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Preface

A Note on The Editions, Texts and Translations of Parmenides and Heidegger in This Volume

This book relies above all on the extant literary remains of two figures: Parmenides and Martin Heidegger. In the Bibliography we have listed in separate sections the works cited, and the abbreviations used for these two thinkers throughout the volume. Not so many scholars of philosophy (and of Heidegger) are familiar with the scholarly conventions of Philology or Classics: not so many classicists are familiar with the complexities of Heidegger’s literary remains. The editors have wanted to use the best conventions of both these fields, and so all the contributions present their references with this in mind. Our intention has been to furnish readers with the clearest access both to these conventions and to the texts themselves, which is why we thought there might be advantage in this prefatory note in explaining how the respective archives function.

Heidegger himself knew the fragmentary remains of Parmenides through the edition by Hermann Diels in his 1903 compendium Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker (The Fragments of the Presocratics), itself a development of work Diels had published in 1897. Diels’ Fragments was further edited by Walther Kranz and published in a new (fifth) edition in 1934 under the same title, and this has remained the standard from which others diverge. Diels numbered each author and prefixed the reported sources (‘Life and Doctrine’) with ‘A’ and the fragments thought most securely to be the words of the authors themselves with ‘B’. Kranz renumbered the authors (Parmenides became 28) and slightly reorganised the fragments (with references to the original formation in the new text). Most significant for the purposes of this volume is Diels’ fragment 5 which became Diels-Kranz fragment B3 (DK 28 B3). Heidegger continued to refer to ‘fragment 5’ almost all of his life.

We have provided details of two other German sources of the fragments, Kurt Riezler’s and Ernst Heitsch’s: both are still in print. Both men were known to Heidegger – Riezler attended Heidegger’s 1932 lectures on Anaximander and Parmenides and produced his own edition in 1934 with a different order to Diels. The Foreword of that edition, dated August 1933, spoke of Heidegger’s ‘breakthrough in the problematic of the being-question’: subsequent editions (the second edition appeared in 1970) published after Riezler’s death in 1955 dropped the Foreword or any reference by Riezler to Heidegger. Riezler in 1932 was no student: he had been the assistant to the Kaiser’s chief of Staff (Bethmann-Hollweg) during the Great War, emigrating to the United States in 1938, where he remained after the Second World War.


Heitsch had a sophisticated understanding of Heidegger’s thought, and is one of the few philologically trained individuals really to understand what was at issue in Heidegger’s interpretation of the word ἀλήϑεια. Tilman Krischer attributed to Heitsch’s efforts Paul Friedländer’s withdrawal of his objections to Heidegger’s etymological claims for the words ἀλήϑεια, ἀληϑής.1



Of the English-language editions of Parmenides, the one that reflects the most recent scholarly advances is that of André Laks and Glenn Most, the second volume (of nine) in their Loeb series on the Early Greek Thinkers. Several contributions reference this edition (abbreviated to LM). The limitations of the Loeb format mean that the formidable scholarly apparatus behind their innovations is not always very visible in the volume. Arguably the most useful Anglophone edition of the fragments from this point of view is the edition of Leonardo Tarán, which, in addition to a thorough knowledge of the English scholarship, has a strong command of the literature and discussions in French, German, Spanish and Italian up to the point at which it appeared in 1965. Tarán makes several mentions of Riezler, but never Heidegger, and is often critical of Reinhardt (with whose interpretation Heidegger had much in common, as this volume shows) and whose understanding of the meaning of δόξα in the fragments Tarán largely rejects. Of all the other commentators, only Mourelatos mentions Heidegger, and has considerable sympathy for Reinhardt. Graham knows Reinhardt, but Coxon, Gallop and Kirk et al. really don’t (or don’t care for him), and all know nothing of Heidegger.

For the other works of Greek antiquity we have used the scholarly conventions of the standard abbreviations for the authors and their works. These are most often taken from the Oxford Classical Dictionary, and there are many sites dedicated to these abbreviations online. We have only listed translations of the works of antiquity in the Bibliography (where relevant), not details of the authors or works themselves. References using these standard abbreviations and forms have been made either in footnotes or in the body of the text. Some contributors have transliterated Greek quotations, but not all: we have standardised the transliterated Greek throughout the volume.

Heidegger arguably only ever published one work written from the ground up as a book, itself unfinished, and that is Sein und Zeit, Being and Time: nevertheless there are (at the time of writing) 101 physical volumes (some of them vast) in his Gesamtausgabe or ‘collected edition’. We have coordinated all the references to Heidegger’s work in this volume to the Gesamtausgabe editions, using the prefix ‘GA’ and the volume number. Every contributor provides details in the footnotes of the volumes he or she has made appeal to, but Heidegger’s work is the only modern author whose work we have referenced in the main body of the published text, where that has been appropriate.

The original edition of Being and Time appeared as a single volume in the Yearbook for Phenomenology and Phenomenological Research, edited by Edmund Husserl and published by Niemeyer in 1927. The pagination of all subsequent editions (the first ‘standalone’ Niemeyer edition appeared in 1929) is for all practical purposes identical, down to the current (2005) edition.2
 The Gesamtausgabe edition, and all three English translations indicate the Niemeyer pagination in the margins. It is therefore possible to find a Niemeyer page reference with relative ease in any past or current English or German edition of Being and Time. Consequently we have indicated the pages of Being and Time with the Gesamtausgabe volume number (GA2) and the Niemeyer page number prefaced with ‘N’.

All of the works written by Heidegger and published during his lifetime are now included in the Gesamtausgabe, and the Gesamtausgabe editions contain the notes and remarks Heidegger made in the margins of his personal copes of the original works. In cases where works were originally published before the Gesamtausgabe edition appeared (for instance the protocols of the seminar at Muggenbrunn in 1952 now in GA86, and which have significance for this volume), we have provided details of the original publication in the Bibliography. In no cases in the texts cited in this volume are there significant variations or discrepancies between the Gesamtausgabe edition and the publication which preceded it or on which it is based. Many contributors to this volume have made their own translations of Heidegger’s German: nevertheless we have provided details of translations of Heidegger’s works where they exist. Contributors were emphatically not asked to work to a uniform style or common lexicon (in the case of Heidegger’s German this would have been unworkable), rather the contributors were encouraged to translate as each saw fit: in all cases the most important German terms, and often the entire original text cited, is provided to help the reader see the decisions made. The earliest translations of Heidegger’s works (with the exception of Being and Time) were only rarely coordinated to the pagination of the German editions; however, almost all translations of Gesamtausgabe volumes do provide the German pagination in the English text, which is a further reason for preferring the Gesamtausgabe versions over others.

