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1 Introduction

One of the most famous passages of the “Introduction” of Being and
Time, if not of the whole book, is dedicated to “the concept of log-
0s” (B. Der Begriff des Logos).* In less than four pages, this con-
cept is analysed by Heidegger to obtain its “primary” (primdre) and
“basic meaning” (Grundbedeutung) (43): “to make manifest ‘what is
being talked about’ in discourse” (43). With this definition and for
the first time in Heidegger’s published work, the Aéyos is linked to
the aAnBeverv and the dmogpaiveoBay; a relationship that, as is well
known, shapes one of the fundamental ideas of his interpretation of
Greek thinking and language in general. That relationship resonates
in the famous dictum: “language is the house of Being” (die Sprache
ist das Haus des Seins, GA 9, 313).

However, Heidegger’s description of the Néyo¢ in Being and Time
is famous, above all, because of the difficulties it implies to the read-
ers, given the multiple references to Aristotelian writings and other
no less thorny Greek terms (such as amépavoig, dnhoiv, oivbeoi,
M Beta, weudeoBat, aioBnoig or voeiv); moreover, the complexity of
this short passage increases because of Heidegger’s argumentative
strategy (Dreyfus 1990, 30-1; Blattner 2007, 27-9). Through the de-
scription of the “concept of logos”, he seeks a double objective: first,
to expose what he considers to be the original and basic idea of the
Ndyog in ancient Greek philosophy; second, in doing so, he tries to
clarify the notion of phenomenology, i.e. of the “logos of phenomena”?.

Thus, the problem to understand Heidegger’s interpretation of
the Aéyog becomes even more challenging when, after describing its
ground and apparently profound meaning in the light of the Aristo-
telian writings, he affirms (GA 2, 46):

The expression ‘phenomenology’ can be formulated in Greek as
Aéyew 1a parvépeva. But Aéyev means amogpaivesBot. Hence phe-
nomenology: amogpaiveoBat T patvépeva - to let what shows itself
be seen from itself, just as it shows itself from itself. That is the
formal meaning of the type of research that calls itself ‘phenome-
nology’. But this expresses nothing other than the maxim formu-
lated above: “To the things themselves!’

This work was supported by the research project “Historia conceptual y critica de la
modernidad” (FFI2017-82195-P) funded by MCIN/AEI/10.13039/501100011033/ and by
FEDER Una manera de hacer Europa, and the homonymous Research Group of the Uni-
versitat de Valéncia (GIUV2013-037).

1 Heideggers Gesamtausgabe, henceforth GA, 2, 43-6

2 This interpretation of Aéyog is only the second step of a description of the meaning
of “phenomenology”, while the first step focuses on a complex discussion about anoth-
er Greek term: “phenomenon” (GA 2, 38-43).
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After reading this passage, an immediate question arises: to what
extent does an exam of the Aéyog in Aristotle, as well as its relation
to the gpaivecBar and the dAnbeio, clarify the lemma ‘to the things
themselves!’? This conclusion even leads one to doubt the necessi-
ty of such an excursus between Aristotelian concepts. More impor-
tantly, other questions remain unsolved: what is Aéyo¢? What does it
mean “to let (something) be seen from itself” (46) or “to make mani-
fest ‘what is being talked about’ in discourse” (43)?

In this paper, I would like to answer these questions on the basis
of an analysis of Heidegger’s writings before Being and Time. In do-
ing so, I will not deal with all the aspects of the Aristotelian concept
of Aéyog pointed out by Heidegger’s interpretation; my intention is
only to delineate the first ineluctable and sometimes forgotten most
basic goal of Heidegger’s description of Aéyog, by virtue of which it
is possible to understand the difficult §7 and the relationship of the
Noyog with other Greek concepts, such as the d\i@eia (which repre-
sent, according to Heidegger, an “ontological theory of truth”).

In my opinion, this basic goal consists in the fight against the psy-
chologist theory of meaning as “internal state” that traverses Hei-
degger’s first lecture courses (and not only his doctoral work, GA 1,
59-188; see e.g. GA 57/58, 63 ff.; GA 20, 124 ff.; GA 2, 61 ff,, 178). In
this way, I try to demonstrate how his interpretation of A\éyog in Aris-
totle illuminates some aspects of phenomenology. The first and most
fundamental, on which I will concentrate here, is the anti-psycholo-
gistic conception of meaning and language presupposed in this kind
of investigation and discovered by Heidegger in the Aristotelian no-
tion of Aéyoc.

