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The problem of the research. The dissertation contributes to probably the most weighty
research activity of the Vilnius University Department of Philosophy — the analysis of
the fundamental questions in philosophy and metaphysics. The vein of the analysis is the
essential question of the meaning of being. Hence the narrower problem of the meaning
of the philosophy of Heidegger which revolves around the question of being is given
rise. The dissertation investigates the philosophy of the German thinker in its entirety
and represents it as a response to philosophy‘s essential question of the meaning of
being. All of this entirety is represented through its relation to the basic concepts of
Aristotle‘s philosophy. Thus we seek a more profound understanding of the essentials of
Western philosophy, culture and science as Western thought is determined by these
concepts. The analysis of the said problems is given as a reply to dissertation‘s central
problematic question: What is the meaning of the philosophy of Aristotle in the thinking
of Heidegger?

Up until now Aristotle’s philosophy is mostly known by dint of Latin translations
of its basic concepts — substance, potency, act, cause, principle and so forth — which
together brought a distinctive construal of these concepts, while this construal proved
crucial to the later development of Western philosophy, science and culture. Even when
reading Aristotle’s texts in original Greek, its primary terms of odaia, dovouug, évépyeia,
gvtedéyela, aitiov, dpyn and others are today cognized in accordance with their
established meanings. Hegel was probably the first to start reading the Greek texts in
order to interpret them according to their original meaning and Heidegger took over this
task in the twentieth century. Even though Being and Time does not contain many
explicit references to Aristotle‘s texts, this work, however, formed as a construal of
Aristotle‘s original conceptions as it is apparent from the earlier works, while the later
works consist in developing this construal. The historic dimension of Heidegger‘s
philosophy can come to the fore after the famous Kehre only because already before that
it consisted in a new understanding of the concepts on which the history of Western
philosophy was grounded.

The dissertation has a metaphilosophical meaning as it considers the problem of the
relation among pre-modern, modern and post-modern philosophies. On the basis of the
Heideggerian conception of Seynsgeschichte and the Heideggerian interpretative

appropriation of Aristotle‘s concepts, these three paradigms, or epochs, are linked to
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different possible approaches to these concepts, and this allows to understand them as
different but conceptually linked manifestations of the one (historical) movement of
being. Thus we substantiate the attitude that our time‘s fundamental philosophic,
scientific and cultural problems and their possible solutions can and are to be understood
as references to different possible ways of construing of Aristotle‘s philosophy. The
possible construals and solutions are not considered of equal value, but, on the basis of
the Heideggerian thinking of being, we provide a means to evaluate them from the stance
of the conception of the ontological difference by exhibiting its peculiar fourfold
structure which in Heidegger‘s philosophy coincides with the fundamental structure of
Aristotle‘s philosophy.

A key importance is meant for a critique of Descartes‘ philosophy (to be precise,
Cartesian dualism and its various forms) which, in the dissertation, is considered a
philosophic basis for various trends in modern (Galileo, Leibniz et al.) as well as
postmodern (Deleuze, Derrida et al.) thought. The forms of Cartesian dualism
(mechanistic as well as voluntaristic or vitalistic (Bergson) philosophy, rationalist as
well as irrationalist one) is equiprimordially derived, according to the viewpoint of
Seynsgeschichte, from the Greek concepts of odoia, dovauig, évépyeia, évteAéyeia, aitiov,
thus the critique of these shapes takes the form of a more fundamental reflection of these
concepts which coincides with an interpretation of Aristotle‘s philosophy in terms of the
ontological difference, or the remembrance of being (the fourfold structure).

Representing Heidegger‘s philosophy through its relation to Aristotle‘s basic
concepts provides a prolific strategy of the construal of the former as we disclose
internal notional links between texts of a certain period as well as between different
periods of the German thinker’s oeuvre while showing that in each and every case one is
guided towards approaching these fundamental concepts in terms of the ontological
difference — the difference and the unity between being and the what-is (being and time).
This way of construing unifies the view that the entirety of Heideggers philosophy is
unitary with the view that this philosophy involves a significant evolution: even though
there are significant differences between earlier and later periods of the oeuvre, it still is
unitary because from the very beginning it does unfold as a single insight which lay at
the basis of Aristotle’s concepts and keeps ever more fundamentally retrieving this

insight.



The aim and objectives of the research. The aim of the dissertation is to demonstrate

that the construal of the basic concepts of Aristotle‘s philosophy is the axis around which

Heidegger*s philosophy in its entirety — beginning with the early period and ending with

the late one — revolves. We assert that Heidegger‘s philosophy as a whole is a double

movement of dismantling and ever more primordially reinstating Aristotelian philosophy

(and — together — Cartesian philosophy that is derived from Greek ontology).

The aim is achieved by realizing these objectives:

a)

b)

d)

f)

to demonstrate that during the early period the Heideggerian method of formal
indication forms as an interpretation of the Aristotelian conception of analogy
by means of phenomenological and neo-Kantian philosophy, whereas later this
method becomes central to the construal of Aristotle‘s philosophy in terms of
the pre-conceptual source of theory, and this construal in turn becomes the axis
of Heidegger‘s philosophy;

to demonstrate the contribution of Leibniz as well as of the authors of German
Idealism (Schelling and Hegel) and of their critique of Cartesianism while
appropriating Aristotelian concepts, to the Heideggerian conception of ecstatic
time as a translation of Aristotle‘s conception of xivyoic and évieléyeia;

to demonstrate that, in the thinking of Heidegger, the construal of the Kantian
apriorism is a means to reinterpret Aristotle‘s basic concepts (odaia, aitiov et
al.) from the horizon of temporality, and the Heideggerian conception of
ecstatic time is this reinterpretation;

to demonstrate Cartesian philosophy to be historically as well as conceptually
derived from Greek ontology and to prove the Heideggerian critique of
Descartes’ philosophy to be a construal of the relation between Aristotle’s
ontology and that of Plato’s, preferring the Aristotelian position;

to delimit the Heideggerian critique of rationalism against irrationalist trends in
philosophy and to demonstrate that it arises as a translation of Aristotle’s
philosophy, especially his conception of zd6og;

to demonstrate Heidegger’s late “another thinking” to be a re-construal of
Aristotle’s philosophy which interprets its basic concepts in terms of their
belonging to the horizon of pre-Socratic thinking which in turn is translated in

terms of the ontological difference.
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The methodology of the research. In the dissertation we seek to discuss the whole
of Heidegger‘s philosophy, while approaching it from the point of view of its zéog, that
is interpreting the philosophy of the earlier periods from the perspective of the most
mature one.

Heidegger’s texts which belong to different periods and discuss different themes are
analyzed by showing their specific textual and notional interconnectedness and thus
revealing a common principle substantiating these different texts. Put otherwise, we
reveal the common structure of thought — the fourfold as a (re)construal of Aristotle’s
basic concepts in terms of the ontological difference.

The conception of Heidegger’s philosophy as well as the conceptions compared with
it are investigated hermeneutically-phenomenologically. The hermeneutic understanding
of them proceeds in terms of their pre-theoretical suppositions and historical “context”.
And a hermeneutic understanding of an other is united with an autophenomenological
description of different possible ways of revealing being. Thus it is not the relation
between the essentials of Aristotle’s philosophy and that of Heidegger’s as distinct from
each other that is analyzed, but their unity in Heideggerian-Aristotelian hermeneutic-
phenomenology. The diachronic historical aspect of this philosophy is presented as
connected with a synchronic comparison of the revealing of being by philosophers of
different epochs.

We preserve the attitude that the richness and essence of Heidegger’s thought can
only be disclosed by gathering various cases of its fundamental principle — the construal
of Aristotle’s philosophy in terms of the ontological difference — which, in different
themes and in various namings, unfold along all the track of the thinker’s creativity. We
demonstrate family resemblances a la Wittgenstein among different fragments of
Heidegger’s thought, thus indicating an equiprimordialiness of all of them — their arising
together from the Heideggerian re-translation of Aristotle‘s basic concepts.

Critical reconstructions of the philosophies of Heidegger and Aristotle are matched
with critical reconstructions of philosophies other than the two. Thus we discover what
premises of the Heideggerian construal of Aristotle‘s philosophy had cristalized in the
thought of other philosophers, and we also disclose the particularity of the Heideggerian

construal.



Critical reconstructions of Husserl’'s and neo-Kantian Lask‘s philosophies are
invoked in order to present two central moments of the interpretation of Aristotle‘s
philosophy: the project of investigating pre-conceptual suppositions of a theory as well
the method of formal indication. The transformation of the Husserlian conceptions of
intentionality and internal time-consciousness in Heidegger‘s thought is also shown thus
disclosing the possibility to construe Aristotle‘s basic concepts phenomenologically.

Critical reconstruction of Leibniz’s philosophy is invoked in order to show the deeper
source of phenomenology itself and to demonstrate that from the very outset it contained
a seed of transforming the Cartesian paradigm. By comparing the philosophies of
Leibniz and Heidegger we substantiate a coherent transition from the Cartesian paradigm
privileging modern analytical geometry to the paradigm to the Heideggerian-Aristotelian
one privileging a temporal non-dualistic horizon of revealing of being.

In order to demonstrate the transition from the Cartesian atemporal intellectual
capture of an object to the temporal construal of odoia which historically derives the
modern conception of object, we present a critical reconstruction of the conception of the
unity of a priori forms of sensibility (time and space) and understanding.