The Gesamtausgabe volumes cover a wide variety of kinds of text. In the case of Being and Time, and of the short essays quoted here, Heidegger personally exercised an editorial hand over the text that came into print. With the lecture courses discussed in this volume the situation is far more complex. In the case of volumes like Plato’s Sophist (GA19) and the Anaximander and Parmenides lectures of 1932 (GA35) a full typescript of the protocols was made at the time the lectures were given, and Heidegger not only had a hand in correcting the scripts but seems also to have been involved in distributing copies. In other cases Heidegger was not so closely involved, or the texts as we now have them have arrived by different means. In the case of the volumes of the Black Notebooks (GA94–102), and other volumes that constitute Heidegger’s Nachlaß or ‘fragmentary’ literary remains, the materials were private notes, and it is not clear whether they were ever intended by Heidegger to be published.

Whilst we have provided a unified bibliography, for the sake of simplicity the various and numerous different editions of single texts used by individual contributors will be given in the footnotes only unless it’s proven necessary to distinguish between the editions and texts in the bibliography.


Notes


	1 Tilman Krischer, ‘ΕΤΥΜΟΣ und ΑΛΗΘΗΣ’, Philologus, 109 (1965): 161.

	2 The seventh (1953) edition is the most definitive, on which the exact pagination of all the English translations (and all but the first Italian and first Japanese translations) is based. This edition saw an alteration of the typeface, from a modernised German quasi-Fraktur to a serif Latin script, introducing a variation of no more than a few words across each page-break when compared to the earlier versions. Heidegger took the opportunity to make other small changes between the sixth (1949) and the seventh editions, and again to the 14th (1977) edition. These, together with other additions made from Heidegger’s marginal notes (added in later versions and in the Gesamtausgabe edition), are precisely catalogued in: Rainer Bast and Heinrich Delfosse, Handbuch zum Textstudium von Martin Heideggers ‘Sein und Zeit’: Band I Stellenindizes Philologisch-kritischer Apparat (Stuttgart: Frommann Holzboog, 1980), 420ff.







Introduction
 Heidegger and Parmenides


Laurence Hemming and Aaron Turner


Parmenides, for Heidegger, stands at the commencement of Greek thought. Perhaps Heidegger’s most decisive thought is that of Parmenides, Anaximander and Heraclitus standing at the opening of the path to thinking, and speaking, not against each other, but from, and of, the same.

For a long time the profundity and centrality of Heidegger’s engagement with Parmenides, and with the Greeks more widely, were to some degree obscured to sight, especially for English-speaking audiences. The four essays that appeared in 1975 as Early Greek Thinking had far less influence on the shape and development of Anglophone scholarship than, for instance, the four volumes of lectures on Nietzsche published only a short time after.1
 Nietzsche has too rarely been remembered outside Germany as the philologist that he was rather than a philosopher, despite the fact that there is in the pages of his work not a single large-scale or systematic engagement with, say, Descartes, Kant or Hegel, or that one of his most widely cited and influential essays is Philosophy in the Tragic Age of the Greeks.2



The essays in Early Greek Thinking were often read as virtuoso, if perhaps eccentric, exercises in hermeneutics, and almost never for what they actually are: the crystalline results of a vast edifice of interpretation of Greek philosophical thought, to be found in multiple publications and reports of lectures, and in transcripts, reports of seminars and innumerable personal notes and other materials often not fully or even partially prepared for publication. This edifice is made up of thoughtful reflection, often line-by-line, on central works of Plato and Aristotle (The Sophist, Theaetetus, Parmenides, Philebus, Phaedrus; De anima, Physics, Metaphysics) and the fragmentary remains of Anaximander, Parmenides and Heraclitus, other texts from classical antiquity, and then that most philological of poetic thinkers, Friedrich Hölderlin. Few, if any, modern philosophers have engaged with Greek thought on such a close, word-by-word, scale in what is nevertheless a grand engagement covering almost every major work (with the exception of the Symposium, which nevertheless often gets its own asides) that was determinative for antiquity’s philosophical legacy to modernity.3



Why was it so invisible? In Heidegger’s own lifetime few of the most important elements in this great edifice were made available for publication. Nietzsche was presumed to be a great influence for Heidegger because of the two volumes of lectures published by Neske in 1961: in truth Nietzsche pales in significance for, and for influence on Heidegger when compared to his engagements with either Hölderlin or Kant. Over the long slow march of the publication of Heidegger’s Gesamtausgabe, or ‘collected edition’, many of the most important volumes that explain Heidegger’s preoccupation with Greek sources were late in the actual progress of that edition in coming to the light of day. This meant that the order and progress of the Gesamtausgabe (to some extent at least), and the material released earlier, determined the weight given to what came later. Consequently consensuses of scholarly interpretation had already settled around narratives which an earlier appearance of this belated material would have made impossible. Heidegger is especially unusual because to a remarkable degree the interpretation of his work has been driven, not so much by Germans, but by his French and especially Anglophone reception. Thus the order and pace in which material has been translated into French and English has also been an important driver in the processes of interpretation.