To expose the anti-psychologistic Heideggerian exegesis of Aéyog,
I will first focus on Heidegger’s criticism of classical studies of Ar-
istotle, which would have neglected this aspect of the Aristotelian
notion. In Heidegger’s view, previous researchers of Aristotle (from
Trendelenburg to Jaeger) misunderstood Aristotle by following the
philosophical literature determined by psychologism and saw him
as the first advocate of an instrumentalist theory of language and a
psychologistic conception of meaning (2.).

Starting from Heidegger’s criticisms, in a second moment I will
expose his alternative interpretation: the Aéyog is not a cognitive
capacity, among others, of the human mind, but it is the way of Be-
ing of human existence, the structure of Being in the world (3.). As
it will be shown, this idea leads to deny that language is an instru-
ment that can be used to express our ‘internal’ mental acts (i.e.
the ‘meaning’ of the objects for psychologism of nineteenth-centu-
ry philosophy).

At the end of this analysis of Heidegger’s interpretation of the
Noyog, it will be possible to return to the section on “the concept of
logos” (GA 2, 43-6) and understand the relationship to the particu-
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lar conception of &\i\0e1a in Aristotle (4.). So, from the anti-psychol-
ogistic theory discovered by Heidegger through the study of Aristot-
le, it would be possible to glimpse the foundation of a pre-predicative
or pre-judgmental theory of truth that Heidegger presents with the
Greek term ‘aAnfeia’ and which today it is still the center of an in-
tense polemic (see Berti 1990, Cordero 2020).

2 Heidegger’s Criticism of the Psychologistic
Interpretation of Aristotle

2.1 Fundamental Lines of Aristotle’s Psychological
Interpretation: From De Interpretatione 16a3-8)

Heidegger’s interpretation of Aéyog starts from a radical opposition
to the instrumentalist conception of language attributed to Aristotle,
which was very usual at the time (see Kampe 1870), as it is still today
(see e.g. Noriega-Olmos 2013). This understanding ‘seems evident’
from the famous opening paragraph of the De Interpretatione (16a3-8):

"EoTL eV oUV T év i) yovij TV v 1i) yuEf) mabnpdrtwy oipfola, kai

TQ YpaYOpEVD TOV €V Tf) Vi), Kol HGoTrep 0Ude ypAppoTa oL T

aUTa, oUdE poval af altal - Hv pévror Tadta onpeia TP TWY, TAUTY

m&ot Tabipara ¢ Yuii, kai dv taita dpoidpata Tpdypata fidn
.

TaUTA.

Words spoken are symbols or signs of affections or impressions in
the soul; written words are the signs of words spoken. As writing,
so also is speech not the same for all races of men. But the mental
affections themselves, of which these words are primarily signs,
are the same for the whole of mankind, as are also the objects of
which those affections are representations or likenesses, images,
copies (Harold P. Cook 1962).

According to the psychologistic reading, in this famous passage the
Stagirite claims that external objects to the mind (ta mpaypata) (lev-
el 1) would generate certain internal affections to the soul or “rep-
resentations” (ta év T} yuyi) mabipato) (level 2); those representa-
tions, then, could have their further expression in the language, in
the Aéyog, either in the spoken or in the written one (level 3 and 4).
Therefore, in De Interpretatione 16a3-8 the Aéyoc is shown as a sym-
bolic instrument for the possible communication with others about
the representations of our soul or mind. As Lo Piparo has demon-
strated (2005, 34), this conception could be summarised in the fol-
lowing scheme [tab. 1]:
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Table1 Psychologistic conception of De Interpretatione, 16a3-8

Taypaddueva (ta ypaupata)

© Level 4

% .
§ §, Written marks SGlBoRc onlieTa
=< Ta v TH dwVi (dwvai) Symbols / signs

= Level 3

Spoken sounds

= § Level 2 Tasvm.wuxnmenuam odpopata
29 Affections of the soul Images
T 9 N

o
= s Levell tameayuata

Things

From this general exegesis it follows that ‘meaning’ is something
generated by the mind, only thanks to the “affections of the soul”
(ta év i) yuyi] ToOipato), and therefore is an ‘internal state’ of it.
This theory has a certain corroboration in the De Anima - to which
Aristotle refers in the fragment of the De Interpretatione (16a8-
9) -: from perception (De Anima B 416b33 ff.), simple characteris-
tics of the object are unified by the mind creating internal imag-
es (pavraoiat) of an object (De Anima I 427al5 ff.; see too Met. A
980a25 ff.), which ‘correspond’ to the object outside. Moreover, it
is this union of perception that makes it possible to create a true or
a false image and, therefore, true or false knowledge of the things,
as Aristotle says in the following lines of the De Interpretatione
(16a3-9)

“Eoti &€, Gotep év Ti) yuxil OTE pev vonpa Gveu 1ol dAnBeverv f
, oy e Bl A , o , o
yeudeoBat, 61€ O¢ fidn @ dvaykn ToUtwv UTtdpyetv Bdtepov, oUtw
Kai €v Tf] pwvi}- Tepl Yap ouvBeotv kal draipeotv 0Tt 10 Yelidog kal

10 &AAnOéc.