The equiprimordial importance of the dimensions of eternity and historicity
(temporality) in the Heideggerian-Aristotelian thought is demonstrated by comparing it
to the philosophies of Schelling and Hegel and to the critical reconstructions of the
construal of Aristotelian philosophy that they presuppose. Introducing the dimension of
historicity assumes that the Heideggerian conception of being‘s historicity absorbs and
develops Hegel‘'s and Schelling‘s conception of history. Invoking a critical
reconstruction of Schelling‘s philosophy, the equiprimordial genesis of the analysis of
pre-theoretical suppositions of theory and the ecstatic structure of thought is
demonstrated.

In order to bring forth the distincness of the thinking of Heidegger, we demonstrate
its difference from both rationalist (Cartesianism) and irrationalist (Bergsonism) trends
in philosophy. In terms of Heidegger’s philosophy, both of these trends are conceptually
as well as historically derived from Greek conceptions (odoia, évépyeia ir kt.); therefore
comparing Heidegger‘s thought to those of Descartes’ and Bergson‘s reveals the

peculiarity of the Heideggerian treatment.



We treat Hobbes‘s thought as a conceptual link between modern and Aristotelian
conceptions of causality, while the Heideggerian destruction of the Hobbesian
conception is represented as a means of transition from the modern conception of cause
and act to the Heideggerian-Aristotelian one of action as work (Werk).

The whole analysis presupposes the Heideggerian unity of transcendental, or
ontological, passivity and activity, irrationality and rationality, object and subject, being
and entity.

The novelty of the research. In Lithuania, the meaning of the philosophy of
Aristotle in the thinking of Heidegger has so far not been reflected over in an elaborate
manner, while in the broader international context it has also been ambiguously
understood. More often than not scholars discuss isolated aspects of the Heideggerian
construal of Aristotle‘s philosophy, whereas in the dissertation we labour to demonstrate
the essential interconnectedness of the different aspects. Thus we demonstrate
Heidegger‘s thinking as a whole to be maintained by his construal of the basic concepts
of Aristotle. We reveal the fourfold structure of the Heideggerian ecstatic thinking and
suggest that it develops by dint of construing the Aristotelian thought in terms of the
ontological difference.

The dissertation indicates the positive contribution of the results of Leibniz, Schelling
and Hegel to philosophy of Heidegger, and, contrary to the usual, asserts the importance
of the dimension of eternity in the ecstatic temporal thinking as the construal of the basic
concepts of Aristotle‘s philosophy.

The central importance of the conception of the unitary relation between activity and
passivity is emphasized. In terms of this conception we construe the controversial
analysis of the ready-to-hand in Being and Time. We demonstrate that, viewed in the
perspective of Heidegger’s thinking in its entirety, it points to the rethinking of
Avristotelian concepts in terms of the ontological difference as well as its inherent unitary
relation between activity and passivity. We indicate that this principle of the unity of
activity and passivity is common to the Heideggerian reflection on various themes —
religion, history, politics, art, science, time — and unites them as a manifold expression of

a single ontology.
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The dissertation also contributes to the search of proper ways to translate the terms of

Heidegger’s philosophy into Lithuanian.

Contents of the research. The dissertation presupposes as well as argues for the
assumption that Aristotle’s philosophy is the spotlight in Heidegger’s philosophy. The
philosophy of Heidegger in its entirety can be considered to be a construal of the
philosophy of Aristotle. Philosophies of other thinkers are important to the former
insofar as they provide means to appropriate Aristotelian thought in the post-Cartesian
age or inasmuch as they themselves are Aristotelian. The dissertation argues that
Heidegger’s philosophy as a whole is a twofold movement of destructuring and more
primordially restructuring Aristotelian philosophy as well as Cartesian philosophy as the
latter is derived from the former.

Heidegger‘s philosophy has an essential relation to that of Aristotle‘s, and these two
correlate structurally. At the same time the Heideggerian construal of Aristotelian
philosophy is a critique of Cartesian philosophy. This construal and critique is based on
the assumption that the key Greek conception of odaio. means the unity of constancy and
temporality, whereas Cartesian philosophy historically as well as conceptually emerges
from the inauthentic (uneigentlich) absorbtion of the Greek meaning of odaio whereby it
Is detemporalized. The Heideggerian thought develops as a retrieval of the aboriginal
ovoia and hence also as the searching of the essentials of the Cartesian paradigm. The
Heideggerian-Aristotelian philosophy constitutes its own relation to the Cartesian
paradigm on the basis of an interpretative appropriation of the Greek distinction between
ainbera and wevdoc which is merged with Christian experiences of conscience and
creatio ex nihilo.

Aristotelian philosophy proved crucial to the development of Western science (from
grammar to physics) and determined the guise of Western science that defines the
current age. Therefore for Heidegger, who turns Husserlian phenomenology and neo-
Kantian philosophy into his phenomenological hermeneutics which in turn is later
transformed into being-historical thought, the research on the being-historical origin of
the condition of the present science and age leads to the pre-Socratic thought through the
philosophy of Aristotle. For the German philosopher the primordial understanding of

Aristotle‘s texts is tantamount to the primordial understanding of Greek philosophy in
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general as both the Stagirite’s thought and that of the Greeks in general are considered to
be rooted in the experience of presence (Anwesen(heit)). Parmenides, Plato and
Aristotle, according to the German philosopher, thought the same but they differently
accounted for the presence (presenting) of being (Anwesen/Anwesung): the revealing of
Aristotelian évépyeio and évredéyera was a serious performing of the tasks set to
philosophy by Plato and Parmenides. The gist was not to say new but what the ancients
had already said. The assumption of the essential affinity (unity) of the Greek thought is
relevant methodologically as it enables our age, which stands on Aristotle‘s shoulders, to
proceed, according to ,,an old principle of hermeneutics®, from the clearer conceptions of
Aristotle‘s to the more obscure ones of Plato‘s and then to the very pre-Socratic origin
itself.

The assumption of the unity of Greek thought cannot be just taken for granted. In our
time, which is defined by the dominance of formal logic, Aristotle is often given credit
for his analytic genius whereas Plato is, on the contrary, prized for his synthetic genius
and the philosophies of the two are found to be at odds. But the techniques of analysis
and synthesis are rather applied to the thought after the very moment of its conception
and indicate different ways of its statement. While Heidegger thinks this very moment of
conceiving thought and thus for him this very unconcealing of being is the common
nerve of both the philosophy of the Greeks and that of his own. Hence, the particularity
of Aristotle was only a more radical and scientific statement of what every other Greek
thinker before him had attempted. Even though analysis may dominate Aristotles
enunciation, it is not it that determines the nature and content of his thought.

Presence, the presenting of being, are different names of what in Greek is called
ovoia. Ovaia (the isness, or beingness, in general) is, according to Heidegger‘s central
insight, perceived as constant presence (presenting)(stindige Anwesung) by the ancient
Greeks. The gap between the more common traditional detemporalized perception of
ovoio and that of his own is bridged by Heidegger by investigating Aristotle‘s texts that
describe the still alive principles and concepts of the Greeks that later turned stiff and,
after suffering the effects of their Latin translations, became the principles and concepts
of traditional philosophies and current science, whereas the primordial investigation of
these texts allows to account for the source of these principles and concepts (the

destruction (Destruktion) in Being and Time) and to understand them more
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fundamentally in the horizon of the thinking of being involving the ecstatic-temporal
characteristic (the repetition (Wiederholung) in Being and Time). The aboriginal
interpretation of Aristotles texts and, to be more specific, of the central conception of
ovoio 1S enabled by the fact that Heidegger found a remarkable affinity — in terms of both
method and content — between his own original phenomenological research and that of
Aristotle‘s. In fact, any attempt to discriminate between Heidegger‘s ,,very* philosophy
from his construal of Aristotle‘s philosophy is barely possible. Central to Heidegger‘s
thinking is not only the assumption of the unity of Greek thought but also that of the
unity of the Greek thought with his own. By moving away from the grown-stiff
conception of Aristotle‘s philosophy towards its authentic meaning, Heidegger ipso facto
moves towards his own thinking of being and away from the now-usual Cartesian
thinking described by Galilean mathematized physics, modern conception of causality
(from lat. causa), formal, or symbolic, (mathematized) logic, and empiricism (mostly a
creation of British philosophers). Heidegger‘s philosophy does not mean a rejection of a
stiff Aristotelianism or Cartesianism but a phenomenological-hermeneutic investigation
of their meaning and origin. A more fundamental understanding of these stiff
conceptions is what the repetition (Wiederholung) consists in. But, in accordance with
the Aristotelian principle of yéveoic kai @plopd, the generation of the Heideggerian
authentic understanding is not possible without a corruption, or destruction
(Destruktion), of the usual understanding.