The first volume of lectures on Parmenides to reach publication, from the winter semester of 1942/43, appeared in 1982 and was translated in 1992.4
 Although the thinking in these lectures from the 1940s is clearer and more mature than what preceded it, the actual line-by-line interpretations of the extant fragments of Parmenides were undertaken in lectures given a decade before, in 1932. These were contained in the very last of the volumes of lectures to be published in the Gesamtausgabe, appearing only in 2012 (with a translation following in 2015).5
 Not only is it certain that a transcript of the 1932 course circulated among students at Freiburg in the 1940s,6
 it would seem that the reason there is so little actual textual analysis in the later lectures is that Heidegger expected students of the 1940s to follow the earlier transcript from 1932, and match what they found there to the later interpretation. In other words the understanding of the later lecture course depended on a knowledge of what had been delivered earlier, and yet the order in which they came into the hands of Heidegger scholars and the public domain more generally was inverted, making this very difficult to see. The history of publication of the original courses has been further complicated by the vagaries of the work of translation: the Heraclitus lectures of 1943, for instance, were published in 1979, relatively early in the life of the Gesamtausgabe (the first volume had appeared in 1975),7
 but did not appear in translation until just shy of four decades later in 2018.8
 The notes and protocols of the seminars on several of the works of Plato and Aristotle (Philebus, Phaedrus; De anima, Physics, Metaphysics) covering the years 1928–52, also appeared in 2012, and are (at the time of writing) untranslated.9
 A centrally important interpretation of Parmenides that preceded the publication of Being and Time (discussed at length in this volume, especially by Dan Dahlstrom), is, at the time of writing, still to be published in English translation.10



Glenn Most asked in 2002 ‘who are Heidegger’s Greeks?’ He feared, with some cause when he wrote and for the reasons we suggest, that they were ‘nameless and non-individualised’. At the time the best answer Most could receive was ‘please wait, they are a little reticent’. Most’s pointed questions and remarks, which were not born from hostility (despite what is sometimes claimed) included the observation that Heidegger ‘never interprets at length a whole text’.11
 It is clear now that yes he did, more than once, and of works of philosophers well known to Most, but he could not have known this at the time he asked the question.

Classicists have often turned their backs on Heidegger (Most is not one of these), but often Heidegger scholars have also been ill-prepared to see Heidegger’s own philological roots through no fault of their own. Few have had the fluency in Greek, or the familiarity with the original texts, required to engage with Heidegger’s tightly interpretative approach. Heidegger’s translations are so different to those more established in the literature as to make the attempt to compare Heidegger’s results with broader Anglophone scholarship on Greek authors at best confusing, at worst perilous, and yet (as more than one chapter in this collection makes very clear) Heidegger was in close dialogue, not only with the German philosophers of his day, but also the philologists. Heidegger’s translations are neither fanciful, nor idiosyncratic: they are often quite cautious, and always carefully prepared. Above all, Heidegger’s translations are, contrary to much bombast from elsewhere, faithful. The meaning of the verb λέγειν is to ‘lay before’ and ‘to gather’, as Heidegger had claimed, and this meaning appeared far earlier than the one now most associated with the verb, ‘to speak’. The first use of the verb λέγειν in Homer holds to the earlier sense: it seems Hesiod was the first to call speech λέγειν, yet it is still claimed that Heidegger’s etymologies are in some sense ‘illegitimate’.12
 There is much work to be done showing how deeply Heidegger was immersed in the German classical scholarship of his own times.

The present volume emerges out of a reading group on Martin Heidegger’s engagement with classical thought that began in 2019. Starting out as a monthly meeting of seven or eight participants in a small seminar room deep inside Senate House, part of the University of London, the Covid-19 pandemic forced us to suspend its activity, until in October 2021 we followed the great majority of our colleagues in moving the group online and to a weekly format. This had the beneficial effect of hugely expanding our numbers, bringing in many experienced Heidegger scholars (and not a few classicists) who could otherwise not have attended. We took as the text for our first online event the 1932 lecture course on Parmenides (GA35), and this collection is in large part the fruit of the debates and deliberations that took place over that year. The questions underlying the volume were given shape by that year’s work.

Not every contributor has been a participant in the reading groups. We wanted to gather into the volume the widest circle we could find of people who had already written on, or are thinking currently about, Heidegger’s relationship to Parmenides. The chapters often overlap in remarkably suggestive and productive ways, but to say that they agree with one another, or represent a unified or monochrome view would be quite wrong, and was never our intention. Our hope was to illustrate what breadth of view there could be. While there are many discoveries and suggestions, this is no new paradigm or revolution in Heidegger scholarship attempted here: rather we sought to issue an invitation to deeper engagement with the questions. There are well-established and newer voices gathered here.

Two earlier edited collections, one by David C. Jacobs, the other by Drew Hyland and John Manoussakis, made some progress in drawing attention to the importance of Heidegger’s reading of the early Greeks.13
 Both now predate the publication of much of the most important material. An earlier volume, not that widely known, from Kenneth Maly and Parvis Emad in 1986 had focused on Heraclitus.14
 More recently, Heidegger and Classical Thought, edited by Aaron Turner, was published in 2024, but the focus on Parmenides there is minimal compared to Heidegger’s treatment of Plato and Aristotle.15
 W. Julian Korab-Karpowicz, also a contributor to this volume, has noted in connection with the Anaximander interpretation that, prior to the 1932 (GA35) lectures, Heidegger’s interpretations of the early Greeks still had something of a conventional character, when he observes that ‘Heidegger’s 1926 interpretation of Anaximander relies heavily on Aristotle and Burnet’.16
 Even where Heidegger claims independently to have reached similar conclusions to Reinhardt’s 1916 ground-breaking study,17
 it is with the 1932 lectures that Heidegger’s reading of Parmenides and the other early Greeks takes on an originality, indeed an entirely revolutionary character.

The importance of the early Greek thinkers was obvious to Heidegger very early: in 1913 (at the age of twenty-four) Heidegger claims that ‘Parmenides and Heraclitus cannot die’.18
 The first course he taught at Freiburg in 1915 engaged with the history of ancient philosophy,19
 and, in a now almost unremembered colloquium in Muggenbrunn in 1952, Heidegger explained this early impact by saying, ‘I held my first course on Parmenides’ Fifth Fragment, and the problem has not let go of me since then’.20
 Daniel Dahlstrom has drawn attention to Heidegger’s earliest recorded exposition of Parmenides (the 1915 transcript, if there was one, is lost), in a lecture course in 1922;21
 Heidegger returned to the discussion of Parmenides in 1926:22
 and the significance only grew. In 1973, Heidegger composed an important ‘final word’ on Parmenides for a Festschrift for Hans Egon Holthusen (it would seem, never actually published), which articulated Parmenides’ ἐόν: ἔμμεναι as anwesen (‘presencing’), and as a clarification of earlier remarks.23
 Parmenides is a presence for Heidegger from beginning to end. What has not been clear until now is that an understanding of Parmenides especially drove Heidegger’s thinking right from the beginning, and is central even to the understanding of Being and Time.

