at once how strongly Aristotle’s approach is still oriented
to the linguistic form of Adyos, when he presents Adyos as a con-
nection (cvumhoxij; nexus, connexio) of several words having
meaning in themselves. For example, the Latin pluit, it’s raining,
is rightly also a Adyos, and xardpacis—and is nevertheless made
up of only one “word.” This is, to be sure, a problem all its own.
What then is that about which raining is asserted; “‘it’s
raining” —what does the “it” mean?

At any rate, in the first decisive account, Adyos is conceived as a
connecting of notions, as a conjoining of meanings, as a binding
together of concepts. The elementary ingredients of Adyos are thus
these individual notions, meanings, concepts; ra pev odv dvopara
avTa Kkal Ta pripata éoike TG dvev ourIéoews kal Siaipéoews
vorjuar (de interpret. 1, 16a 13f.) [A noun or a verb by itself much
resembles a concept or thought which is neither combined nor
disjoined.]. And so, in clarifying Adyos, the approach suggested
seems to be to start from that out of which it is made; the basic
element of Adyos is the concept. Therefore the doctrine of the con-
cept is to precede the doctrine of the Adyos (qua judgment). On the
other hand, thinking then operates once again to connect and link
individual propositions into particular forms of connection: A is B,
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B is C, therefore A is C. This linkage of judgments is called
inference.

We thus arrive at the three major divisions of logic: the doctrine
of the concept, of the judgment, and of the inference. Aristotle did
indeed treat all three basic ingredients—without having planned
in this way to develop a discipline. That happened only later in
the Scholastic elaboration of Aristotelian philosophy. From that
period also came the arrangement and designation of the writings
treating essentially logical problems under the title “organon”
(instrument, tool). The superficially technical conception of logic
is expressed in this very title. Since then, the “organon” refers to
Aristotle’s logic. This “organon” includes five or six different in-
vestigations of logical problems; and the traditional order results
from using pedagogical viewpoints. Categories, On Interpreta-
tion, Prior Analytics (on the inference), Posterior Analytics (on
the principles of demonstration and knowledge; it is more closely
connected with ontology than is the Prior Analytics), Topics
(probability inferences), and On Sophistical Refutation (on fal-
lacies; usually considered part of the Topics).4

Now it was Aristotle’s conviction that Adyos in the sense of
propositional determination, Adyos in the sense of judgment, man-
ifestly presents the basic phenomenon of logic. For, in the first
place, Adyos is an original unity. Though it can be resolved into
individual concepts, these dissociated elements do not, neverthe-
less, constitute the whole. They lack precisely their essential
unity. Logos is not the sum or aggregate of two notions. But what
provides unity is ultimately just what is essential in thinking, in
voetv and Swavoetv. Secondly, only this unity can really be true or
false. It is thus the bearer of that feature which characterizes
knowledge as such.

This very same consideration has also in recent times led to
seeking the core of logic in the judgment and in the doctrine of
judgment. There is undoubtedly something correct in this prefer-
ence for the theory of judgment (of statement)—even though the
justifications given for it remain quite superficial.

Thus we also want to concentrate our initial orientation of the
basic problems of logic from Leibniz upon his doctrine of judg-
ment and from there to try to draw their main lines into the philo-
sophical dimension of the problems mentioned: the lawfulness of
the basic principles, truth, concept, ground, freedom. We come
therewith to our actual theme.

4, Still the best separate edition, with a commentary by Theodor Waitz, Aristotelis
Organon Graece, 2 volumes, (Leipzig, 1844 and 1846) [reprinted in Aalen in 1965).



The Metaphysical Foundations
of Logic

PRELIMINARY NOTE

The concept “metaphysics” encompasses the unity of “ontology”
and “theology” in the sense already characterized. The conception
itself, incidentally, is of bibliothecal origin. [Aristotle’s] uera rc
@uowka are treatises located “after” those on “physics” because
they have a content of their own, namely, ontology and theology.
The bibliothecal title becomes a designation of the contents: uerd,
instead of “after,” becomes “beyond,” and guowd becomes be-
ings of every kind of being. The subject-matter of metaphysics is
what lies “beyond” beings—where and how it does so is not
stated. It deals with a) being as such, b) beings as a whole. “Be-
hind” the other books becomes “beyond” the others, an ordering
of being and beings.