As at times there are thoughts in our mind unaccompanied by
truth or by falsity, while there are others at times that have nec-
essarily one or the other, so it is in our speech, for combination
and division are essential before you can have truth and falsity.

In sum, according to this interpretation, based on the mentioned
passages of De Interpretatione and De Anima, it is possible to infer
that the Aristotelian theory of language and meaning is very close
to the one proposed in Locke’s Essay ([1690] 1975, book 2, ch. 32;
book 3, chs. 1-2); moreover, this understanding seeks to underline
that the Stagirite, not the English philosopher, is the father of the
psychologistic explanation of signification and the judicative theo-
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ry of truth®. Such an assumption is what Heidegger tries to deny on
numerous occasions during his lecture courses and in Being and
Time (GA 2, 284).

2.2 Heidegger’s Alternative Exegesis
of De Interpretatione (16a3-8)

To understand Heidegger’s alternative exegesis, it is necessary to
reconstruct his objections to the interpretation that I have just pre-
sented (GA 21, 150 ff.). Therefore, it is convenient to go back to the
central passage of Aristotle’s De Interpretatione (16a3-8), on which
the understanding of the other quoted passages (De Anima B 416b33
and De Interpretatione 16a9-13) depends.

First of all, as Heidegger points out, it should be noticed that in
this famous passage, there is no explicit mention of Aoyog. Aristotle
refers to the ‘spoken words’ and the ‘writing’, but not to Aéyog - on-
ly in De Interpretatione 16b26 does this notion appear. Moreover,
the mabnpara tiic yuyiic should not necessarily be interpreted as in-
ternal states of the soul. Heidegger underlines that Aristotle does
not use the term ‘affection’ (1ra0n), which could be understood as
a ‘state (of mind)’*, but ma®npora, “that which moves and is appre-
hended as moving” (Heidegger GA 21, 167); according to Heidegger,
mabipara is to be understood in the general sense of ‘apprehending
something’, a sense that doesn’t refer to the division between the “ex-
ternal world” and my “intern state of mind”. The same would be true
for ta mpaypara, that Heidegger prefers to translate as “the thing in
its use” (167), following the original sense of the word (i.e. p&E&ig).
Far from attributing any particular value to etymology, Heidegger
aims to disassociate the idea of ‘thing’ from its meaning as ‘exter-
nal object to the mind’, ascribed to it by a psychologistic reading of
this passage. So, for Heidegger, the whole text of De Interpretatione
could be understood without the division between the internal and
external world, which Aristotle does not explicitly state.

The same could be said about taita oporwporta pdypora (De In-
terpretatione 16a8) read as “representation” or “correspondence with
things” (Heidegger GA 21, 167; also, Lo Piparo 2005, 31). Moreover,
attributing ‘representation’ or even ‘correspondence’ to opoiwg is at

3 Ofcourse, things are more complicated in the literature of the early twentieth cen-
tury (see, for example, Kilpe 1915). Still, I will not enter into the details of that discus-
sion since my goal in this paper is to clarify Heidegger’s point of view.

4 Although this is not the only sense that can be attribute to it. “Aber im Text steht nicht
11646n, was allenfalls Zustande bedeuten kénnte, sondern mabipata, das, was begegnet und
als Begegnendes hingenommen wird, Affektion in einem weiten Sinn” (GA 21, 167). The mean-
ing of the term wd6n is more complex, as the famous §29 of Sein und Zeit shows (see GA 2, 138).
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least problematic, given the wide use of the latter within the corpus
aristotelicum (in addition to Heidegger or Lo Piparo, see Martinez
Marzoa 1998). Therefore, also the idea of oUvBeoig and diaipeoic (De
Interpretatione 16al3) as a cognitive or psychological union of sim-
ple ideas is not present in Aristotle’s text. The Stagirite merely in-
dicates that “combination and division are essential before you can
have truth and falsity” without specifying in what terms this combi-
nation and division should be understood. Because of the indetermi-
nation of this passage, the psychologistic reading could be a possible
interpretation of the famous passage (see Kampe 1870, Noriega-Ol-
mos 2013), but not the only one, nor necessarily the most adequate.