In the 101 physical volumes so far published in the Heidegger Gesamtausgabe, Parmenides is discussed or more than merely mentioned in all but nineteen of them. Some thinkers were quietly aware of this significance,24
 but this prevalence has impacted other louder ones perhaps less than it should.25
 There were powerful hints at the importance of Parmenides in the earliest English translations: Ralph Manheim’s 1959 rendering of An Introduction to Metaphysics (GA40), made available central aspects of Heidegger’s interpretation of the Parmenides fragments:26
 there are numerous mentions of Parmenides in Being and Time, yet they have rarely received the notice that this volume shows they should. Even before 1985 there had also been a book and a handful (but only that) of articles discussing Heidegger’s interpretations of Parmenides.27



Beginning with the revolutionary lectures in 1932, Heidegger’s decisive and audacious readings of Anaximander, Heraclitus and Parmenides were to transform his work still further. These developments culminated in a triad of lecture courses prepared across the years 1942–44.28
 One of the courses, on Anaximander, was, although prepared, never publicly delivered, for reasons that are not known. Nevertheless, these expositions, and many shorter discussions in other texts, both public and private, in the intervening years, fuelled further publications in the period after the war.29
 The lectures on Parmenides and Heraclitus appeared early, and then in 2012, with little fanfare, the undelivered manuscript of the lectures on Anaximander was also published, and will be translated into English in due course.30
 The immense importance and the intensity of the detail of the interpretations of the early Greeks may (for the reasons offered) have been much underestimated for Anglophone audiences until relatively recently, but now they can no longer be ignored.

From very early on Martin Heidegger sought to establish the limits of ‘philosophy’, or, as he would also call it ‘metaphysics’. As early as 1921 we find him saying, ‘scepticism is inception, and it is as genuine inception also the end of philosophy.’31
 ‘End’ here in German has all the ambiguity it possesses in English: everything: from goal, to purpose, to reason, as well as termination, is intended.32
 In May 1923 Heidegger announced that ‘as far as he was concerned, philosophy was over’,33
 while his first full-scale lectures in 1932 on the fragments of Parmenides opened with the claim ‘Our mission: the cessation of philosophising? That means, the end of metaphysics’.34
 The ground of Heidegger’s work for the next half a century was the determination of the fundamental relation of the ‘original beginning’ of philosophy for the purpose of bringing about its ‘end’, because the ‘inception’ (distinguished from the beginning) is an abiding and constant presence, that eludes the whole of it, and yet remains.35
 The beginning only becomes apparent with the appearance of the end, so that the inception can be uncovered anew. This inception ‘other’ to the beginning, requires, among other things, an adequate interpretation of Parmenides. This volume therefore to some extent offers itself as a handbook for Heidegger’s engagement with Parmenides, while also providing (in a very limited way) an orientation on Heraclitus and Anaximander.

Peter Trawny draws attention to Heidegger’s own remark that only with the 1932 interpretations of Parmenides and Anaximander (which Trawny had edited for Klostermann) did the thinking of das Ereignis become possible for Heidegger.36
 With a new consideration of the significance of the early Greek Thinkers, does the thinking of das Ereignis now become all the more possible for us?


Notes


	1 David Farrell Krell and Frank A. Capuzzi (trans. and eds), Martin Heidegger: Early Greek Thinking (New York: Harper & Row, 1985). There were four essays: the first, on Anaximander, alluded to a manuscript of 1946 (see GA5), but, if such a script existed, it was almost certainly derived from an undelivered lecture course intended for 1942 (GA78); the second was derived from the Heraclitus lectures of 1944 (GA55), and the fourth from the Heraclitus lectures of 1943 (GA55). Only the third was written after the War, and was in effect the published version of the twelfth, undelivered lecture from the 1951/52 series published in 1954 as Was heisst Denken? (see GA8), (GA7). Who, in any case, was even in the lecture halls in Freiburg from 1942 on? But Heidegger’s lectures on Parmenides and Heraclitus had some attendees. So it would be wrong to suggest that there were no students in the lecture hall. The young would have surely been absorbed into all aspects of the war mobilisation: men at the front, and women in the necessary roles to keep them there.

	2 Friedrich Nietzsche, ‘Die Philosophie im tragischen Zeitalter der Griechen’, in Die Geburt der Tragödie: Unzeitmäße Betrachtungen. Nachgelassene Schriften 1870–1873 (KSA1), 799–872.

	3 The claim is not that every work was examined, but rather every decisive work.

	4 Martin Heidegger, Parmenides (GA54). Translated by André Schuwer and Richard Rojcewicz as Parmenides.

	5 Martin Heidegger, Der Anfang der abendländischen Philosophie: Auslegung des Anaximander und Parmenides, (GA35). Translated by Richard Rojcewicz as The Beginning of Western Philosophy.

	6 Elisabeth Glicksman quotes from this transcript in her 1938 article on Heidegger, published just six years after the lectures were given (96): what she writes accurately renders the relevant page of the Gesamtausgabe edition (GA35). See ‘A Note on the Philosophy of Heidegger’, The Journal of Philosophy, 35 (1938): 93–104; 83, 88.

	7 The year before Heidegger’s death. See Heidegger, Grundprobleme der Phänomenologie (GA24).

	8 Martin Heidegger, Heraklit. 1. Der Anfang des abendländischen Denkens; 2. Logik. Heraklits Lehre vom Logos (GA55).

	9 Martin Heidegger, Seminare: Platon – Aristoteles – Augustinus (GA83). A translation is apparently in course.

	10 Contained in Martin Heidegger, Phänomenologische Interpretationen ausgewählter Abhandlungen des Aristoteles zur Ontologie und Logik (GA62), esp. §§20, 25 (see the ‘Appendix’ to this volume).