Heidegger emphasizes that the conception of modern object — ob-iectum, what is
thrown against (the cognizing consciousness), in German — Gegenstand, what is
(constantly) standing against — ontologically as well as historically relies on the Greek
conception of odoia as constant presence. The capture of the object is a priori
mathematical, hence in the post-Cartesian paradigm reality is defined by a
mathematically regular order. The very conception of a mathematically regular order is
conceptually (ontologically) and historically reliant on the Greek conception of odoia —
presence. Odoia and Gegen-stand, as constant presence, have usually been perceived as
»atemporal“. Heidegger‘s crucial insight, enabling the novel consideration of both the
Greek odoia and the modern Gegenstand, is that the ,,atemporal® presence is

nevertheless perceived in a mode of time (the present).
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The latter Heideggerian insight is anticipated in the Kantian conception of the
temporality of object, marking the essential shift in the philosophy of modern times. The
conception of the being-together of a priori forms of understanding, capturing the object,
and a priori forms of sensibility, those of time and space, turns into Heideggerian
perception of ovoio from the horizon of time, or temporal intentionality. The term
Bewegtheit (movedness) marks this horizon of Being and Time as well as the horizon of
Aristotle‘s philosophy. According to Heidegger, in the Aristotelian understanding of
ovoia from the horizon of xivyoic (movedness!) there lies a pre-conceptual supposition
of a live intentionality that can be fixed up phenomenologically and which Heidegger
undertakes to explicate while reading Aristotle’s texts. For Heidegger, the project of
explicating of the Aristotelian pre-theoretical supposition is equiprimordial or even
coincidental with that of his own philosophy. The distinction between the present-at-
hand and the ready-to-hand formulated in Being and Time points to the two different
pssible construals of odoia, respectively, the atemporal one and the temporal one. The
term of “presentness-at-hand” marks all philosophies that fall under the rubric of
constant presence, while the term of “readiness-to-hand” names the explication of the
origin of the conception of odaia from the intentional-temporal horizon.

The very project of Being and Time emerges from an exegesis of Aristotle‘s texts
which provides a pre-conceptual model for the two chapters of this work. The moinoic of
wéyvn is reinterpreted in the first chapter, and the gpovnoic of mpalic is absorbed in the
second one. The whole work presupposes a unity of them both. The Greek vodg, that was
to capture the “atemporal”, “eternal” essence (odoia), perceived in terms of noiyoig, IS
turned into the Lichtung of ecstatic temporality. This is achieved by demonstrating the
dependence of the “atemporal” present-at-hand on the temporal ready-to-hand. This
transformation  coincides with the difference of Heidegger’s hermeneutic
phenomenology from Husserl’s object-oriented and thus still “traditional”
phenomenology. The turning of intentionality from a directedness towards an object to a
situational intentionality marks the main difference between the two phenomenologies,
and this difference can even be compared to a paradigm shift that takes place during
Kuhnian scientific revolutions.

Heidegger interprets the Aristotelian moinoic in terms of hermeneutic-

phenomenological intentionality. Understanding the unity of zoinoic and zpalic is key to
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understanding both Heidegger’s philosophy and his construal of Aristotle. To the
contrary, many interpretations of the philosophy of Heidegger derive from an alledged
opposition of woinaic and mpacic which coincides with a non-Heideggerian opposition of
theory and praxis as well as with the affined Cartesian dualism. This dualism is
equiprimordial with a dualism of eternity and time, whereas Heidegger’s thinking
presupposes a unity of eternity (being) and time. Thus discussing and indicating the
contribution of both Schellingian and Hegelian conceptions of temporal, or moving,
eternity (one) to Heidegger’s thought allows to capture the gist of Heidegger’s
philosophy in general as well as of his construal of the relation between the Aristotelian
roinoic and mpacic. Heideggerian temporality or historicity of being is analogous to
Schellingian or Hegelian transition of the Absolute into time and draws on Hegelian and
Schellingian interpretations of Aristotelian évépyeio and dovoyug.

The contemplation on the ontological-historical source of the principles and concepts
of Western science as well as on the presence (presenting) of being is equiprimordial
with the comtemplation on the worlding of the world (the temporalizing). The
»constancy* of odoia does not mean “being-static”. It is only in the post-Aristotelian
philosophy that this constant presence started being perceived as a stable beingness,
deprived of any temporal characteristic. The task of Heidegger’s “another thinking” is to
retrieve the original Aristotelian and Greek intuition and to explicate the temporal
characteristic burning inside this constant presence (presenting)(odoic).

On the one hand, the Parmenidean éoti, referring to the origin of Western science,
construed in terms of the ontological difference, can no longer be reduced to bloodless
stability. On the other hand, the Heraclitean zop and gdoig, construed in the same terms,
can no longer be taken to indicate change par excellence. Thus the Heideggerian unity-
laden thought reveals as unfounded the distinction between stability and change (the first
historical paradigmatic manifestation of which is the divide between the Eleatic and the
Heraclitean schools of thought) which substantiates the rest of the foundational
distinctions of Western thought. We must emphasize that the Heideggerian unity of
being and time does not mean either repudiating constancy for the sake of change (time)
or repudiating time for the sake of constancy. Considering Heidegger to be a distinctly
temporal thinker would be based on the clear-cut distinction between being and time

without noticing that Heidegger himself denounces the latter distinction altogether.
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The main body of the dissertation is devoted to demonstrating Heideggers
philosophy and his construal of Aristotle to be a response to the historic situation of the
dominance of Cartesianism and to provide a possibility of overcoming different forms of
Cartesian dualism such as the distinction between the will and the intellect, or the
irrational and the rational, or sensuality and thought, or time and space, or freedom and
causality.

A great deal of effort is devoted to differentiating Heidegger‘s temporal thinking
from that of Bergson‘s. Postmodern philosophies, characteristic of the current historical
situation, which we consider to radicalize modern thought, oppose Heidegger‘s
philosophy and are based on the assumptions of Bergson‘s philosophy. Thus comparing
the outwardly affined non-mechanistic and non-rationalist conceptions of Heidegger and
Bergson allows us to explicate more clearly the peculiarity of the German one. What is
more, it also allows to bring to prominence the peculiarity of the Heideggerian approach
to the Aristotelian concept of knowledge as well as that of the Heideggerian critique of
Cartesianism.

Bergon‘s conception of time can be considered a forerunner of Heidegger‘s
conception of time (through the medium of Husserl‘s phenomenology). Both the
Bergsonian and the Heideggerian conceptions of time, or isness, are in tension with the
modern mechanistic world-view. Both Bergson and Heidegger derive this world-view
from the Greek concept of knowledge. In the Bergsonian philosophy a critique or
criticism of modern mechanism and Cartesianism turns into a critique or criticism of
Greek philosophy. But despite the French philosopher*s criticism of modern mechanism
and his urge to think beyond the distinction of objectivity and subjectivity, the
Bergsonian vitalistic conception as well as conceptions that are affined to it remain
dependent on the mechanistic-technical revealing of being and the opposition of matter
and spirit that lies at its basis. Heidegger, in turn, finds in Greek philosophy not only the
assumptions of Cartesian mechanistic philosophy but also the assumptions of the
underlying opposition of matter and spirit. Hence, not only the assumptions of
mechanistic philosophy but also those of vitalistic philosophy that opposes it. Therefore
the critique of Cartesianism in Heidegger‘s philosophy does not become a vitalistic riot
against machanistic philosophy or against the Greek concept of knowledge that derives

it. On the contrary, Heidegger‘s thought is an attempt at a more fundamental conception
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of Greek philosophy. By highlighting the structure of the twofold of being and entity and
the original (Ur) relation of activity and passivity (woinoic and wabnoig) in the Greek
thinking of presence, both mechanistic and vitalistic conceptions of isness are linked to
the absence of an authentic understanding of Greek philosophy and are revealed as
possible forms of the forgetfulness of being.

Both Heideggerian and Bergsonian conceptions of time, or isness, are investigated in
terms of their pre-conceptual origins. This way of investigating is neither irrational nor
illogical as it enables to highlight the different structures of thought that underlie these
two conceptions. Both philosophies derive from an attempt to think beyond the modern
distinctions of object and subject, matter and spirit. Nevertheless, the difference of these
two philosophies presupposes different conceptions of the relation between time and
eternity (being), spirit and matter, the one and the many (or individuation as the
unfolding of the many of individuals) as well as of individuality, and this difference is
equiprimordial with the different relation to the Greek concept of knowledge and essence
(oboia).

In Heidegger‘s philosophy, the relation of being to time is conceived in terms of
repeating (wiederholen) the Aristotelian conception of the relation of dovouuc to évépyera.
In the fourfold structure of Heidegger‘s thought, dovauic is the fourth term, and the
structure of évépyera is then threefold. The forgetfulness of the fourth gathering term is
tantamount to an inauthentic treatment of évépysia, which because of its threefoldness
acquires three different forms of modern actualism, or subjectism. ,,Actualism* and
»subjectism® are different names of the one modern ,forgetfulness of being“: the
variousness of the names of the phenomenon marks the variousness of its possible
manifestations. Structurally, évépysia denotes time in the relation of being to time, and its
three terms are the ecstasies of time. Every form of actualism, or subjectism, corresponds
to one of the three ecstasies.

Firstly, an inauthentic form of the ecstasy of the past is mechanistic determinism: it
understands the universe as (already) finished and refers to the modern conception of
Gegenstand. This conception is criticized by Bergson, as well.

Secondly, an inauthentic form of the ecstasy of the present is atomism: it
understands the universe as an aggregate of the already pre-given actual parts. This
conception is criticized by Bergson, as well.
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Thirdly, an inauthentic form of the ecstasy of the future is voluntarism: it
understands the universe as creativity overcoming limitness. The philosophy of Bergson
does not accept the first two forms of actualism, or subjectism, but itself consists in its
third form.