As Heidegger tries to show in his courses, one can read the Ar-
istotelian De Interpretatione without presupposing the division be-
tween the internal and the external world, as psychologism claims. It
is precisely this division presupposed by psychologism that is denied
by Husserl in his phenomenological investigations (see, for example,
Husserl [1907] 1973, where the term ‘Reduktion’ appears for the first
time), in which Heidegger, as is well known, was immersed in his first
years as a teacher in Freiburg. Thus, it is understandable why Hei-
degger entitles his courses as Phdnomenologische Interpretationen
zu Aristoteles (Phenomenological Interpretations of Aristotle, GA 61
and 62) and why, recalling these years, Heidegger says (GA 14, 97):

The more familiarity I gained with phenomenological vision, the
less I was able to separate myself from Aristotle and the other
Greek thinkers, and the more I was able to interpret Aristotle’s
writings.

2.3 Heidegger’s Alternative Reading:
From De Interpretatione to De Anima

Nevertheless, if the De Interpretatione (16a3-8) must not be under-
stood in psychological terms, what is ‘language’ (\éyog) by Aristotle?
If it is not a tool through which one can transmit the internal mean-
ing, what is it then? For Heidegger, what Aristoteles means with Aéyog
has to do with a mode of existence of human existence. Following the
famous statement of Politics (A 2, 1253a9), Néyog is what character-
ises human beings as opposed to other animals: the human being is
Céov Adyov Exov. To deny the psychologistic interpretation, Heidegger
claims that in that famous sentence €yeiwv must not be understood in
terms of ‘having’, e.g., a faculty, something that we can use or not (as
the psychologistic interpretation of language seems to admit). The
\éyog is essential; a human being cannot be thought without the Aéyog
as, for example, Aristotle points out in Nicomachean Ethics: “what is
proper to the mode of existing [yuyn] of the human being is the activity
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according to the Aoyog or not without the Adyog [kata Aoyov fj pry dveu
Aéyou]” (1098a7-8; 1097b28-1098a14; again, on the usual interpreta-
tions of this fragment see Lo Piparo 2005, 15). The Aoyog or language
is not a ‘tool’ that human beings can use or not to express their repre-
sentations, an ‘organ’ of their mind, but something inseparable from
our existence. But to prove that the discussion must focus on De Anima.

So, this alternative reading depends on the significance attrib-
uted to the investigation of the De Anima and its central notion, the
yuyn, on which the core of the question lies. If yuyn is understood
as ‘mind’ or ‘inner consciousness’, then the above-quoted fragments
of Nicomachean Ethics or Politics can be understood in a psycholo-
gistic way. That is why in his first courses, Heidegger pays more at-
tention to the De Anima rather than the De Interpretatione. Only by
elucidation of the meaning of yuyn as a mode of being or existing or
living (and not reducing it to psychologistic terms, like soul or mind),
it is possible to grasp the original understanding of CHov Aéyov €yov,
and, therefore, of the Aéyos.

3 The Adyog as a Mode of Being of Human Existence:
The Meaningfulness of the World

3.1 Heidegger’s Anti-Psychological Reading of De Anima

Heidegger focuses his attention on the first pages of book B to achieve
an anti-psychologistic reading of the De Anima. Here, Aristotle points
out that it would be wrong to conceive the yuy in terms of something
that is ‘within’ the body or somehow separable from it, for yuyn is to
the body as the form is to the matter (De Anima B 412b5-10). Just as
there is no wax without some shape, there is no living being, no life
(Twn), without yuyn. An ontological ‘independence’ of the mind, re-
flected in the psychologistic division between the internal mind and
the external objects, is never affirmed by the Stagirite. Therefore,
Heidegger states (GA 22, 182):

Aristotle has outlined in his treatise ITepi yuyf the first delinea-
tions of an ontology of life. It would be entirely wrong to see it as
a psychological study or to call it so.

This statement is a clear reference to books such as Kampe 1870,
where the work ITepi yuyfic is always mentioned as Aristotle’s Psychol-
ogy (Kampe 1870, 51). But, in my opinion, Heidegger’s statement does
not mean that Aristotle is only a philosopher of the ontology of life,
nor that it is impossible to admit a particular psychologist dimension
in the De Anima. Considering this treatise as mere psychology would
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be a misunderstanding of it, but, at the same time, it would be incon-
sistent to deny that it contains some of the basis for the psychological
or biological study of the human being. Although a few other state-
ments could give another impression®, Heidegger himself claims that
both phenomenology and psychology “have their spiritual and histor-
ical roots in Greek philosophy” (GA 61, 92). Nevertheless, recognis-
ing this dimension of De Anima does not imply that its psychological
understanding is the original and the most philosophical relevant.