First Major Part

Dismantling Leibniz’s Doctrine of
Judgment Down to Basic
Metaphysical Problems*

If we are now about to understand Leibniz’s doctrine of judgment,
this does not mean gathering some arbitrary information about
what one of the previous philosophers taught regarding judgment.
It is rather a concrete path of reflection on what makes thinking
possible as such. We must therefore focus on how thinking is
brought into view here, which basic structures it determines, how
broadly these will be grounded, and what provides the ground for
this characteristic of thinking.

Thinking is in each case thinking about objects, and that means
about beings. As a thinking about something, thinking stands in a
relationship to beings. How are thinking and beings related?
Thinking is itself an activity of Dasein and is thereby a way of
being—of being as a being, Dasein, toward other beings. If think-
ing becomes our theme, then ontological relationships become
thereby thematic.

Whence shall we determine the relationship of thinking and be-
ing? Which is most proximate? For Descartes, Spinoza, and Leib-
niz, thinking is the nearest. Does being then follow thinking? In
that case a being must thoroughly and in principle be in such a
way that it is completely determinable by thought. According to
this postulate of thorough intelligibility, the conditions of truth are

*This “Destruktion” is the same kritischer Abbau spoken of in the intro-
duction (German text p. 27). The image here is not one of total demolition
but of a de-construction by which the original impulses, long buried in
sedimentation, are reactivated. The image of dismantling an old structure
serves to translate the de-struction to which Heidegger refers.

27
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the presuppositions of being. Cum Deus calculat et cogitationem
exercet, fit mundus.! “When God calculates (with visible signs)
and converts his thinking into deed, the world arises.”? To deter-
mine beings as such, that is, being, one must proceed from the
essence of thinking, by delineating what belongs to something
thought as such, by proceeding from thought. The path goes from
the essence of thinking to the essence of being, from logic to
ontology.

Or, conversely, is logic founded upon ontology? It is known that
the history of logic’s development is largely determined by this
relationship. It is a commonplace that Aristotle’s logic is grounded
in his metaphysics. Modern rationalism, govemned as it is by the
cogito sum, sets itself the task of freeing logic from this bond.

Assessment of the relationship of logic to metaphysics in Leib-
niz is controversial.® Yet choosing between the two main alternate
views is not fruitful. The relationship between disciplines must be
decided from the problems and subject-matters themselves; dis-
ciplines should not be regarded as fixed territories. It may well be
the case in both disciplines that the territories are not adequately
defined. We wish to present Leibniz’s doctrine of judgment and its
dimensions, and so we can only mention the controversy in
passing.

We wish to investigate the dimensions of judgment, those con-
nections on the basis of which anything like a judgment is possi-
ble at all. It has been indicated several times that judgment, the
statement, has in itself a structure. As a predicative determination,
judgment aims at knowledge, at truth. As a comportment, judg-
ment is subject to certain principles. As a knowledge of beings, it
is related to beings as such. We will accordingly outline the
destructive analysis of the Leibnizian doctrine of judgment as
follows:

1. Die philosophischen Schriften von Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz, ed. C. L.
Gerhardt, 7 volumes (Berlin 1875-90) [reprint, Hildesheim, 1960-61], volume 7, p.
191 note. The statement is well known: Cum Deus calculat . . . fit mundus; it also
provides the motto for L. Couturat, La Logique de Leibniz. D’aprés des documents
inédits (Paris, 1901) [reprint, Hildesheim, 1961].

2. Following D. Mahnke, Leibnizens Synthese von Universalmathematik und
Individualmetaphysik in Jahrbuch fiir Philosophie und phdnomenologische
Forschung, volume 7; printed separately in Halle, 1925 [reprint, Stuttgart-Bad
Cannstatt, 1964], p. 43.

3. Logic as the foundation of Leibniz's metaphysics is the thesis of Bertrand
Russell’s A Critical Exposition o f the Philosophy of Leibniz (Cambridge, 1900), as
well as of Louis Couturat’s book, cited in note 1, which is the best known. Coun-
terarguments to this view have not yet succeeded in refuting it.
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1. Characterization of the general structure of judgment—the
theory of inclusion.

2. Judgment and the idea of truth. The basic forms of truth—
veritas rationis and veritas facti, vérité de raison and vérité
de fait.