	11 See Glenn Most, ‘Heidegger’s Greeks’, Arion (Third Series), 10 (2002): 83–98; 85, 83. Most seems to have been unaware of either Heidegger’s Sophist lectures (GA19), which had been published in German in 1992 and translated by Richard Rojcewicz and André Schuwer as Plato’s Sophist in 1997, or the lectures on the Theaetetus in Vom Wesen der Wahrheit (GA34), already published by 1997, but were untranslated when Most wrote.

	12 The standard entries in Liddell and Scott’s A Greek-English Lexicon (publication of which predates Heidegger’s birth) make this unequivocally clear. Passow’s German lexicon of Greek, which formed the basis for Liddell and Scott’s work (and first appeared in 1828) says just the same. A recent attempt to question Heidegger’s etymology of λέγειν can be found in Walter Petrovitz, ‘The Seduction of Etymology’, in Word, vol. 69, 3. His attempt to enforce an unbridgeable gap between λέγω (“I lay”) and λέγω (“I speak, I tell”), and to claim that the two uses are in fact different verbs, fails even in English: merely to say “I laid out for him where he had gone wrong” performs the point precisely.

	13 David C. Jacobs (ed.), The Presocratics after Heidegger (Ithaca, NY: SUNY, 1999); Drew Hyland and John Manoussakis (eds), Heidegger and the Greeks: Interpretive Essays (Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press, 2006).

	14 Kenneth Maly and Parvis Emad, Heidegger on Heraclitus: A New Reading (Lewiston, NY: Edwin Mellen Press, 1986).
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Early Engagements with Parmenides
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 Heidegger’s Parmenides

Laurence Hemming


In a seminar late in his life Heidegger observed casually that he had in a sense begun with Parmenides.1

,
2
 The extent and depth of Heidegger’s engagement with Parmenides are still not fully understood, for reasons I will make clear. In this book we are republishing Dan Dahlstrom’s important earlier contribution which cautiously advances the idea that Parmenides lies behind Being and Time. Heidegger fell under Parmenides’ spell very early, and was thinking through the meaning of what Parmenides says certainly by 1922, and by the time of the Sophist lectures in the years before the publication of Being and Time. As we shall see, the central position of Being and Time can in fact only be understood in relation to what Heidegger had found in Parmenides’ thought.

In early 1916 Karl Reinhardt published Parmenides and the History of Greek Philosophy, a book still in print that revolutionised the reading of the extant fragments of Parmenides.3
 It had long been presumed that Plato’s dialogue Parmenides, together with Aristotle’s observations, contained all that was really needed to understand the Eleatic thinker himself. Serious attention to Parmenides’ actual words, which after all were known not from any complete work but in fragmentary reports across the thinkers of antiquity, really only began at the very end of the eighteenth century (there had been a few compilations of the sayings of the earliest philosophers in Renaissance Venice and elsewhere, but nothing really serious). Schleiermacher had been among the first to compile a collection of these fragments,4
 and his collection passed through his pupils Brandis and Böckh, and thence Stein, eventually coming into the hands of Hermann Diels. The publication of Diels’ Parmenides’ Didactic Poem in 1897 represented the first published attempt to extract the Lehre,5
 the ‘teaching’ of Parmenides in its own right, perhaps since antiquity.6
 Reinhardt’s revolutionary appraisal appeared a mere two decades later.

Reinhardt and Heidegger became friends; Reinhardt knew Heidegger’s work on Parmenides and was present on occasions when Heidegger spoke on Parmenides.7
 Heidegger’s first recorded discussion of Reinhardt is found in lectures from 1922. He notes that he and Reinhardt had reached similar conclusions concerning Parmenides at about the same time, while distinguishing his interpretation from Reinhardt’s at least to some extent. Heidegger said that Reinhardt ‘works with average concepts’, while praising him because ‘[he] succeeds for the first time and with surprising ease in seeing the two “parts” of the didactic poem in their true original context and, at the same time, in removing the main parts of the Parmenidean doctrine from modernising misinterpretation and returning them to the place of their archaic simplicity’.8
 Only partially translated into English, Reinhardt’s most challenging thesis on Parmenides is that the fragments indicate there are three ‘ways’ (ὅδοι) named by the goddess spoken of in the first fragment, not merely two: thus in addition to the two possible directions of ‘being’ and ‘non-being’ (the latter way or path not capable of traversal by mortals), there is
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Notes


	1 I am most grateful to my friend Frank Edler for comments on an earlier version of what is presented here. In particular Frank draws attention to how the question of time, which, while not discussed here systematically, persists all the way through what is said. For reasons of space this question cannot be given adequate attention, but remains central to all that is said.

	2 Martin Heidegger, ‘Colloquium über Dialektik᾽, in Seminare: Hegel – Schelling (GA86), 760. In Muggenbrunn in 1952 Heidegger remarked ‘I held my first course on Parmenides’ fifth fragment, and the problem has not let go of me since then’ (’Ich hielt mein erstes Kolleg über sein V. Fragment [DK 28 B3] und das Problem hat mich seither nicht mehr losgelassen’). There is a suggestion that this remark is controversial, focusing on discrepancies between the records at Freiburg concerning the title of what Heidegger taught in 1916 and his own recollections (partly shared with William Richardson in 1961), but there is really no basis to doubt what Heidegger says here. All translations of works cited here are my own, unless expressly noted to the contrary.

	3 Karl Reinhardt, Parmenides und die Geschichte der griechischen Philosophie (Frankfurt a. M.: Klostermann, 2012 [1916]).

	4 There was an earlier compilation of Parmenides’ fragments, by Georg Gustav Fülleborn (Fragmente des Parmenides [Züllichau [Sulechów]: Frommann, 1795]), and some compilations of the earliest thinkers had been collected in the centuries before, but it would appear Schleiermacher compiled his own.

	5 Both Hegel and Nietzsche had lectured on Parmenides, but were really heavily dependent for their view on Plato, Diogenes Laertius and the other commentators of antiquity. Neither really discussed Parmenides through the words of his fragmentary remains.

	6 This laid the basis for Diels’ Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker (‘The Fragments of the Pre-Socratics’), enlarged and further arranged in 1934 by Walther Kranz. See Hermann Diels, Parmenides Lehrgedicht (Berlin: Reimer, 1897); Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, 3 vols (Zurich: Weidmann, 2004 [1903]). Walther Kranz’s further arrangement of Diels’s original material appeared in 1934 (see ‘Bibliography’).