Subjectism, or actualism, (both Cartesianism and Bergsonism) derives from an
inauthentic destiny of the Greek thinking of odaia. A more primordial, authentic thinking
of ovaia reveals its genuine meaning as that of the unity of the ecstasies of time, and this
unity is given by the so-called fourth dimension of time (being, or Ereignis). In the
thinking of Ereignis, the different forms of the Cartesian dualism are overcome. While
seeking a more fundamental understanding of the essentials of Western science and,
more specifically, of the underlying Greek conceptions of knowledge and odoia,
Heidegger turns to Aristotle’s philosophy in order to retrieve a model of a unity-laden
thinking which merges with the fundamental Christian experience of creation ex nihilo
and it thus enriched and transformed into transcendental, or ontological, fundamentals of
a new paradigm. This new paradigm, as opposed to (post)Cartesian thought and age, is to
be characterized by the unity (not equality!) of thought and sensuality, temporality and

spatiality, rationality and irrationality, science and religion, eternity and time.

Conclusions of the research

1. Quintessential to Heidegger‘s philosophy is the twofold labouring to think non-
dualistically but unitywise and not to base this thinking on the cogitating subject but to
derive it from being; hence it develops as a critique of the Cartesian philosophy, the two
inherent characteristics of which are dualism and subjectism. The paradigm of unitary
and being-laden thinking is discovered in Aristotle‘s philosophy as well as in the
considered-to-be affined pre-Socratic philosophy as they are interpretatively
appropriated with respect to the context of the XX century dominated by Cartesianism.
The historical as well as conceptual source of Cartesianism is, too, discovered in Greek
thought, therefore the relation between Cartesian and Heideggerian philosophies is
defined with reference to the two possible construals of Greek ontology: since the
ontological difference is only implied but not made explicit in ancient Greece, so, firstly,
there the historical as well as conceptual premise of dualism and subjectism, both of

which are based on a forgetfulness of the difference, is conceived, and, secondly, due to
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the explication of Greek thought in terms of the ontological difference, the ground of the
Cartesian philosophy is reflected upon and transformed so that it turns in to the unitary
thinking of being. Such thinking both as a whole and in terms of its different aspects
develops by dint of absorbing conceptions of Aristotle‘s philosophy with consideration
to its affinity to pre-Socratic philosophy which in turn is construed in terms of the
ontological difference.

2. The method of Heidegger‘s philosophy (formal indication, later becoming existential
analytic which later becomes heeding the speaking of being) emerges as alternative to
the Cartesian requirement of technical methodicality. The method forms as a construal of
Aristotle‘s philosophy, while this very construal is Heidegger‘s philosophy. Heideggers
central contribution to philosophy, thefore, is this method itself, that is, the very manner
of thinking developed by the philosopher, which is the crucial message of his work: the
fourfold structure of the unity of being and thinking (z0 yép aito voeiv éotiv te kai eivar).
The structure is formulated as a retrieval of the essential insight of Greek philosophy
(Parmenides et al.) in special consideration of the philosophy of Aristotle which
purpotedly consist in the most discriminate exposition of this insight. To be precise, it
emerges as a reconstruction of the Aristotelian relation of dovauic and évépysia (or, put
otherwise, the understanding of odoia form the xivnoic horizon) in terms of the
ontological difference.

3. Heidegger‘s construal of Aristotle‘s unitary thinking of passivity and activity absorbs
and continues the Hegelian critique of the passivist treatment of matter by Cartesians and
Galilean-Newtonians. The German’s philosophy absorbs the results of Cartesian
metaphysics and modern science but interprets them in a new way from the horizon of
the unitary thinking of being by dint of reflecting upon and transforming the premise of
the relation between absolute activity and absolute passivity which underlies these
results. Heidegger‘s critique of Cartesianism derives from the horizon of non-dualistic
and non-subjectist manner of being, while this horizon is understood as analogous to the
Greek unitary one of the origin of Aristotle‘s basic concepts — odaia, dovouug, évépyeio. et
al. Due to the modern radicalisation of the forgetfulness of being, characteristic already
of Greek thinking, odoia assumes the subjectist treatment, and this treatment emerges in
three affined shapes of the Cartesian dualism: the Cartesian-Galilean mechanism, the

Bergsonian-(anti)Galilean voluntarism, and Galilean-Hobbesian-Lockean
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empirism/formalism. Thinking of being as a being-laden and unitary (ecstatic) treatment
of odoia enables to define the relation between ecstatically-temporally construed
Aristotelian revealing of being and the Cartesian-Galilean techno-procesual one as a
relation between the remembrance of being and the forgetfulness of being.

4. The method of Heideggerian philosophy is formed by way of translating Aristotle‘s
philosophy, while this very translation is based on this method. This hermeneutical, or
ontological, circle is essential as it is only through it that the dialectical unity of thinking
and being, temporality and constancy is exposed. Heideggerian construal of Aristotle‘s
concepts from the temporal horizon of Dasein absorbs and modifies the post-Cartesian
Hegelian dialectical construal of Aristotle‘'s évépyera as subjectivity as well as his
conception of historical dialectics. Like Hegel‘s conceptions, Heidegger‘s construal of
Aristotelian conceptions, contrary to the Stagirite’s enunciation, ignores the distinction
between praxis and theory and introduces the historical dimension. But, contrary to
Hegel‘s conception, in which the premise of technical progressivism and voluntarism
that had lain in Cartesianism gains prominence in understanding the Absolute both as
concept, or self-knowledge, and ceaseless activity, the Heideggerian conception of
Dasein and historicity emphasizes the relation of &vépyeia to Jdvvauic. Hence the
Hegelian threefold dialectics is enriched with the fourth structural element, thus
indicating the unity of unconcealing and concealing as well as that of activity and rest.
Therefore both the Cartesian aspect oriented to knowledge, or theory, and the one
oriented to activity, or praxis, are replaced by the paradigm of the unity of theory and
praxis (the thinking of Being). Ecstatic conception of odaia and évépyecio presupposes the
being-laden unity of the three structural elements, and any conception that presupposes a
prior severance of them is to be understood as a form of the forgetfulness of being.

5. The Heideggerian-Aristotelian thinking renounces the modern atomistic-severing
treatment of isness. By absorbing Leibnizian monadology as critique of the analytic-
geometrical revealing of being, it opens up the opportunity to appropriate Aristotle‘s
conception of évépyera in the modern context while construing the relation between
Cartesian and Heideggerian-Aristotelian thinking in terms of the relation between Plato’s
philosophy and that of Aristotle. Forms of dualism are explained to have arisen from the
Platonic ywpiouog and renounced while moving to the time-spatial (ecstatic) thinking of

Dasein as an interpretative reconstruction of the Aristotelian understanding of odoia
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from the horizon of xiviyoic and swuazo. Ecstatic thinking of the gathering one, which is
apofatically prior to number, develops by attempting the ever more profound reflection
upon equipmentality in Being and Time and later as an interpretative reconstruction of
Aristotle‘s philosophy (and its Greek horizon) and thus substantiating an ontology which
is not based on a severing revealing of being.

6. The severing revealing of being emerges from the conception of being as concept
while the latter in turn emerges from the Platonic revealing of being as idoc. Hence also
the severing of thinking into separate subjects that comes more clearly into prominence
in the Aristotelian intellection. The modern radicalizing of this tendency is
equiprimordial with the radicalizing of the difference between being and entity (with the
forgetfulness of being). Whereas the Heideggerian thinking of being is characterized by
an interrelating of different themes with the structure of the ecstatic ontology that is
common to them. This ecstatic ontology is developed by rooting (saving, not
repudiating!) the Aristotelian conceptual ontology into its pre-Socratic sources which are
interpreted in terms of the unity of being and entity (as different between themselves).
The Heideggerian philosophy focuses on the question of Being and the maturing of the
fourfold ecstatic structure while outwardly ignoring the research on different regions of
philosophy — ethics, political philosophy, philosophy of history, philosophy of nature,
logic, epistemology, metaphysics — because ecstatic thought is only possible as a non-
severing revealing of being and equiprimordially presupposes a transformation of the
premises of different areas as well as the very premise of their separateness and gathers
them in the one ecstatic thinking (the remembrance of being).

7. The individualizing Christian experience of creatio ex nihilo is essential to the
thinking of being just like to the Schellingian conception of Abgrund and dovauig: the
Heideggerian construal of Aristotle‘s philosophy in terms of the ontological difference is
only possible because of it. Together, the Heideggerian-Aristotelian thinking of being
unfolds by interpretatively absorbing the pre-Socratic conception of gdoic which is also
understood from the perspective of the ontological difference. Thus, in the horizon of the
unity of being and time, the Christian and Greek revelations of godhead ally with each
other. In the thinking of Abgrund, or being as one, which is apophatically prior to
number, the distinction between poly-theism and mono-theism turns meaningless while

saving the principle of individuality characteristic of the latter, but thinking it beyond the
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Cartesian separations of subject and object, spirit and matter, spirit and nature. Thus the
non-Cartesian thinking of Dasein lays the transcendental, or ontological, foundations for
a religion which merges Christian and classical elements, the need of which in the post-
Cartesian epoch had already been considered in the XIX c. in the thought of young

Hegel who engaged in developing a non-dualistic Cartesian thinking.

22



Publications on the topic of dissertation
1. ,,ParankiSkumas kaip biities mgstymo anticipacija M. Heideggerio Butyje ir laike* //
Problemos, 2012, nr. 81, p. 17-32. Vilnius: VU leidykla. ISSN 1392-1274.
2. Stasiulis, N., 2013. Heidegeriskoji ovcia interpretacija kaip atsakas j bergsoniskaja
klasikinio mastymo kritikg. In: Problemos 83, p. 73-85. Vilnius: VU leidykla. ISSN
1392-1274.