In its original sense, the yuy is the configuration that life adopts
in its ‘existing’, that is, in its relation to the world (intentio) as some-
thing living, without presupposing an intra- or extra-corporeal re-
ality. Here arises again the importance of Husserl’s theory of inten-
tionality in Heidegger’s reading of Aristotle. As Heidegger himself
explains in his courses (GA 20, 46 ff.), the main discovery of Hus-
serl’s phenomenology consists in the negation of the psychologistic
explanation of consciousness, according to which the mind is relat-
ed to external objects through different kinds of capacities, like ‘per-
ception’, ‘thinking’, ‘remembering’, etc. In opposition to this theory,
Husserl affirms that all these terms are only modi of my intention-
al relation with objects, not different kinds of relations with differ-
ent objects (‘the thing itself’, ‘the representation’, ‘the concept’, etc.).
In fact, all the modi have a relation between them (see GA 20, 59).
From this perspective, the De Anima can be understood as a phenom-
enological analysis ante litteram: instead of being an object ‘inside’
the world with different faculties that allow it to create a relation to
‘other objects’, yuyn would be the ‘place’ where the world in gener-
al, i.e. the structure of the whole world in its different modi of rela-
tion opens up. yuyn, as well as ‘consciousness’ by Husserl, is not an
object in the world, but the correlation to the world. Actually, in Hei-
degger’s view, that’s the reason why Aristotle can claim in De Anima:
1) yuyn 1A SvTa g ot (De Anima T 431b21; see GA 2, 19). There-
fore, what Aristotle tries to define in De Anima is the kind of modus
of intentionality that can be ascribed to the human being.

This conclusion highlights that the different ‘possibilities’ (5ivapeig)
of the yuyn described by Aristotle in his treatise, among which the
Aéyog stands out, should not be understood under the idea of ‘faculty’
or ‘capacity’. The Greek term, f yuy, expresses the modes in which the
living entity exists; so, intellect, sensation, motion, stillness, nutrition,
and growing (see De Anima B 413a20) are not characteristics that are
added to or subtracted from the body, but several modes of being of the
existence called ‘life’. Therefore, Heidegger ([1922] 2007, 27) claims:

5 For example, when Heidegger claims “There is no trace in Aristotle of either that
concept of truth as ‘correspondence’ or of the usual conception of the Aéyoc as a val-
id judgment and much less of a ‘theory of representation’” (GA 62, 377; see GA 2, 284).

143

JoLMA e-ISSN  2723-9640
3,1,2022,135-152



David Hereza Modrego
NAéyog as an Anti-Psychologistic Conception of Meaning

dUvapig means: ‘can’. Aristotle understands the self as Svapig: ‘I
can’ (in which ‘T" and ‘can’ are not split).

In other words: I am not something in the world (something
‘vorhanden’), and, apart from it, I ‘can’ do something in it, like un-
derstanding it. My existence is not independent of that act. This con-
ception is opposed to the description of the psychologist, accord-
ing to which, first of all, we perceive some qualities, then we create
pavrooiar or mental images and, afterwards, if necessary, we express
those images through language. Therefore, the Aéyog or ‘language’, as
a mode of the yuy1, must be understood as a way of existing, of being
in the world. One does not just use language but lives in it.

3.2 The Implication of Heidegger’s Interpretation:
the Meaningfulness of the World as the True Nature of Adyog

The Aéyog is the human being’s way of existing, which is qualita-
tively and ontologically different from the modus of other living be-
ings. But what is, therefore, the language, if not an instrument? It is
clear that, in any case, language is the place of meaning. As Aristot-
le points out: “Aéyog is significant speech [onpavtikn]” (De Interpre-
tatione 16b19). Now, Heidegger interprets this statement in a more
radical way (compare to 2.1). If Adyog is always onpavrikij and, at
the same time, Aéyog is the necessary way of being of human exist-
ence, there can be no experience or element in our linguistic world
without meaning.

For example, if someone, during a speech, suddenly says ‘wrable’,
it is not true that it means nothing, that this person has pronounced
something ‘without sense’. In hearing this sound, one can think that
maybe it is a way to create perplexity or that it is just a joke. In any
way, it would be wrong to affirm that that sound has no meaning be-
cause I cannot relate it to an ‘internal state of mind’; on the contrary,
it is significant because for the human being everything has a mean-
ing; the world only opens up as the place of meaning. It is not that there
are some elements in the world, like sound or perceptions, that have
no meaning or that must be connected to other elements (representa-
tions) in order to have it. Even when I come across something I do not
know, like an unexpected sound, that same not-knowing does not ap-
pear meaningless, but as something; the sound is maybe a burst pipe,
or the neighbor falling, etc. Moreover, all things are always linked to
a course of action because of their meaning. This unexpected sound
can mean ‘we must leave the building’ or ‘someone needs help’.