3. The idea of truth and the basic principles of knowledge:
principium identitatis, principium contradictionis, and
principium rationis sufficientis. (The mathesis universalis
and the unity of knowledge.)

4. The idea of knowledge as such; the intuitus.

5. The essential determination of the being of genuine beings
as possible objects of knowledge—the monad.

6. The basic notion of being as such—essentia and the conatus
existentiae.

7. The theory of judgment and the notion of being—logic and
ontology.4

§1. Characterization of the general structure
of judgment

We are nowadays learmning to see more clearly the connection
modern philosophy has with medieval Scholasticism and thereby
with antiquity, especially Aristotle. We can expect Leibniz’s doc-
trine of judgment to be not completely new but rather informed by
tradition, by the middle ages and antiquity. As a young man,
Leibniz had in particular made a thorough study of Scholasticism,®
especially of Francisco Suarez, the leading representative of late
Scholasticism at the time of the Counterreformation. His Dis-
putationes metaphysicae of 1597 systematized the traditional doc-
trines on metaphysics and greatly influenced Descartes and Prot-
estant Scholasticism in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.

4. For modem developments and the contemporary state of logic see the follow-
ing: Die Logik von Port Royal: La Logique ou I'Art de Penser, 1662, frequently
reprinted and translated; Kant's Vorlesung éiber Logik, ed. Jasche, 1800, Akademie
edition, volume 9; C. Sigwart, Logik, 2 volumes, 1873, 4th edition, 1911; H. Lotze,
Logik, 1874, 2nd edition, 1879, and 1912 edition with a valuable introduction by G.
Misch, also Sigwart’s smaller Logik of 1843; W. Schuppe, Erkenntnistheoretische
Logik, 1878; ]J. Bergmann, Reine Logik, 1879; Husserl's Logische Untersuchungen,
1900-1901; A. Pfander, Logik, Jahrbuch fiir Philosophie und phanomenologische
Forschung, Volume 4, published separately in 1921, truly a handbook; otherwise,
for related material, see C. Prantl, Geschichte der Logik im Abendlande, 4 vol-
umes, 1855-70.

5. Cf. Leibniz's dissertation, Disputatio Metaphysica de Principio Individui,
1663; Gerhardt 4, 15-26.
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But Leibniz also studied Aristotle directly. So we must again
briefly go back to earlier things, though we have already touched
on some of them.

We already said that in the wake of Aristotle, who saw Adyos as a
ovumhok1] (interweaving, nexus, connectio) or ovvdeots, judgment
was defined as a compositio or divisio. Thomas Aquinas, in
Quaestiones disputatae de veritate, q. XIV, a. 1, speaks of operatio
intellectus, secundum quam componit vel dividit, affirmando et
negando [the activity of the mind by which it puts together or sep-
arates, in affirming and denying]. In the broadest formal sense,
judgment is a relationship between representations, a relation of
concepts. These are formulations which sound alike and appar-
ently say the same thing. Yet behind them lurks a large vagueness
and disharmony in the theory. Kant says this too (in the Critique
of Pure Reason B 140/41):

I have never been able to accept the interpretation which logicians
give of judgment in general. It is, they declare, the representation of
a relation between two concepts. I do not here dispute with them as
to what is defective in this interpretation. ... I need only point out
that the definition does not determine in what the asserted relation
consists.

Attempts to explain it are still controversial today. The critical de-
ficiency is that the conditions of the problem have not been made
clear.

The relation of subject and predicate is a Aéyew 7t kard Twvds: a
stating something about something (de aliquo). That “about
which” is what underlies , the vmokeiuevov, the subjectum. The
predicate is that which is said about something. The predicate
term, therefore, is a “sign,” as it were, of something said, as Aris-
totle says (de interpret. 3, 16b 10f.): prjpa . . . kat det 76V kad’
érépov Aeyouévwv onueidy éorw, olov Tév kad Umokewpuévov 1) év
vmoxkesuévew. The predicate is “always a sign of that which is said
about something else, i.e., about something underlying, or (about
something which is) in what underlies.” In other words, the predi-
cate is what is stated about what underlies or is stated as being in
what underlies. This [view] is first prompted by the trivial consid-
eration that what is supposed to be able to be said of something,
and said correctly, truthfully, must apply to the subject (esse
de ratione subjecti), must be contained in the subject (vwrdpyxew
avT@).