Nerijus Stasiulis has an M.A. in Philosophy from Vilnius University. Areas of his

scientific interests include Heidegger’s philosophy, Wittgenstein’s philosophy, ontology.

Personal information

E-mail: nerijus.ok@gmail.com

Education
1993-2002: Alytus “Volunges* secondary school.
2002-2006: Bachelor‘s degree in Philosophy at Vilnius University.
2007-2009: Master‘s degree in Philosophy at Vilnius University.
2009-2013: Doctoral studies in Philosophy at Department of Philosophy, Vilnius

University.

Pedagogic practice
2010-2012: Seminars of the Course of Introduction to Philosophy, Vilnius University.

23



Temos aktualumas ir problemos pagrindimas. Disertacija prisideda prie Vilniaus
universiteto Filosofijos katedros bene svariausios tyrimy krypties — pamatiniy filosofijos
ir metafizikos klausimy tyrimo. Siam tyrimui tona uZduoda pamatiné biities prasmés
problema. IS jos kyla siauresné — Heideggerio filosofijos, besisukancios apie biities
klausimg, prasmés problema. Disertacijoje tiriama vokie¢iy mastytojo filosofijos visuma,
kuri pristatoma kaip atsakas j pamatinj filosofijai buties prasmés klausima. Si visuma
pristatoma per jos santykj su visg Vakary mintj apibrézianc¢iomis Aristotelio filosofijos
pamatinémis sagvokomis, taip siekiant ir vakarietiSkosios filosofijos, kultiiros bei mokslo
pagrindy gilesnio supratimo. Paminéty problemy tyrimas pateikiamas kaip atsakas j asinj
disertacijos probleminj klausima: Kokia yra Aristotelio filosofijos reiksmé Heideggerio
maqgstyme?

Aristotelio filosofija lig Siolei dazniausiai pazjstama per jos pamatiniy sgvoky —
substancijos, potencijos, akto, priezasties, principo ir t.t. — vertimus ] lotyny kalba, kurie
sykiu reiske ir savitg Siy sgvoky interpretacija, o §i interpretacija tapo lemtinga vélesniam
vakary filosofijos, mokslo ir sykiu kultiiros formavimuisi. Net ir skaitant Aristotelio
tekstus graiky kalba, Siandien originaliis odaia, odvouig, évépyeia, évieAéyeia, aitiov,
apyn ir kt. terminai paprastai suprantami remiantis nusistovéjusiomis jy reikSmémis.
Hegelis bene pirmasis émé skaityti graikiSkuosius tekstus, siekdamas filosofiSkai
interpretuoti juos originalia prasme, o dvideSimtajame amziuje Sios uzduoties émési
Heideggeris. Nors Bityje ir laike néra daug eksplicitiniy nuorody j Aristotelio tekstus,
taCiau, kaip akivaizdziai liudija ankstesnieji darbai, Sis veikalas susiformavo kaip
originaliy Aristotelio sampraty interpretacija, o vélesnieji darbai yra Sios interpretacijos
plétoté. Po zZymiojo Kehre Heideggerio filosofijoje istorinis matmuo gali iSryskéti tik
todél, kad jau anksCiau ji buvo Vakary filosofijos istorijg grindzianc¢iy sagvoky naujas
supratimas.

Disertacija turi metafilosofing reikSmg, nes joje svarstoma ikimoderniosios,
moderniosios ir postmoderniosios filosofijy santykio problema. Remiantis haidegeriSkaja
Seynsgeschichte samprata ir haidegeriSkuoju interpretatyviu Aristotelio savoky
jsisavinimu, Sios trys filosofijos paradigmos, arba epochos, yra siejamos su skirtingomis
Siy sgvoky galimomis traktuotémis, o tai leidzia suvokti jas kaip buties vieno (istorinio)
jud¢jimo skirtingas, bet konceptualiai susietas, apraiskas. Taip pagrindziama nuostata,

kad misy laikmecio pamatinés filosofinés, mokslinés, kulttirinés problemos ir jy galimi
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sprendimai gali ir netgi turi bati suvokiami kaip nuorodos j skirtingas galimas Aristotelio
filosofijos interpretacijas. Galimos interpretacijos bei sprendimai néra laikomi
lygiaverciais, bet, remiantis haidegeriSkuoju bities mastymu, suteikiama prieiga juos
vertinti ontologinio skirtumo sampratos poziiiriu, atskleidZiant jos specifing keturnarg
struktiirg, Heideggerio filosofijoje sutampancig su Aristotelio filosofijos pamatine
struktira.

Kertiné reik§mé skiriama ir Descartes‘o filosofijos (tiksliau — karteziskojo dualizmo
ir jvairiy jo pavidaly), kuri disertacijoje laikoma jvairiy modernaus (Galileo, Leibniz ir
kt.) ir postmodernaus (Deleuze, Derrida ir kt.) mastymo krypciy filosofiniu pagrindu,
kritikai. Karteziskojo dualizmo pavidalai — mechanistin¢ ir voliuntaristiné arba vitalistiné
(Bergson), racionalistiné ir iracionalistiné filosofija — Seynsgeschichte poZitiriu vienodai
pirmapradziai kildinami 1§ graikiskyjy odaia, Jddvauig, évépyeia, évieAéyeia, aitiov
sgvoky, tod¢l Siy pavidaly kritika reiSkia Siy sgvoky pamatiskesnj apmastyma,
sutampant] su Aristotelio filosofijos interpretacija ontologinio skirtumo, arba bities
prisiminimo (keturnarés struktiiros), poziiiriu.

Pristatant Heideggerio filosofija per jos santyki su Aristotelio pamatinémis
sgvokomis, pateikiama vaisinga jos interpretavimo strategija, nes atskleidziamos vidinés
prasmings sgsajos tarp skirtingy kurio nors vieno laikotarpio teksty ir tarp skirtingy
kiirybos laikotarpiy, parodant, jog kiekvienu atveju vedama prie §iy pamatiniy sgvoky
traktuotés ontologinio skirtumo — skirtumo ir vienovés tarp biities ir esinio (buties ir
laiko) — pozitiriu. Taip interpretuojant poziiiris, jog Heideggerio filosofijos visuma yra
vieninga, suvienijamas su poziiiriu, jog Siai filosofijai biidingas zenklus vystymasis: nors
esama zenkliy skirtumy tarp ankstesniyjy ir vélyvyjy minties etapy, ji vis vien yra
vieninga, nes nuo pat pradziy yra Aristotelio pamatines sgvokas grindZiancios tos pacios

1zvalgos vystymas ir vis pamatiSkesnis grjzimas prie jos.

Literatiiros apzvalga. Nors Heideggerio filosofijai ir jo Aristotelio filosofijos
interpretacijai jau kone Simtas mety, tik palyginti neseniai — pastaruosius du tris
deSimtmecius — imta atidziau tyrinéti Heideggerio ir Aristotelio filosofijy santykj, o
nuodugniy tokiam tyrimui skirty darby téra keletas. Be to, esami tyrimai orientuoti
atskleisti vienus ar kitus pasirinktus Heideggerio filosofijos santykio su Aristotelio

filosofija aspektus, bet Siy aspekty tarpusavio sgsajos Heideggerio filosofijos kaip
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visumos fone lieka neiStirtos ir pats Heideggerio ir Aristotelio filosofijy santykio
dviprasmiSkumas (daugiaprasmiskumas) licka nepaaiskintas. Disertacijoje sickiama
visuminio pozitrio, kuris deréty su skirtingy tyrimy rezultatais, taciau kaip visuma juos
pranokty.

Tyrimus apytikriai galima suskaidyti j dvi grupes: vieni i$ jy akcentuoja Heideggerio
filosofijos kritiSkg santykj su Aristotelio filosofija, kiti — pozityvig pastarosios reikSme
Heideggerio mastymui.

Priec pirmyjy priskirtinas Tedo Sadlerio darbas Heidegger and Aristotle: The
Question of Being (1996). Jame démesys sutelkiamas j Heideggerio tekstus, paraSytus
1927-1930 metais, tai yra Buties ir laiko leidimo metais ir Siek tiek po to, o juose
daZniausiai eksplitiSkai nurodomi tik destruktuojami Aristotelio filosofijos momentai.
Siy teksty numanoma pozityvi Aristotelio filosofijos interpretacija aiskiau atsiskleidzia
tik anksciau arba véeliau paraSytuose tekstuose, todel Sadlerio lieka iSleista 1§ akiy ir jo
monografijoje  pieSiamas antiaristoteliSkas Heideggerio mastymo  paveikslas.
Kontrastuodamas su Aristotelio filosofija, sureikSminancia intelektualing prieigg prie
tikroves, Sadleris pabrézia pozityvig haidegeriS8kosios kritikos niidienés intelektualinés
kultiros atzvilgiu reikSme ir nurodo haidegeriSkojo biities mastymo galimg svarbg
mokantis mastyti anapus bergzdzios intelektualizmo ir antiintelektualizmo perskyros.
Aristotelio filosofijg Sadleris sieja su Zmogaus intelekto, savo prigimtimi esg siekiancio
valdyti ir ,,paimti | rankas®, sureikSminimu, o Heideggerio filosofija — su orientacija ] tai,
kas negali biiti suvaldoma ar sukontroliuojama zmogaus.