	7 The lecture to a small circle entitled ‘Der Spruch des Parmenides (1940)’ (GA80.2), begins with a note (800, n. 1), to say Karl Reinhardt was ‘anwesend’ (present).

	8 Martin Heidegger, Phänomenologische Interpretationen ausgewählter Abhandlungen des Aristoteles zur Ontologie und Logik (GA62), 209–31; 211, 213. ‘Reinhardt arbeitet [. . .] mit Durchschnittsbegriffen’: ‘Reinhardt zum ersten Mal und überraschend einfach gelingt, die beiden ‘Teile’ des Lehrgedichtes in ihrem echten ursprünglichen Zusammenhang zu sehen und in eins damit Hauptstücke der Parmenideischen Lehre aus modernisierender Mißinterpretation herauszunehmen und in ihre archaische Einfachheit zurückzustellen’.

	9 That there are three ‘ways’ in Parmenides’ poem has never received universal acceptance, especially in the Anglophone literature, but Heidegger certainly concurred with Reinhardt.

	10 Heidegger uses the form seiend in many places, especially later in his Nachlaß, capitalised and uncapitalised. The word seiend here stands for Plato’s use of Greek ὄν, which could be participle or noun.

	11 Friedrich Schleiermacher, Platons Werke I.2 (Charmides, Euthyphron, Parmenides) (Berlin: Realschulbuchhandlung, 1805), 169. Citing Pl. Prm. 162 a. This word is only very rarely discussed in the literature. Kurt Riezler has some discussion of the term in his Parmenides: Übersetzung, Einführung und Interpretation (Frankfurt a. M.: Klostermann, 2017 [1934]), 46–51, but he neither traces the origin of the term, nor what is most important about it. The term occurs several times in Heidegger’s work across his entire oeuvre, but is almost invariably glossed over or hidden by the translators, who are often confounded by how to translate it. The only attempt to explain it that I know of among the translators is in a note appended to a translation by Richard Capobianco and Ian Alexander Moore, where they assume the construction to be Heidegger’s own (“The peculiar construction das seiend-Sein illustrates once again how Heidegger never ceased seeking new and creative ways to express in language the temporal, dynamic character of Being.”) (‘William Richardson’s Questions for Martin Heidegger’s “Preface”’, Gatherings: The Heidegger Circle Annual, 9 [2019]: 1–27 nn. 22, 26).

	12 The word Seiendsein, or Schelling’s variation (which Heidegger also uses), ‘seyend-Seyn’ (or ‘seiend-Sein’), continued to be used throughout the nineteenth and twentieth centuries by several authors, often in connection with Parmenides or Plato’s discussion of him. August Arnold uses it in his 1835 translation and commentary on Plato’s Parmenides; it is a term known and commented on by Carl Braig and Paul Natorp, Kurt Riezler and Eugen Fink.

	13 The Historisches Wörterbuch der Philosophie has surprisingly little to say about this word, and nothing of its actual history, associating it only with modern authors (Husserl seems to be the earliest). The best definition it comes up with is ‘der «wirklichen Wirklichkeit»’ (‘the “really real”’). See the entry by T. Trappe for ‘Sein; Seiendes’ (vol. 9, 228). There are two other mentions of no particular relevance at all.

	14 It becomes clear from this how one gets to ‘really real’.

	15 Heidegger deploys this term as early as 1924, but clarifies its meaning most directly in the undelivered lectures on Anaximander from a text of 1942. Here he says: ‘Nach der im ὄν als Partizipium genannten zweifachen Bedeutung unterscheiden wir nominal das Seiende selber und verbal das Seiendsein oder kurz gesagt das Sein des Seienden’ (‘According to the twofold meaning explained in [the word] ὄν as participle, we distinguish nominally being itself as such and verbally the be-ingbeing or briefly put the being of be-ing’). Martin Heidegger, Der Spruch des Anaximander (GA78), 211. Why is ‘the being of be-ing a “short form” of be-ingbeing, if not because Parmenides’ ἐόν ἔμμεναι requires much more to be said if it is properly to be understood? In a lecture on Heraclitus, Heidegger notes that for Parmenides “τὸ ὄν oder nach der älteren Wortform τὸ ἐόν ist für Parmenides gleichbedeutend mit τὸ εἶναι’ (“τὸ ὄν or according to the older word-form τὸ ἐόν is for Parmenides identical in meaning with τὸ εἶναι”). Martin Heidegger, Heraklit (GA55), 58.

	16 One of the clearest explanations is in relation to Plato, in a discussion of Plato’s understand of the idea as what is most ‘beingful’ in what is present. Heidegger asks “Denn wie anders soll die ‘Idee’ das Seiendste am Seienden sein, wenn nicht im voraus schon entschieden ist, daß Seiendsein heißt: aufgehend-anwesendes Sichzeigen, das Aussehen (εἶδος) darbieten, das Gesicht (ἰδέα), das eine ‘Sache᾽ hat, ausmachen” (’For how else can the ‘idea’ be the most beingful in what is present, if it is not already decided in advance that Seiendsein means: emerging-presencing self-showing, presenting the appearance (εἶδος), constituting the face (ἰδέα) that a “thing” has’). Martin Heidegger, Nietzsches Lehre vom Willen zur Macht als Erkenntnis (GA47), 41 (=GA6.1, 455).

	17 Martin Heidegger, Der Anfang der abendländischen Philosophie (GA35), 3; Der Spruch des Anaximander (GA78), 49; ‘Der Spruch des Anaximander 1946’, in Holzwege (GA5), 330.

	18 Rudolf Carnap, ‘Überwindung der Metaphysik durch logische Analyse der Sprache’, Erkenntnis, 2 (1931): 222. Translated by Arthur Pap as ‘The Elimination of Metaphysics Through Logical Analysis of Language’, in Logical Positivism, ed. A. J. Ayer (Alfred Jules) (New York: The Free Press, 1959), 60–81. I have used Arthur Pap’s English translation throughout, given that its terminology is pervasive in Anglophone philosophy. ‘Philosophie (Phänomenologie) [. . .] der Sinn eines Satzes liegt in seinem Wahrheitskriterium’.