This seemingly pellucid consideration becomes immediately
vague and ambiguous when we ask; What is meant by the subject?
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In the statement “the board is black,” is the board itself the sub-
ject or is it the notion, the mental content, or the meaning of the
word “board”? Correspondingly, there is a question concerming
“black” and its being contained in the subject. Is there here a
mutual containment of notions, concepts, or properties of the thing
itself? Is being contained or being included in something itself
thinglike, mental, or conceptual? Are there correspondences
among these various relations of containment? And how is one to
define these relations, as correspondence, as depiction, or as
coordination?

“The board is black,” “the chalk falls from the table” —how are
“black™ and “falling from the table” contained in their respective
subjects? And what is meant by “being contained in”’? And should
anything like this be said? Or is talk of containment only a theory,
an effort to explain judgment?

Whatever the case, Leibniz’s conception of Adyos also moves in
the direction of just such a theory of the predicate’s being con-
tained in the subject. It is a theory of inclusion. If the theory is not
thereby characterized in a merely superficial way, then obviously
a distinct conception of containment itself, of inesse, must be
developed in it and this means a conception of esse, of being. In
fact, with Leibniz, the inclusion theory receives a very specific
expression and foundation.

First a few references to characterize Leibniz’s doctrine of
judgment.

(1) In the Discours de Métaphysique of 1686 (first published in
1846 from posthumous manuscripts), one of the main writings in
the context of our study, Leibniz says in § 8 (G. IV, 432/33,
Buchenau translation®):

It is of course true that when a number of predicates are attributed to
a single subject while this subject is not attributed to any other, it is
called an individual substance. But this is not enough, and such a
definition is merely nominal. We must consider, then, what it means
to be truly attributed to a certain subject. Now it is certain that every
true predication has some basis (quelque fondement) in the nature of
things, and when a proposition is not an identity, that is to say, when
the predicate is not expressly contained in (compris) the subject, it
must be included in it virtually. This is what the philosophers call
in-esse when they say that the predicate is in (est dans) the subject.

6. G.W. Leibniz, Hauptschriften zur Grundlegung der Philosophie, trans. A.
Buchenau, revised and edited with introductions and discussions by Emst Cas-
sirer, 2 volumes (Philosophische Bibliotek, volumes 107 and 108), Leipzig 1904-6
[3rd edition, Hamburg, 1966]; volume 2, p. 143.
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So the subject term must always include the predicate term in such a
way that anyone who understands perfectly the concept of the sub-
ject will also know that the predicate belongs to it. [L. 307)]

The thought in this passage deals above all with the concept of
“individual substance” (the monad), with Aristotle’s mpaomm ovoia
(the 708¢ 7¢). Leibniz expressly refers here to the traditional
definition of substance, which was originally Aristotelian: Ovoia
8¢ éoTw 1) KVpUITATA TE KAl TPWTWS KAl PaENTTa A€youévn, 7 prfTe
xad’ virokeiuévov Twos Aéyetan pijr’ v vmokeynéve Twl éotw, olov 6
Tis dvdpwmos 1) 0 Tis imrmos (Categoriae 5, 2a 11ff.). “Ovoia. . . we
call that which is neither named and said with respect to another
underlying thing nor is understood to be something which is in
some other underlying thing, for example, it is this man here, this
horse here.” By ovoia (substance) Aristotle understands that
which is independently present, independent presence. Regard-
ing the meaning of év vmoxeipéve, Aristotle says (Ibid. 2, la 24f.):
€v Umokeuévm 8e Aéyw, 6 €v TwL un ds pépos vrdpyov advvartov
xwpis elvaw 70U év @ éorw. [By ‘in the subject’ I do not mean pre-
sent in it as parts are contained in a whole; I mean that it cannot
exist apart from the subject referred to.] That is, it is essentially
not independent. It has a similar meaning in the Metaphysics (Z
13, 1038 b 8ff.): éowce yap ddvvarov elvar ovoiav elvar oTiovv TGV
xadolov Aeyouévwv. mpustn mev yap ovoia idios éxdoTe 1) ovy
vrdpyer dAA@, T0 e ka¥dAov kowdv: TovTo yap AéyeTalr kadolov 6
wAeloow vmrapyew mépuxev. [For it seems impossible that any uni-
versal term can be substance. The first substance is peculiar to
each individual and belongs to nothing else, whereas the uni-
versal is common, for by it we mean that which by nature apper-
tains to several things.]