Taip haidegeriskajj biities mastyma supranta ir Arvydas Sliogeris, ta¢iau paradoksalu,
jog Lietuvos mastytojo veikaluose ar monografijose Heideggerio filosofija — konkreciau,
Bities ir laiko parankiSkumo samprata — siejama ir su minétu negatyviu zmogiskuoju
siekio kontroliuoti radikalizavimu, jg kontrastuojant su pozityviai vertinamu Aristotelio
filosofijos saikingumu. Tad nors pozityvius ir negatyvius akcentus §ie du Heideggerio
skaitytojai, Sadleris ir Sliogeris, deda vienodus, bet Aristotelio filosofija ir jos santykj su
Heideggerio mintimi vertina priesingai. Siuos autorius sieja ir tai, jog neatsizvelgiama j
Aristotelio filosofijos interpretacijai eksplicitiSkai skiriamus Heideggerio tekstus. Taciau
tik atsizvelgiant ] juos galima suvokti haidegeriSkojo santykio su Aristotelio filosofija
dvejopumg bei parodyti paciame Siame santykyje gludin¢ig galimybe skirtingai sudeéti
akcentus jj aiSkinant ir sykiu sutaikyti Siuos du galimus aiSkinimus. Taip disertacijoje
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parodoma, jog esama dviejy — ,,autentiskos® ir ,,neautentiSkos“ — Aristotelio filosofijos
interpretacijos galimybiy, o Heideggerio filosofija kyla 1§ ,,autentiSkosios* interpretacijos
ir nukreipta pries ,,neautentiskaja‘.

Sliogeriskasis haidegeriskosios parankiskumo analizés supratimas artimas
pateiktajam Huberto Dreyfuso, anot kurio §i Biities ir laiko analizé reiSkia technologinio-
iSteklinio mastymo iSsipildyma, anticipuojanti veliau XX a. seksiant] gyvenimo
technologizavimg ir suiSteklinimg. Anot Dreyfuso, tinkamg kritiSkg laikysenag
technologijos atzvilgiu Heideggeris prieina tik vélyvuoju periodu, o Bityje ir laike, NOrs,
analizuojant parankiSkumg, ir uZsimenama apie skirtj tarp ,technologinio*
suisteklinancio ir ,,kasdienio* nesuisteklinan¢io manipuliavimo daiktais, Sios laikysenos
dar nesama.

Disertacijos pozicija artimesné¢ iSdéstytajai Marko Sinclairo monografijoje
Heidegger, Aristotle and the Work of Art (2007), kurioje priimama domén, jog
Heideggerio vélyvoji technologijos ir meno samprata ir ankstesnioji parankiSkumo
samprata vysto vieng mintj, kuri sykiu yra Aristotelio zoinoic Sampratos interpretacija.
Disertacijg ir $ig monografija sieja keletas bruozy: tai, jog Heideggerio filosofija
»skaitoma nuo pabaigos®, tai yra ankstesnieji tekstai vertinami vélesniyjy fone, bei
siekiama visuminio poziirio, siejant skirtingas Heideggerio mastymo temas tarpusavyje,
uzuot atidavus atskiroms ,,regioninéms ontologijoms®, o visas tyrimas sukasi apie
haidegeriSkosios Aristotelio filosofijos interpretacijos asj, nurodant, jog §i interpretacija
sykiu yra ir Aristotelio filosofijos pozityvus jsisavinimas, ir jos kritika.

Sinclairo monografija, akcentuojanti woinoic sampratos svarba, priklauso vienai is
pozityvig Aristotelio filosofijos reikSme Heideggerio mastymui akcentuojanciy tyrimy
grupiy. Kitai grupei priklauso tyrimai, pabréziantys aristoteliSkojo zmpacic svarba
formuojantis Heideggerio minéiai. Siai grupei priskirtina Michael Bowlerio monografija
Heidegger and Aristotle. Philosophy as Praxis (2008). Joje atskleidziamas Aristotelio
praktinés filosofijos jnaSas ] haidegeriskgja Dasein laikiSkumo samprata, taciau
suprieSinant praktinj ir teorinj santykj su pasauliu ir, atitinkamai, zpacic Ir moinoig
sampratas Aristotelio filosofijoje. Jesus de Garay, straipsnyje Aristotelism of Difference
(2008), dar radikaliau pabrézia haidegeriskajg Aristotelio praktinés filosofijos analizg,
priskirdamas jai ,,alergija platoniskajam vienumui® ir siedamas su laisvo indeterminizmo

sureikSminimu. Bet esama ir kardinaliai prieSingo poziiirio: antai Francisco J. Gonzalez
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straipsnyje Whose Metaphysics of Presence? Heidegger’s Interpretation of Energeia and
Dunamis in Aristotle (2006) priekaiStaujama, jog Heideggeris pasirenka naivig
prezencijos metafizika bei ,,nedemaskuoja‘ indeterministinio buvimo pobtidzio ir sykiu,
interpretuodamas  Aristotelio mastyma, ignoruoja mpddic momenta, pernelyg
sureikSmindamas zwoinoig, 0 &vépyero. sutapatindamas su uzbaigtu produktu, bet ne su
veikla. Nors Sie poZzitriai kardinaliai prieSingi, juos vienija bendra teorijos ir praktikos
bei, atitinkamal, woinoig ir mpacic priesingumo prielaida.

Disertacijoje $i prielaida nepriimama ir laikomasi artimesnés pozicijos tai, kurig
i$sako Sinclairas arba Theodoras Kisielis. Nors pastarasis monografijoje The Genesis of
Heidegger‘s Being and Time (1993) pabrézia Aristotelio praktinés filosofijos reikSme
formuojantis Heideggerio mastymui, bet pripaZjsta ir moinoic sampratos bei teorin€s
filosofijos elementy (pavyzdziui, davaloyio sampratos) svarba Biiciai ir laikui, 0
Sinclairas, nors nesutinka su procesualaus skaitymo S$alininkais bei moinoic sampratg
haidegeriSkai-aristoteliSkame mastyme laiko svarbesne, nei mpacig, vis délto radikaliai
Siy dviejy sampraty neprieSina. Disertacijoje parodoma, jog Heideggerio mastymui
esminga teorijos ir praktikos vienové bei vienodas démesys, atitinkamai, moinoic ir
mpalic aristoteliSkosioms sampratoms; 1§ Cia ir galimybé skirtingai perskaityti
Heideggerj, perdém sureikSminant vieng arba kitg aspekta. [Zvelgdamas haidegeriSkosios
laiko sutelktumo sampratos artimuma hegeliskajai savyje judancio Absoliuto sampratai,
Cameronas Macewenas straipsnyje On Formal Indication: Discussion of the Genesis of
Heidegger “Being and Time™ (1995) nurodo gilesnj, nei siekia Kisielio tyrimas,
Heideggerio mastymo sluoksnj ir biities ir laiko vienovés mintj laiko nekintama vokie¢iy
filosofo kiirybos nuo ankstyvojo iki vélyvojo periodo asimi, taip iSvengdamas laikiSkojo
praktiskumo ir biitiskosios praregos (teoriskumo) supriesinimo. Siuo tikslu ir
disertacijoje nurodoma hegeliSkosios ir S¢lingiSkosios laikiSkos amZinybés sampratos
svarba Heideggerio filosofijai ir jo Aristotelio filosofijos interpretacijai.

Sélingiskosios ir hegeliskosios laikiskos, arba judandios ir priestaravimus
apimancios, amzinybés (vienio) sampratos jnaso j Heideggerio mastyma aptarimas
leidzia iSvengti ir tos haidegeriSkosios interpretacijos traktuotés, kuri Aristotelio mintyje
pernelyg sureik§mina priestaringumo ar agonizmo momenta. Sis trikumas biidingas
Heideggerio teksty vertéjo | angly kalbg Walterio Brogano monografijai Heidegger and

Aristotle: The Twofoldness of Being. Joje moinoic ir mpdlic, teoriSkumas ir praktiSkumas
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néra prieSinami ir pripazjstama, jog jie abu turi reikalg su xivyoig, bei nuodugniai
aptariami Heideggerio atskleisti Aristotelio nuopelnai filosofiSkai artikuliuojant §j
kivyoig, taciau suabsoliutinamas Siajam biidingas konfliktas ir prieStaringumas, kuris,
Brogano aiSkinimu, ir esgs prieSybiy vienybés esmé. Nors, skirtingai nei de Garay tekste,
priimama domén, kad prieSybés ir daugeriopumas Aristotelio tekstuose ir
haidegeriskojoje jy interpretacijoje yra vienio buvimo biuidas, bet laikoma, skirtingai, nei
Schellingo filosofijoje, kad prieSybés jokia prasme nesutaikomos aukStesnéje vienoveje,
o vienio teikiamas prieSybiy telkimas téra $iy prieSybiy iSkvietimas j vieng bendrg kovos
ringg. Brogano bei jam prieStaringumo sureikSminimo aspektu artimas Tomo Sodeikos
(2007), siejancio bities mastyma su Derrida différance, skaitymas disertacijoje
paneigiamas arba patikslinamas Heideggerio tekstais. YpaC svarbiis Siuo aspektu
Avristotelio mafo¢ interpretacijai skirti tekstai, aptariami ir Marjoleino Oele straipsnyje
Heidegger's Reading of Aristotle‘s Concept of Pathos (2012). Juose i$skiriamos dvi
mafoc reikSmes, 1§ kuriy tik viena atitinka agonisting samprata, o kita, kuri ir esminga
haidegeriskajam Aristotelio moinoic sampratos jsisavinimui, siejama su agonizmag
pranokstanciu Jdovourg iSsipildymu ir yra artima hegeliskojo Aufhebung reikSmei.
Brogano monografijoje atkreipiamas démesys i Jddvauig, moinoig, kivyoig susietuma,
taCiau pats jos autorius pripaZjsta, jog Siame darbe visiSkai stokojama démesio mwabfog

analizei, kuri, kaip teigiama disertacijoje, ir nurodo pataisas Brogano pozicijai.