	19 Carnap, ‘Überwindung der Metaphysik’, 233f. Es wird einmal als Kopula vor einem Prädikat verwendet (‘ich bin hungrig’), ein andermal als Bezeichnung für Existenz (‘ich bin’).

	20 Carnap, ‘Überwindung der Metaphysik’, 235f. ‘Wie es scheint, hat man in der lateinischen und in der deutschen Sprache, vielleicht durch das griechische Vorbild verführt, die Formen “ens” bzw. “seiend” eigens zum Gebrauche des Metaphysikers eingeführt’.

	21 Carnap, ‘Überwindung der Metaphysik’, 235f. ‘Wie es scheint, hat man in der lateinischen und in der deutschen Sprache, vielleicht durch das griechische Vorbild verführt, die Formen “ens” bzw. “seiend” eigens zum Gebrauche des Metaphysikers eingeführt’ (‘It appears that in the Latin and the German languages the forms “ens” or “das Seiende” were, perhaps under the seductive influence of the Greek example, introduced specifically for use by metaphysicians’). I have retained Arthur Pap’s English translation, given that its terminology is pervasive in Anglophone philosophy, but it is significant that Carnap identified, like Heidegger, the ambiguous word seiend as the one to place into question.

	22 See the intriguing work by Christopher Beckwith on these matters.

	23 The early commentators – Georg Gustav Fülleborn (1795), Christian Brandis (1813), Heinrich Stein (1867), Hermann Diels (1897) and even Karl Reinhardt (1916) – were all philologists, not philosophers or metaphysicians.

	24 Kant speaks a few times in the written word, and informally, of seyende Dinge, ‘actual things’ – things that are really present. The word Seiende, seyende, is never used by him in the First or Third critiques, and so it seems never in any technical or systematic sense: Fichte likewise (there is one recorded use of seyende in his Nachlaß).

	25 Carnap repeats the often made but somewhat misleading claim that Kant did not believe “existence” (being) was a predicate, and draws the conclusion now ubiquitous in the Analytic or Anglophone tradition that ‘being is not a predicate’ (Carnap, ‘Überwindung der Metaphysik’, 234). ‘Durch die verbale Form läßt man sich leicht zu der Fehlauffassung verführen, als sei die Existenz ein Prädikat’ ‘The verbal form easily misleads us into the misconception that existence is a predicate’. Kant held that ‘Sein ist offenbar kein reales Prädikat’ (‘Being is clearly not a real predicate’) (A598/B626), but the essential word is reales ‘of the real, of the actual’. The English translations tend to overdetermine what Kant says: immediately prior to this in the First Critique, Kant insists that ‘Zum logischen Prädikate kann alles dienen, was man will’ (‘anything that one likes can serve as a logical predicate’) (A598/B626), and as such existence is a kind of a predicate. He repeats this point in relation to being itself in a handwritten note: ‘Das Dasein kan zwar ein logisch, aber niemals ein reales praedicat eines Dinges sein’ (‘Existence can indeed be a logical but never a real predicate of a thing’). (Kant AA17, 387, §4017).

	26 Not even by Friedrich Hölderlin who uses seyende only once as far as I can tell, in his ‘Zweite Pythische Ode’. See Friedrich Hölderlin, Pindar (FA15), 118.

	27 Glenn Most, ‘Heidegger’s Greeks’, Arion (Third Series), 10 (2002): 83–98; 97, 91.

	28 Heidegger remarks on this in several ways in the second of his lectures on Parmenides (GA54) from 1942/43, 26, 134–5. Rohde is mentioned several times in the cycles of lectures on Nietzsche from 1936–1939.

	29 Hegel’s remarks on Heraclitus, Parmenides and Zeno are sheer bombast. Praising Heraclitus (over the other two) he is reported as saying ‘Here we see land; there is no proposition of Heraclitus which I have not taken up into my Logic’ (’Hier sehen wir Land; es ist kein Satz des Heraklit, den ich nicht in meine Logik aufgenommen’). No less bombastic is what is reported of Hegel on Antigone in the same lectures: ‘the heavenly Antigone, that noblest form that ever appeared on earth” (“die himmlische Antigone, die herrlichste Gestalt, die je auf Erden erschienen’). G. W. F. Hegel, Vorlesungen über die Geschichte der Philosophie I (TWA18), 320, 509.

	30 A point invisible to those in the philosophical tradition who attempted to trace the lines between the two of them. Neither Karl Jaspers in his Nietzsche (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1974 [1935]), nor Karl Löwith in his Von Hegel zu Nietzsche (Stuttgart: Fischer Verlag, 1964 [1941]) pay sufficient attention to Nietzsche’s philological preoccupations: both take for granted that Nietzsche faces Hegel only philosophically (and do so from a strongly Christian, indeed Lutheran, viewpoint). Hegel’s ‘absolute’ is a restoration of the Christian God who owes much to Aquinas and the Mediaeval tradition: Nietzsche (how far following Hölderlin) and his death of God is an eclipse of the Christian concept of God for the sake of a Dionysiac return. Heidegger located this absolute, this eclipse, this death, in the extent to which each grappled with their formal reflection on the nature of truth – hence Heidegger’s impudent claim that in matters of truth ‘Nietzsche is unwittingly in perfect agreement with Thomas Aquinas’. Heidegger’s question is whether Nietzsche can reach behind truth (as adaequatio) to an understanding of ἀλήϑεια. In other words, whether their understanding of truth is originary enough (Martin Heidegger, Grundfragen der Philosophie (GA45), 102. ‘Nietzsche, ohne es zu wissen, [geht] vollkommen einig mit Thomas von Aquin’). Heidegger’s point is that the understanding of truth on which both Nietzsche and Aquinas relied derived from Aristotle, but not from Parmenides (or Heraclitus): the sentence continues: ‘der aufgrund einer bestimmten Auslegung des Aristoteles sagt: veritas principaliter est in intellectu’ (who, on the basis of a particular interpretation of Aristotle says: truth is more originally to be found in the intellect) (Heidegger’s emphases).