In his first course on Aristotle in 1922, Heidegger attempts to for-
mulate this conception of Néyog by talking about the ‘meaningful-
ness’ of the world in general (GA 61, 90-1):
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Meaningfulness is a categorical determination of the world; the
objects of a world, the things belonging to the world, are experi-
enced in the character of meaningfulness. [...] Objects do not in
the first place exist as bare realities, e.g. objects of nature, invest-
ed in the course of experience with a character of the world [i.e.
of meaningfulness].

The human being never perceives neutral sounds, simple, pure da-
ta, to which it then attributes a meaning. The Aéyoc always articu-
lates our world, i.e. is meaningful. Thus, £@ov Adyov €xov indicates
an animal that always lives in a meaningful world. This is the orig-
inal sense of ‘having language’ and ‘living’ in it. This is the ground
meaning of the famous statement: “language is the house of Being”
(die Sprache ist das Haus des Seins) (GA 9, 313).

This reading can ultimately be corroborated through the differ-
ence established by Aristotle in the first pages of his Politics between
the voice (pwvn), capable of emitting sounds, and the language, the
Néyog (Politics 1253a10-15):

1 HEV 0UV gwvT) Tol Auttnpol kai fdog £0Ti onpeioy, d10 kai Toig
aANotc Umdpyer Cooig [...], 6 &€ Adyoc émi 16 Snlolv éoTt 1O
S PXE Cooig L...1, YOS p On
, CA S RS « N
ouppépov kal 10 PAaPepdv, Gote kal 10 dikatov kai 10 &dikov: TolTo
YOp TTpog TA dAAa LHa Toig avBpdtors itov, T povov dyabol kai
kakoU kot dikaiou kot ddikou kal TGV dAAwv aloOnotv Eyev.

The mere voice, it is true, can indicate pain and pleasure, and
therefore is possessed by the other animals as well [...], but speech
[Aoyog] is designed to indicate the advantageous and the harm-
ful, and therefore also the right and the wrong; for it is the spe-
cial property of man in distinction from the other animals that he
alone has perception of good and bad and right and wrong and the
other moral qualities.

So, there is a difference between the yuy, determined by pain and
pleasure, and the yuyn of human life, determined by what is just and
unjust or good and evil. Only the latter dimension makes the mean-
ingfulness of the world, since it represents the Aéyoc and, there-
fore, the existence of the human being as such. In the light of Hei-
degger’s interpretation, the essence of the human being consists
in being always in a world traversed by meaning or values in gen-
eral that makes things appear ‘as something’®, as Aristotle affirms

6 Here in a broader sense: all things are always seen ‘as something’, judged by their
usefulness, their aesthetic impression, etc. Heidegger is critical with regard to the con-
cept of value, as it is used by neo-Kantian philosophy. See e.g. GA 56/57, 29-62; 129 ff,
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with the values ‘right and wrong’. Those values can be - as Aristot-
le says - good and bad or right and wrong (Politics 1253al5), but al-
so others, like the usefulness. There is nothing in the world, in our
experience, that does not concern one kind of end or value, because
there is nothing no-related to meaningfulness. From this point on,
the question about these fundamental values or meanings of our im-
mediate relation to the world arises, as Heidegger underlines in Be-
ing and time (GA 2 90-118). In any case, that is a further question that
must not be answered here.

Thus, the main point of Heidegger’s interpretation of Aéyog is that
language is not an instrument and, at the same time, meaning is not
something internal or mental. ‘Meaning’ is the articulation of the
world, so nothing meaningless could have a place in it and language
cannot be reduced to a set of sounds that maybe express the thoughts.
Both affirmations are two sides of the same coin, and both are ex-
pressed by the notion of Aéyog in the corpus aristotelicum. Hence,
this Aristotelian concept is the cornerstone of the anti-psychologis-
tic conception of language and meaning - something that Heidegger,
moreover, applied to all Greek thinkers (see GA 18, 107; GA 19, 190-2).

4 Conclusion: Toward a New Conception
of Truth and Phenomenology

The anti-psychological notion of meaning that arises from the Aris-
totelian Aéyoc has significant consequences for the understanding of
truth and phenomenology. In conclusion, I would like to dwell, brief-
ly, on these two aspects.