In the interpretation of individual substance in the passage cited
from the Discours de Métaphysique, Aéyew was referred to in the
sense that individual substance is essentially non-predicable of
something underlying; it is essentially independent (and can
never be predicated of something). Leibniz sees that this interpre-
tation of substance takes its bearings from predication, and there-
fore a radical determination of the nature of predication, of judg-
ment, must necessarily provide a primordial conception of sub-
stance. This concept of substance is the concept of the subjectum.
In this passage Leibniz says that in every true statement the sub-
ject must contain the predicate in itself, whether explicitly or im-
plicitly. Where it is contained explicitly (A is A), there is an iden-
tity; where it is not contained explicitly, we are dealing with a



§1. Structure of judgment [42—43) 33

hidden identity. A true statement implies the predicate’s being
within the subject, the predicate’s inclusion in the subject. Who-
ever then has thorough and complete insight into a subject can
make all true judgments about this subject; he need only explicate
them.

The passage from the Discours was cited first on purpose. It
indicates the central problem, that of the manifold meanings of the
concept of “subject” and its connection with the concept of sub-
stance. “Subject” is 1) individual substance (Vrokeiunevov), the in-
dividual independent being, the ontic subject; 2) the subject of the
statement, the logical subject; not every logical subject need be a
substance, and thus this concept is broader; 3) the “I” in con-
tradistinction to the object, as the pre-eminent subject of state-
ments and as pre-eminent individual independent being. Here in
Leibniz the ontic subject, the substance, is understood from the
viewpoint of the logical subject, from the subject of a statement.
But the converse is also quite possible, that is, to understand the
logical subject from the ontic subject: Which subject has priority,
the ontic or the logical? Or neither?

(2) In the fragment De libertate? Leibniz says:

Videbam autem commune esse omni propositioni verae affirmativae
universali et singulari, necessariae vel contingenti, ut praedicatum
insit subjecto, seu ut praedicati notio in notione subjecti aliqua ra-
tione involvatur; idque esse principium infallibilitatis in omni ver-
itatum genere, apud eum qui omnia a priori cognoscit.

For I say that in every true affirmative proposition, whether universal
or particular, necessary or contingent, the predicate inheres in [ines-
se] the subject, that the concept of the predicate is in some way in-
volved in [involvatur] the concept of the subject. I saw too that this is
the principle of infallibility in every kind of truth for him who knows
everything a priori. [L. 2634]

(3) Then there are two passages from Leibniz’s correspondence
with Antoine Amauld occasioned by the latter’s receiving the Dis-
cours. Amauld was a Cartesian and a theologian of Port Royal who
coauthored The Logic of Port Royal (1662). This correspondence is
of fundamental significance for the problem of individual sub-
stance.

(a) First a thought which repeats nearly verbatim the above
quotation (from June, 1686):

7. Nouvelles Lettres et Opuscules inédits de Leibniz, published by L.A. Foucher
de Careil (Paris, 1857) [reprint Hildesheim 1971]); p. 179. The passage is also pro-
vided in Couturat; La Logique de Leibniz, p. 208, note 1.
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Finally, I have given a decisive reason, which I believe has the force
of a demonstration. It is that always, in every true affinnative propo-
sition, whether necessary or contingent, universal or particular, the
notion of the predicate is in some way included in that of the subject.
Praedicatum inest subjecto; otherwise I do not know what truth is.
[L. 337; G. 1I 56)

Here it is even clearer that the predicate’s inclusion in the subject
is equated with being true and so defines the concept of truth as
such.

(b)

Inasmuch as I maintain the individual concept of Adam includes ev-
erything that will ever happen to him I mean to say nothing more
than what all philosophers intend when they say that praedicatum
inesse subjecto verae propositionis [the predicate of a true proposi-
tion is in the subject]. (June, 1686, G. II, 43)

The ontic concept of a subject is here clearly determined by the
logical subject-predicate relation taken as an inesse.