Tikslas ir uZdaviniai. Disertacijos tikslas — parodyti, jog Aristotelio filosofijos
pamatiniy sgvoky interpretacija yra asis, apie kurig sukasi Heideggerio filosofija kaip
visuma, pradedant ankstyvuoju ir baigiant vélyvuoju etapu. Teigiama, jog Heideggerio
filosofija kaip visuma yra dvigubas aristoteliSkosios filosofijos (ir — sykiu — i
graikiSkosios ontologijos kildinamos karteziS8kosios filosofijos) iSardymo ir
pirmapradiskesnio atkiirimo judesys.

Tikslas pasiekiamas jgyvendinant Siuos uzdavinius:

a)  parodyti, jog ankstyvuoju etapu haidegeriskasis formalaus nurodymo metodas
formuojasi fenomenologinés ir neokantinés filosofijos priemonémis
interpretuojant aristoteliSkgja analogijos sampratg, o véliau Sis metodas tampa
kertiniu Aristotelio filosofijos interpretacijai teorijos ikisgvokinés iStakos

pozitriu, kuri savo ruoztu tampa Heideggerio filosofijos asimi;
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b)  parodyti Leibnizo ir vokieciy idealizmo autoriy Schellingo ir Hegelio filosofijy
bei jy pateikiamos kartezianizmo kritikos, jsisavinant aristotelines sgvokas,
jnasg ] haidegeriS$kaja eckstatinio laiko sampratg kaip Aristotelio xivnoic ir
évreAéyera sSampratos interpretacija;

C)  parodyti, jog kantiSkojo apriorizmo interpretacija Heideggerio mastyme yra
priemoné Aristotelio pamatiniy savoky (odoia, aitiov ir kt.) reinterpretacijai
laikiSkumo horizonte, o haidegeriSkoji laiko ekstaziy samprata yra Si
reinterpretacija;

d)  parodyti, jog karteziSkoji filosofija istoriSkai ir konceptualiai kyla i§ graiky
ontologijos, o haidegeriskoji Descartes‘o filosofijos kritika yra Aristotelio ir
Platono ontologijy santykio interpretacija, skirianti pirmenybe aristoteliskgjai
pozicijai;

e)  atriboti haidegeriskaja racionalizmo kritika nuo iracionalistiniy filosofijos
kryp¢iy ir parodyti, jog ji atsiranda kaip Aristotelio filosofijos, ypac jo wdfog
sampratos, interpretacija;

f) parodyti, jog Heideggerio vélyvasis ,kitas mastymas®“ yra Aristotelio
filosofijos reinterpretacija, jos pamatines sgvokas aiSkinanti jy priklausymo
ikisokratiSkojo mastymo, savo ruoztu iSskleidZiamo ontologinio skirtumo

rakursu, horizontui pozitiriu.

Metodologija. Disertacijoje siekiama aptarti Heideggerio filosofijos visuma, traktuojant
ja jos télog pozilriu, tai yra ankstesniyjy laikotarpiy filosofija interpretuojant is
brandziausiojo laikotarpio perspektyvos.

Skirtingy laikotarpiy ir skirtingoms temoms skirti Heideggerio tekstai tiriami
parodant jy tarpusavio konkrecias tekstines bei prasmines sgsajas ir taip atskleidziant
Siuos skirtingus tekstus grindziantj bendrag principa, arba bendrag mastymo struktiirg —
keturnar¢ mastymo struktirg kaip Aristotelio pamatiniy sgvoky (re)interpretacija
ontologinio skirtumo pozitiriu.

Heideggerio filosofijos koncepcija ir su ja gretinamos koncepcijos tiriamos
hermeneutiSkai-fenomenologiSkai. HermeneutiSkai jos interpretuojamos jy ikiteoriniy
prielaidy ir istorinio ,,konteksto® pozidiriu. O kito hermeneutinis interpretavimas yra

vienoveje su autofenomenologiniu skirtingy galimy biities atvérimo biidy tyrimu. Todél
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tirlamas ne Aristotelio ir Heideggerio filosofijy paskirai pamatiniy principy kaip
skirtingy vieny nuo kity santykis, bet jy vienové haidegeriSkai-aristoteliSkojoje
hermeneutinéje-fenomenologijoje. Diachroninis istorinis filosofijos pjuvis pateikiamas
siejant su sinchroniniu skirtingoms epochoms priklausanciy filosofy biities atvérimo
bidy sugretinimu.

Laikomasi nuostatos, kad Heideggerio mastymo turtingumg ir esme¢ galima atskleisti
tik sutelkiant j visumg skirtingus jos pamatinio principo — Aristotelio filosofijos
interpretacijos ontologinio skirtumo poziiiriu — atvejus, iSsiskleidusius per visg mastytojo
kirybos kelig skirtingomis temomis ir jvairiais jvardijimais. Tarp skirtingy mastymo
fragmenty parodomi Seiminiai panasumai a la Wittgenstein, nurodant visy jy vienodai
pirmapradiskumg — jy kilimg sykiu i$ haidegeriSkosios Aristotelio pamatiniy sgvoky
reinterpretacijos.

Heideggerio ir Aristotelio filosofijy kritinés rekonstrukcijos derinamos su kity, nei
Sios dvi, filosofijy kritinémis rekonstrukcijomis. Taip atskleidziamos kity filosofy
mintyje iSsikristalizavusios haidegeriSkosios Aristotelio filosofijos interpretacijos
prielaidos ir jos specifika.

Husserlio ir neokantininko Lasko filosofijy kritinés rekonstrukcijos pasitelkiamos
pristatant du Kkertinius Aristotelio filosofijos interpretacijos momentus: teorijos
ikisgvokiniy prielaidy tyrimo sampratg ir formalaus nurodymo (formale Anzeige) metodo
iStakas. Taip pat parodoma, kaip Heideggerio mintyje transformuojamos huserliskosios
fenomenologijos intencionalumo ir vidinés laiko samonés sampratos, atrandant galimybe
fenomenologiskai interpretuoti Aristotelio pamatines sgvokas.

Pasitelkiant Leibnizo filosofijos kriting rekonstrukcijag, parodoma pacios
fenomenologijos gilesn¢ iStaka ir joje nuo pradzios glidinti kartezisSkosios paradigmos
tranformacijos galimybe. Gretinant Leibnizo ir Heideggerio filosofijas pagrindZiamas
nuoseklus per¢jimas nuo karteziSkosios analiting geometrijg privilegijuojancios
paradigmos prie haidegeriskai-aristoteliSkosios, privilegijuojancios laikiSka nedualistinj
atverties horizonta.

Idant parodytume, kaip pereinama nuo karteziskosios belaikés objekto intelektinés
pagavos prie odoia, istoriskai kildinancios objekto sampratg, laikiSkos interpretacijos,
pateikiama Kanto aprioriniy juslumo (laiko ir erdveés) ir intelekto formy vienoveés

sampratos kritiné rekonstrukcija.
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Vienodai pirmapradé amzinybés démens ir istoriSkumo (laikiSkumo) démens svarba
haidegeriSkai-aristoteliSkajame mastyme parodoma ji gretinant su Schellingo ir Hegelio
filosofijy ir jy numanomos Aristotelio filosofijos interpretacijos kritinémis
rekonstrukcijomis. Ivedant istoriSkumo démenj laikoma, jog Heideggerio biities
istoriSkumo samprata perima ir vysto Hegelio ir Schellingo istorijos filosofija.
Pasitelkiant Schellingo filosofijos kriting rekonstrukcijg, parodoma vienodai pirmaprade
teorijos ikisgvokiniy prielaidy tyrimo ir ekstatinés mastymo strukttros kilme.

Siekiant iSrySkinti Heideggerio filosofijos specifikg, parodomas jos skirtumas tiek
nuo racionalistinei krypc€iai priskiriamy, tiek nuo iracionalistinei krypciai priskiriamy
filosofijy — kartezianizmo ir bergsonizmo. Heideggerio filosofijos pozitriu, abi Sios
kryptys konceptualiai ir istoriskai kildintinos i§ graikiskyjy sampraty (odoia, évépyeia ir
kt.), todé¢l gretinant Heideggerio mintj su Descartes‘o, Bergsono mintimi, atskleidziama
Aristotelio filosofijos haidegeriskosios traktuotés specifika.

Hobbes‘o mintis traktuojama kaip konceptualiné grandis tarp moderniosios ir
aristotelinés priezastingumo sampraty, o haidegeriskoji hobsiSkosios sampratos
destrukcija pateikiama kaip priemoné pereiti nuo moderniosios prieZasties ir akto
sampratos prie haidegeriskai-aristoteliSkosios veiksmo kaip darymo, darbo (Werk)
sampratos.