4.1 The Relationship Between Adyo¢ and aAffsia
in Psychologism

For the psychologist, language is a medium between mental process-
es and things of the external world; according to this theory, truth
values are only in language, specifically in judgment (as described
by Heidegger GA 62, 377; GA 21, 167). Therefore, truth is conceived
as the correspondence between our judgments (reflections of mental
images) and things, implying that there is no truth outside the judg-
ment since perception is neither true nor false. As it was pointed out
in 2.1, if in the perception of something there is no ‘combination’ or
‘separation’, there is no truth or falsity (De Interpretatione 16a3-9). If
I perceive the colour ‘white’, there can be no possibility to be wrong
in that. On the contrary, if I affirm: ‘the book is white’ (i.e. the book
appears as being white, as something white), here there is a combi-
nation (oUvBeo1v) and therefore, the possibility to be wrong: 611 pev
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Y&p Aeukdv, ou yeudetat, €1 &€ ToUTo TO Aeukov fj dANo T, yevidetan (De
Anima T 428b20-5).

Late nineteenth-century studies interpreted Aristotle’s works
from this perspective, describing him as the father of the judicative
theory of truth (see Maier [1886] 1970, 6). According to that, &Af0e1a
by Aristotle is only possible in the unity of two elements, and this
structure is not the structure of all kind of experience, but only the
structure of judgments, since the pre-judicative experiences (like
perception, for example) does not imply it.

4.2 Heidegger’s Alternative Reading of @Affs1a

As explained in 3.2, Heidegger’s interpretation shows that for Aris-
totle there is no such thing as ‘meaningless’ in the world and, from
this important assumption, Heidegger affirms that all our experi-
ence “has the structure of something [that appears] as something”
(GA 2, 198). As mentioned before, something like ‘xrable’ or a sim-
ple ‘sound’ always appears, according to Heidegger, ‘as’ being some-
thing referring to some values or ends in general. Following this
consideration, one can affirm that this happens even in those expe-
riences that are not judgments (where traditionally the structure of
‘something that appears as something’ was placed), i.e. this happens
even in the pre-judicative experiences. Since everything, even per-
ception, is understood from meaning, everything is judged as useful
or useless, or as right or wrong, etc., i.e. as having a value in gener-
al, ‘as’ something (Als) (see GA 2, 197-212). For example, ‘the wall
of my room’ appears to me as ‘boring’ or ‘something that must be
painted’. The ‘pure perception’ of a ‘quality’ appears to me ‘as’ use-
ful or not in order to a concrete course of action, etc. That ‘as’, usu-
ally identify with the value of truth or falsehood, is the structure of
all relations to the world, not only of judgment. Therefore, if that is
correct, and &d\fBe1a (truth) means the structure of ‘something that
appears as something’, then there cannot be an experience that is
not ‘true’ in a particular way.

The confirmation of this conclusion from the Aristotelian notion
of Moyog is found by Heidegger in Aristotle’s statement of De Ani-
ma, where he claims that only in the combination (cUvBeo1v) and
separation (Siaipeoig) can be falsity; otherwise, it is always ‘true’
(&ei &AnBn¢) (De Anima T" 427b11). It is important to stress that Ar-
istotle does not affirm that perception is neither true nor false, as
stated by the judicative theory of truth (see, for example, Russell
2001 [1912], 70). Aristotle repeats several times that perceptions
are true, but not false: eita ai pév d&\nOeic (De Anima I 428a5). This
theory implies that there must be, at least, two kinds of truths, as
Aristotle points out in De Anima (I" 430a25 ff.): the first one con-
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cerns the “intellection of indivisible things” (vonoic 1év &drapétwv),
while the second one the “intellection of compound things” (vonjoig
v Srapetdv) (I 430a26)".

Following Aristotle, Heidegger assumes that there must be two
kinds of truths; he does not deny that the judgment is character-
ised by the possibility of being true or false; the only assertion that
he seeks to cancel is that judgment is the only place for truth. In
Heidegger’s terms: there are two kinds of ‘as’ in which the world is
shown, the pre-judicative ‘as’ and the judicative ‘as’ (see GA 2, 210).
So, in line with Aristotle, Heidegger differentiates between an apo-
phantic or judicative ‘as’ (als) (‘the table is showing itself as brown’
or ‘the table is brown’) and a more original, pre-judicative ‘as’ (als),
named by Heidegger “hermeneutical” (GA 2, 210-11), e.g. ‘the table
shows itself as being solid enough to keep the book’.