4)

Omnis propositio vera probari potest, cum enim praedicatum insit
subjecto, ut loquitur Aristoteles, seu notio praedicati in notione sub-
jecti perfecte intellecta involvatur, utique resolutione terminorum in
suos valores seu eos terminos quos continent, oportet veritatem posse
ostendi. (C. 388)8

Every true proposition can be demonstrated. Because the predicate
is in the subject, as Aristotle puts it, or the notion of the predicate is
implied in the perfectly understood notion of the subject, the truth
must then necessarily be able to be shown by the analysis of the
subject terms into that which they contain.

Thus Leibniz refers to Aristotle regarding his conception of the
inesse. We should note here how the being-present of the really
existing being conceived as subject gets assimilated to the concept
of subject. Proof of the truth of a statement is the result of analysis,
resolutio, breaking the subject down into its elements. The idea of
proof and its possibility rests on the structure of the proposition
taken as a relation of inclusion.

(5) Finally, a citation from the little treatise Primae veritates,
published by Couturat:

Semper igitur praedicatum seu consequens inest subjecto seu an-
tecedenti; et in hoc ipso consistit natura veritatis in universum seu

8. Opuscules et Fragments inédits de Leibniz, ed. L. Couturat (Paris, 1903)
[reprint, Hildesheim, 1961), p. 388.
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connexio inter terminos enuntiationis, ut etiam Aristoteles observ-
avit. (C. 518-19)

The predicate or consequent therefore always inheres in the subject
or antecedent. And as Aristotle, too, observed, the essence of truth in

general or the connection between the terms of a proposition consists
in this being-in. [L. 267]

It must be kept in mind that this inclusion theory speaks of the
inclusion of the predicate concept in the subject concept, as well
as of the inclusion of the being of what is intended by the predi-
cate term in the being of what is named by the subject term. In-
clusion is as such an inclusion in Adyos, a logical inclusion; and as
intending the being itself, it is an ontic inclusion. The peculiarity
is that both of these in a certain way coincide. The reasons for this,
whether or not correct, can only be determined once we have
forged ahead to the final metaphysical foundations of this theory of
judgment.

It would be tempting to compare this general sketch of the
theory of judgment with other conceptions of judgment. Leibniz
himself makes reference to Aristotle, though with less than full
justification. Later we should be able to discuss thoroughly the
extent to which this reference is in a certain way justified and why
it is nonetheless ultimately unjustified.

Descartes seeks the essence of judgment in a wholly different
direction than did Aristotle or, later, Leibniz. According to
Descartes, judging is not a merely mental process, a connecting of
notions. Rather it is the knowing subject’s assumption of a position
toward these mental contents. Iudicare, to judge, is assensionem
praebere, to give assent, to a relation between notions, assentiri,
credere, sibi ipsi affirmare [to assent, to believe, to affirm to
oneself]. The contrast here between affirmation and denial,
acknowledgment and rejection, does not correspond to the divi-
sion of judgments into affirming and denying, positive and nega-
tive judgments. For Descartes this conception of judgment is
connected most intimately with the way in which he lays the
foundations of first philosophy as such, with the suspension of as-
sent, with the attitude of doubt toward previous knowledge.

Descartes’ conception of judgment was taken up once again in
the nineteenth century by Franz Brentano in Psychologie vom
empirischen Standpunkt, 1874, and further in Vom Ursprung
sittlicher Erkenntnis, 1889. Brentano appeals to the threefold
classification of spiritual activities, of cogitationes, which Des-
cartes provides in his Meditationes (I11, 5): ideae, voluntates sive
affectus and judicia [ideas, volitions or affects, and judgments).
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Besides these Descartes also provides a twofold division of per-
ceptio and volitio (Principia Philosophiae 1, 32 and 34), and here
Descartes numbers acts of judgment among the acts of volition. A
controversy arises because of this ambiguity. Brentano tries to
show that acts of judgment constitute a class by themselves.
Johann Bergmann follows him in his Reine Logik of 1879.
Wilhelm Windelband also treats Brentano in his “Beitrige zur
Lehre vom negativen Urteil” (in the Strassburger Abhandlungen
zur Philosophie. E. Zeller zu seinem 70. Geburtstage, 1884) but
Windelband maintains that the act of judgment is an act of the
will. This is also the point of departure for Heinrich Rickert in Der
Gegenstand der Erkenntnis (his Habilitationsschrift), 1892, 6th
edition 1928, which is the foundation for Rickert’s epistemology
and even for his philosophy of values as a whole. Finally, in 1912
Die Lehre vom Urteil by Emil Lask was published.