	31 See, for just one example, Nietzsche’s teasing remarks in §5 of the preface to ‘Morgenröte’ (KSA3), 17. ‘Man ist [Philologe] vielleicht noch, das will sagen, ein Lehrer des langsam Lesens’ (’Perhaps one is a philologist still, that is to say, a teacher of the slow reading’).

	32 Marcel Detienne, Les maîtres de vérité en grece archaïque (Paris: Masperon, 1981 [1967]), 20f. ‘Très peu d’antiquisants ou de lecteurs cultivés savent avec quelle vigilance heideggeriens et « déconstructionnistes » ont édifié un véritable mur entre eux et les explorations des hellénistes qui ont peut-être tort de ne pas savoir que le seul initiateur à la pensée grecque s’appelle Martin Heidegger’. The English translates the French rather elliptically, but the text is of sufficient importance that I have quoted Janet Lloyd’s translation as The Masters of Truth in Archaic Greece, with a Foreword by Pierre Vidal-Naquet (New York: Zone Books, 1999 [1996]), 26.

	33 Edler has published numerous articles exploring this relationship (see ‘Bibliography’ in this volume), and especially Frank Edler: ‘Heidegger and Werner Jaeger on the Eve of 1933: A Possible Rapprochement?’ Research in Phenomenology, 27 (1997): 122–49.

	34 In ways that continue to astonish. For instance, Heidegger’s dispute with Paul Friedländer is well known, but that they were colleagues in Marburg and studied together is not. See the ‘Introduction’ to William M. Calder III and Bernhard Huss, trans. Caroline Buckler, ‘The Wilamowitz in Me’: 100 Letters between Ulrich von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff and Paul Friedländer (1904–1931) (Los Angeles: UCLA [Charles E. Young Research Library], 1999), 19, where there is a report of Friedländer’s views on Heidegger in discussion with Alfred Kellertat, late on in Friedländer’s life (in the United States). Despite Friedländer having suffered the injustices of forced exile, he speaks of Heidegger with sympathy.

	35 Martin Heidegger, Überlegungen XII–XV (GA96), 49. “Gefaßt ist der allem Positivismus im weiten Sinne eigene Anspruch, das Seiende selbst, genommen als das sinnlich Erfahrbare, für das Sein auszugeben.”

	36 DK 28 B2 2.

	37 DK 28 B2 7. οὔτε γὰρ ἂν γνοίης τό γε µὴ ἐὸν – οὐ γὰρ ἀνυστόν – οὔτε φράσαις·

	38 Heidegger gives this word Unwesen a technical meaning, almost always quite different from its ordinary sense of ‘distortion’ or ‘nuisance’.

	39 Martin Heidegger, Platon: Sophistes (GA19), 431. ‘Damit die Möglichkeit, daß es so etwas gibt, das ist und doch nicht ist’: Heidegger adds in a note (3), ‘damit bewiesen: Nichtseiendes ist’ (Heidegger’s emphasis).

	40 The distinction can be summed up as a how things are understood: if they are understood from out of how they now manifest themselves, we speak of them as they are ‘presently’, as they are ‘now’. Later Heidegger will distinguish this kind of speaking, as ‘sagen’, μυϑέομαι. This is contrasted with the way things are ordinarily taken, as they ‘get said’ in our everyday speaking, τὸ λεγόμενον. An example might be the difference in translating a difficult passage between merely using the dictionary definitions in every case over against trying to work out what the passage itself actually says, where nuances not foreseen by the dictionary are brought into play and demand the imaginative work of the translator.

	41 Paul Friedländer, ‘Alētheia: Eine Auseinandersetzung mit Martin Heidegger’, in Platon: I Seinswahrheit und Lebenswirklichkeit, 2nd ed. (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1954), Ch. XI, 233–42.

	42 James Orr, ‘Heidegger’s Critique of Aquinas on Truth: A Critical Assessment’, New Blackfriars, 94 (2014): 49.

	43 Paul Friedländer, Plato, 3rd English ed. (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1969), vii.

	44 Paul Friedländer, Platon: I Seinswahrheit und Lebenswirklichkeit, 3rd ed. (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1964), 242. I have reproduced without alteration the text given in the 1969 English edition at 229. Two additional paragraphs were inserted before what is cited here in the English edition that are absent from the German text.

	45 Martin Heidegger, ‘Das Ende der Philosophie und die Aufgabe des Denkens (1964)’, in Zur Sache des Denkens (GA14), 87. ‘Der natürliche Begriff von Wahrheit meint nicht Unverborgenheit [. . .] die Unverborgenheit im Sinne der Lichtung von Anwesenheit sogleich und nur als ὀρϑότης, als die Richtigkeit des Vorstellens und Aussagens erfahren wurde. Dann ist aber auch die Behauptung von einem Wesenswandel der Wahrheit, d. h. von der Unverborgenheit zur Richtigkeit, nicht haltbar’. Joan Stambaugh, ‘The End of Philosophy and the Task of Thinking’, in Martin Heidegger: On Time and Being (San Francisco, CA: Harper Torchbooks, 1972), 70 and note 6 (the boldface is mine). Stambaugh’s translation was of the original (1969) version of this text, which in the matter in question is identical in every respect with the version quoted here.

	46 This was in a paper originally given to the Heidegger Circle in the United States in 2013. Graeme Nicholson, ‘Truth and Unconcealedness’, Gatherings, 4 (2014): 70–85.

	47 There has been an extensive discussion of the question of ἀλήϑεια in Heidegger’s work by Heribert Boeder, Thomas Cole, Holger Helting, Tilman Krischer, Christopher Nwodo, Gary Steiner, Martin Travers and Jan Woleński (among others), at times informative and useful, but none of it actually grasping the issues as Heidegger himself understood them. Three authors only stand out: Walter Bröcker and Wilhelm Luther, to both of whom Heidegger himself referred, and Ernst Heitsch (and of the former group only Heitsch makes mention of Luther, and none mention Bröcker).

	48 Heidegger repeats this point twice in the essay in which he comments on Friedländer’s remarks (although acknowledging Friedländer only in a footnote). See ‘Hegel und die Griechen (1958)’, in Wegmarken (GA9), 439, 442.
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