From this assessment, Heidegger deduces that the dAnfeia or
truth is the basic articulation of the world, as it was a correlative
notion to the notion of ‘meaning’. Every relation to the world is me-
diated by an ‘as’ and, therefore, by what Heidegger calls &\nfe1a. So
far, the world always appears having meaning, the world dAnBeuer,
is opened as truth. The reason why Heidegger uses this term lies in
the fact that, according to him, the source of this pre-judicative or
pre-predicative theory comes from Aristotle and from Greek philos-
ophy in general.

For the sake of concreteness, I will not dwell further on the ques-
tion of ante-predicative truth, which remains one of the fundamental
objections against Heidegger’s interpretation of Aristotle and Greek
philosophy. With this brief indication, I only aimed to show that this
theory has no mythical character (as claims Cordero 2020), allowing
to grasp further aspects and a further discussion of it (as the one de-
veloped by Berti 1990).

4.3 The Relationship of Adyog and dARB<ta as the Ground
of the Phenomenological Analysis

In sum, Heidegger’s first reading of Aristotle’s philosophy is aimed
against a determinate interpretation of the notion of A\éyog, by which
language is considered an instrument to communicate mental and
internal images of our mind to others; on the contrary, as he claims,

7 That is the reason why Heidegger’s interpretation of truth does not contradict the
affirmation of De Interpretatione 16b33: “Not every sentence is a statement-making
sentence, but only those in which there is truth or falsity. There is no truth or falsity
in all sentences: prayer is a sentence but is neither true nor false”. According to Hei-
degger’s interpretation, prayer is a kind of truth, but not the same as it is the object of
study in De Interpretatione.
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Noyog signifies ‘meaningfulness’, an essential characteristic of hu-
man understanding of the world and of human life in general. The
direct consequence of this re-reading shows that &\rBeia, tradi-
tionally only associated with ‘judgment’, must be understood in a
broader sense, so that the place of truth can also be pre-judgmental.
Heidegger’s anti-psychologistic reading of the Aéyog in Aristotle con-
stitutes one of the pillars of his exegesis of Greek philosophers, but
also the ground of his existential analytic. Therefore, Aristotle stands
as a philosophical “example” (Vorbild) to be followed (GA 63, 5). The
relationship between Adyog and dAiBeia is the most fundamental
learning that phenomenology can extract from Aristotle’s corpus. In
order to explain that, Heidegger starts Being and Time with the ex-
cursus of §7; and that is the reason why Heidegger wants to present
phenomenology through the Aéyog, translated as “to make manifest
‘what is being talked about’ in discourse” (GA 2, 43).

By defining the Aéyoc as “to make manifest ‘what is being talked
about’ in discourse” Heidegger defends, first and foremost, that
‘meaning’ (‘what is being talked about’ in discourse) is not some-
thing internal in our mind. Thus, philosophy must consider the idea
of meaning for what it is, namely what is manifest in speaking, in lan-
guage, without presupposing the psychological (and most natural)
conception of it. This elimination opens a new view of truth and of
the ‘world’, which is no more understood as the set of objects, but the
space of meaning. The phenomenology, therefore, must be an analy-
sis of this ‘space’ and its possibility®. Only from this new standpoint
one can see what language is and penetrate in other aspects of it. In
short, with this formulation of Aéyo¢ and the particular excursus of
78, Heidegger wants to avoid a specific way of thinking reality that
makes impossible a real philosophical investigation. With this assess-
ment, Heidegger is presenting his philosophical project.

This explains why a treatise like Being and Time has to resort to
a definition of Aéyog that seems empty, like the following: “what is
‘being talked about’ in discourse”, but by which ‘no theory’ about the
‘meaning’ is presupposed; discovering such theory is the goal of the
rest of the book. The same reason explains why Heidegger sees in his
Greek translation of the title “Aéyewv 1& parvépeva” a precise expres-
sion of the motto: “To the things themselves!” (GA 2, 46). This lemma
contains first (although not only) an anti-psychologistic program. So,
the justification of the original or primary sense of Adyog coincides
with the clarification of Heidegger’s philosophical goal. Hence, the

8 To cancel this kind of psychological presupposition is the starting point of phenom-
enology, not only Husserl’s, but Heidegger’s too, although he uses other terms and ref-
erences. For the importance of Husserl’s starting point in Heidegger’s (more radical)
thought, see von Herrmann 1981; 2000.
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central importance of an analysis of the concept of Aéyoc at the very
beginning of his investigation, as it is presented in the “Introduction”
of Being and Time (B. Der Begriff des Logos) (43-6).
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