Though Leibniz developed his thought in many ways by con-
fronting Descartes and the Cartesians, their theory of judgment
was unimportant for him. Their theory is based on the subject’s
assumption of a position and not on the content of what is stated.
It was unimportant for Leibniz, and rightly too, because it moves
away from central metaphysical problems.

Of wholly different value for a pertinent discussion of Leibniz’s
theory of judgment is Kant’s presentation in the Introduction to
the Critique of Pure Reason where he treats judgment and the
division of judgments into analytic and synthetic. If the Kantian
distinction is at all applicable for characterizing Leibniz’s theory,
then one would have to say that for Leibniz all judgments are ana-
lytic. Nevertheless, the Kantian concept of what is analytic does
not coincide with what Leibniz calls the analysis notionum.

Were a confrontation necessary, then it would be one with Aris-
totle and Suarez on one side and with Kant on the other. In both
cases the problem of judgment, of Aoyos, of logic, would have to be
decided on the basis of the problem of ontology, of metaphysics,
as such. What we must do first is make visible the metaphysical
perspectives of Leibniz’s theory of judgment and thereby clarify
the theory itself.

We recall the inesse, the inclusio, and we draw on a definition
from Leibniz’s Definitiones Logicae:

A includere B, seu B includi A, est: de A, subjecto, universaliter
affirmari B, praedicatum, veluti: sapiens includit justum, hoc est,
omnis sapiens est (l) justus.?

9. G. W. Leibniz, Opera philosophica quae existant latina, gallica, germanica
omnia, ed. J. E. Erdmann (Berlin, 1840) [reprint, Aalen, 1359 and 1974), p. 100a
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For A to include B, or B to be included by A, is: B, the predicate, is
universally affirmed of A, the subject. Such as: The wise [man] in-
cludes the just [man), i.e., every wise man is (!) just. [E. 100]

Here Leibniz simply equates being affirmed and being completely
included; affirmation means simply inclusion. The “is” in the
sample proposition indicates the connectio to be a connectio realis
(Cf. G. VII, 300f.), an inclusion of the content spoken of. It is in
this sense that reality is the contrary of negation.

Can includi and inesse be further characterized? Is there a dis-
tinctive basic conception of this relation found in Leibniz, and
how is the interpretation of this relation connected with the es-
sential nature of judgment, with truth or falsity?

§2. Judgment and the idea of truth.
The basic forms of truth

Traditionally, judgment is considered to be the primary and
genuine vehicle of truth, and truth in general is considered the
characteristic of propositions, their being true. Terminologically
we can clarify this by distinguishing three meanings of “truth™: 1)
the idea of truth, being true as such, 2) the concretion of this idea,
true propositions as “truths” which must be proved; thus Leibniz
frequently refers to “basic truths,” 3) truth as ideal, the totality of
possible knowable truths. The first meaning is what we are, above
all, considering. Truth is supposed to have its locus in statements.
Insofar as a statement is true, it is itself a truth, a being that is true.
Being true is the being true of propositions. The nature of the
proposition must therefore have an essential connection with the
nature of truth.

The concept of proposition, of judgment, must be determined by
reference to the idea of truth, or else conversely. What connection,
according to Leibniz, obtains between the conception of judgment
(inclusion theory) and the conception of the essence of truth? In
answering this question we come across a principal feature of the
inclusion theory.

Leibniz answers the question about the essence of truth as fol-
lows: Ratio autem veritatis consistit in nexu praedicati cum sub-
Jjecto [The nature of truth consists in the connection of the predi-
cate with the subject]. (C. 11) In his correspondence with Amauld,
Leibniz says: “Praedicatum inest subjecto, or I do not know what
truth is” (cf. 3a above). Likewise, the passage in 5 above equates
the natura veritatis in universum [nature of truth in general] with
the connection between the terms of a proposition. The nature,
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the essence, of truth, and this means the interconnection of prop-
ositional terms, consists of the inesse. On this inesse the prin-
cipium infallibilitatis is based.

To be true means to be interconnected; a determination is con-
tained in what is being determined. Moreover, to state means
connexio, and that means to be true. Are we not moving in a cir-
cle? Verum esse is equated with the predicate’s being in, inesse,
the subject. But there are multifarious statements! Now which of
them is the original and basic form of this inesse understood as
nexus, as inclusio? The basic form of being true must be manifest
in the most elementary propositions, in the simplest and most
primordial true statements, in the primary “truths.”

Primae veritates sunt quae idem de se ipso enuntiant aut oppositum
de ipso opposito negant. Ut A est B, vel A non est non A. Si verum
est A esse B, falsum est A non esse B vel A esse non B. Item unum-
quodque est quale est. Unumquodque sibi ipsi simile aut aequale
est. Nihil est majus aut minus se ipso, aliaque id genus, quae licet
suos ipsa gradus habeant prioritatis, omnia tamen uno nomine iden-
ticorum comprehendi possunt (C. 518)

First truths are those which assert the same of itself or negate the
opposite of itself. For example, A is A, or A is not non-A. If it is true
that A is B, it is false that A is not B or that A is non-B. Likewise,
everything is what it is; everything is similar or equal to itself; noth-
ing is greater or less than itself. These and others truths of this kind,
though they may have various degrees of priority, can nevertheless
all be grouped under the one name of identities. [L. 267]*

The first primordial truths are identica, propositions in which
something is explicitly asserted as itself in its sameness to itself
and with regard to that sameness.

But there is another essential aspect of these first truths which
should be noted. Omnes autem reliquae veritates reducuntur ad
primas ope definitionum, seu per resolutionem notionum, in qua
consistit probatio a priori, independens ab experimento (ibid.).
[All other truths are reduced to first truths with the aid of

*] have changed Loemker’s translation of the first sentence of these definitions.
Loemker has: “First truths are those which predicate something of itself or deny
the opposite of its opposite.” In the first half of the definition Loemker omits
Leibniz’s “idem” and so misses the meaning here. In the second half Loemker has
Leibniz defining a contradiction instead of an identity, or so, at least, it seems to
me if one construes a statement formally to be “denying the opposite of its oppo-
site.” If we recall, however, the Latin use of nego to express dico non, we can
translate the second half of the definition as “negates the opposite of itself.” And
this is indeed the negative way in which identities can be stated formally, and it
also corresponds to Leibniz’s examples in the passage in question.
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definitions or by the analysis of notions; in this consists proof a
priori, which is independent of experience.] All true statements
are finally reducible to identities. Every true statement is ulti-
mately an identity, only the identity is not necessarily explicit; but
every truth is potentially an identity.

This means nothing else but that the essence of truth as such,
the inclusio of the nexus, resides in identity. To be true means to
be identical; inesse means idem esse [to be the same).

Ratio autem veritatis consistit in nexu praedicati cum subjecto, seu ut
praedicatum subjecto insit, vel manifeste, ut in identicis, ... vel
tecte, [C. 11]. Et in identicis quidem connexio illa atque com-
prehensio praedicati in subjecto est expressa, in reliquis omnibus
implicita, ac per analysin notionum ostendenda, in qua demonstratio
a priori sita est. (C. 519)

The nature of truth consists in the connection of the predicate with
the subject, or the predicate is in the subject either in a way that is
manifest, as in identities, or hidden. . .. In identities this connection
and the inclusion of the predicate in the subject are explicit; in all
other propositions they are implied and must be revealed through
the analysis of the notions, which constitutes a demonstration a
priori.

All statements are identities. But identities in a special sense are
those statements whose identity is immediately manifest (man-
ifeste). In other statements the identity is hidden (tecte), and the
proof of their truth consists in making explicit the underlying
identity.

The essence of truth is identity, completely aside from the
question of whether human knowledge can succeed at actually
demonstrating all truths as identities. But truth characterizes the
essence of judgment, and the nature of truth, natura veritatis, is
equivalent to the nexus. The inclusion theory is therefore a theory
of identity.

At this point we are not yet going to explain how Leibniz estab-
lishes this identity theory, on what assumptions it rests, how far it
can be carried out for all possible judgments, or how it is possible
that (AB is B)=A is A (cf. C. 369). I will anticipate only with a
suggestion to make clear how with this theory of Adyos, with these
logical problems, we find ourselves immediately in the most cen-
tral metaphysical questions, in the ontological 