Visg tyrimg grindzia haidegeriskoji transcendentalinio, arba ontologinio, pasyvumo
ir aktyvumo, iracionalumo ir racionalumo, objekto ir subjekto, bities ir esinio vienoves

prielaida.

Mokslinis naujumas. Aristotelio filosofijos reiksmé Heideggerio mastyme lig Siol
Lietuvoje buvo nuodugniau neapmastyta, o platesn¢je — tarptautinéje — filosofavimo
erdvéje yra suprantama nevienareikSmiskai. Dazniausiai atsietai aptariami vieni ar kiti
haidegeriskosios Aristotelio filosofijos interpretacijos aspektai, 0 disertacijoje siekiama
parodyti §iy skirtingy aspekty esminga susietuma. Sitaip atskleidZiama, jog Aristoteliy
pamatiniy sagvoky interpretacija grindzia arba sieja Heideggerio mastyma kaip visuma.
Atskleidziama haidegeriSkojo ekstatinio mastymo keturnaré struktiira ir tai, jog ji
susiformuoja interpretuojant Aristotelio mintj ontologinio skirtumo pozitriu.

Disertacijoje nurodomas pozityvus Leibnizo, Schellingo ir Hegelio jdirbio jnaSas i
Heideggerio filosofijg ir, skirtingai, nei jprasta, pabréziama ne tik laiko, bet ir amzinybés
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matmens svarba eckstatiniame laiko mastyme kaip Aristotelio filosofijos pamatiniy
sgvoky interpretacijoje.

Akcentuojama aktyvumo ir pasyvumo vienovisko santykio sampratos kertiné
reik§mé. Siuo poziiiriu interpretuojama ir skirtingy aiskinimy bei vertinimy susilaukusi
Bities ir laiko parankiSkumo analizé. Parodoma, jog ji, zvelgiant 1§ Heideggerio
filosofijos visumos perspektyvos, kreipia link aristoteliSkyjy sgvoky apmastymo
ontologinio skirtumo ir jam esmingo pasyvumo-aktyvumo vienovisko santykio pozitriu.
Nurodoma, jog Sis pasyvumo-aktyvumo vienovés principas bendras skirtingy temy —
religijos, istorijos, politikos, meno, mokslo, laiko — haidegeriskajam apmastymui ir
vienija jas kaip vienos ontologijos daugeriopg iSraiska.

Taip pat disertacijoje prisidedama prie Heideggerio filosofijos terminy tinkamy

vertimy | lietuviy kalbg paieskos. Vertimai pateikiami ir aptariami atskirame priede.

Struktioira. Disertacija sudaro jvadas, dvi déstymo dalys (kiekvienoje po tris
poskyrius), i§vados, literatiiros sarasas ir du priedai.

Pirmojoje dalyje gan glaustai iSdéstomos prielaidos ir principai, kuriais remiasi
antroje dalyje skleidziama haidegeriskoji filosofija kaip Aristotelio filosofijos
interpretacija. Pirmosios dalies pirmajame, jzanginiame, poskyryje bendriausiais
bruozais apibtidinamas Heideggerio ir Aristotelio filosofijos santykis, teigiant, jog
Heideggerio filosofija yra Aristotelio filosofijos intepretacija, kuri sykiu yra
karteziSkosios mastymo paradigmos kritika. Antrajame poskyryje aptariamos
fenomenologinés ir neokantinés Heideggerio mastymo iStakos, parodant, kaip jos leidzia
perimti ir naujai interpretuoti Aristotelio filosofijos principus, sykiu perimant ir
transformuojant karteziskaja mastymo paradigma. TrecCiajame poskyryje nurodomas
vokieciy idealizmo filosofijos jnaSas ; Heideggerio filosofija, kartezianizmo kritika ir
Aristotelio filosofijos interpretacija. Cia pabréz&iau jvedamas istorinis filosofavimo
matmuo, esmingas peréjimui nuo moderniojo (karteziskojo) subjektinio mastymo prie
haidegeriskai-aristoteliskojo ,,kito mgstymo*.

Antrojoje dalyje iSsamiau parodoma Heideggerio filosofija esant Aristotelio
filosofijos pamatiniy principy interpretacija ir aiSkinama jos prasmée. Teigiama, jog Si
interpretacija kyla kaip atsakas j istoring situacija — kartezianizmo dominavima — ir teikia
galimybe karteziskojo dualizmo jveikai, konkreciau — tokiy jo apraisky kaip valios ir
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intelekto, iracionalumo ir racionalumo, juslumo ir mastymo, laiko ir erdvés, laisvés ir
priezastingumo perskyros arba suprieSinimai. Pirmasis poskyris labiau skirtas atskleisti
haidegeriSkosios  interpretacijos  iracionalistiniams  elementams,  antrasis —
racionalistiniams, taCiau pirmasis sykiu yra ir iracionalizmo kritika, o antrasis —
racionalizmo. Tuo parodomas pacios iracionalumo ir racionalumo perskyros — bendriau,
paties karteziS8kojo dualizmo — nepagristumas. Treciasis poskyris skirtas atskleisti Sio
dualizmo sandy perskyros ir vienovés galimybes haidegeriSkai-aristoteliSkajame biities
atvérime. Siame paskutiniajame disertacijos poskyryje apibendrinamas ankstesnis
déstymas ir griZztama prie to, kas bendriausiais bruozais nurodyta jZanginiame pirmosios
dalies poskyryje, taip apytikriai vaizduojant haidegeriskaja ,,ateitiSko grizimo i save*
struktiirg. Be to, disertacijos déstymui esminga tai, kad atskiri skyriai, poskyriai ir
pastraipos, panasiai kaip vieno akordo garsai ar vieno muzikinio kiirinio taktai, nurodo
vieni Kitus ir geriausiai skamba ne pavieniui, 0 kaip visuma. Formalaus nurodymo,
parankiSkumo-prieSrankiskumo skirties, biities ir laiko vienovés giminingos temos,
kylanc¢ios 1§ haidegeriSkosios Aristotelio interpretacijos, pereina viena ] kita, o
Heideggerio mastymo santykis su kity mastytojy (Leibnizo, Kanto, Bergsono,
Schellingo, Husserlio ir kt.) filosofijos elementais aptariamas varijuojant Siomis
temomis, taip sykiu parodant ir paslepiant pamatinj ekstatiSkumo principa, kuris yra
haidegeriSkai-aristoteliSkosios filosofijos esmé.

Prieduose pateikiami paaiSkinimai, padedantys geriau suprasti disertacijos turinj ir jO
déstymg: pagrindiniy terminy vertimai ir jy paaiSkinimai (pirmasis priedas) ir
schemiskas haidegeriSskojo mastymo struktiiros specifikos ir skirtingy elementy sarysiy

18déstymas (antrasis priedas).

ISvados

1) Heideggerio filosofijai esminga ne dualistinio, bet vienovisko, ir ne kogituojanciu
subjektu grindziamo, bet i§ biuties kildinamo, mastymo dvejopa pastanga, tod¢l ji
formuojasi kaip karteziskosios filosofijos, kurios du esminiai bruozai yra dualizmas ir
subjektizmas, kritika. VienoviSko ir biitiSko mastymo paradigma atrandama Aristotelio
filosofijoje bei jai gimininga laikomoje ikisokratiky filosofijoje, ir jas siekiama
interpretatyviai perimti atsizvelgiant | XX a. kartezianizmo dominavimo konteksts.
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Kartezianizmo istoriné ir konceptualiné iStaka taip pat atrandama graiky mastyme, todél
karteziSkosios ir haidegeriskosios filosofijos santykis apibréZiamas remiantis dvejomis
graiky ontologijos interpretacijos galimybémis: kadangi ontologinis skirtumas graikuose
tik implikuojamas, bet neeksplikuojamas, tai, pirma, joje susiformuoja dualizmo ir
subjektizmo, besiremianciy §io skirtumo uzmarstimi, istoriné ir konceptualiné prielaida,
antra, eksplikuojant graiky mastyma ontologinio skirtumo poziiiriu, reflektuojamas
karteziSkosios filosofijos pagrindas ir ji transformuojama taip, jog tapty vienovisku
buties mastymu. Toks mastymas tiek kaip visuma, tiek atskiry aspekty poziiiriu
formuojasi perimant Aristotelio filosofijos sampratas, atsiZvelgiant | jy giminingumag
ikisokratiskajai filosofijai, kuri pati savo ruoztu interpretuojama ontologinio skirtumo

rakursu.

2) Heideggerio filosofijos metodas — formalus nurodymas, véliau tampantis
egzistencialine analitika, véliau tampancia jsiklausymu j bities kalbg — atsiranda kaip
alternatyva karteziSkajam techninio metodiskumo reikalavimui. Jis susiformuoja kaip
Aristotelio filosofijos interpretacija, o pati $i interpretacija yra Heideggerio filosofija.
Kertinis Heideggerio jnasas j filosofijg yra pats Sis metodas, tai yra pats jo suformuluotas
mastymo biidas, kuris yra ir jo filosofijos esminé Zinia: bities ir mastymo vienoves (7o
yop avto vosiv éotiv te koi elvar) keturnaré-ekstating struktiira. Si  struktira
suformuluojama kaip graikiskosios filosofijos (Parmenido ir kt.) esminés jzvalgos
grazinimas, ypatingai atsizvelgiant | Aristotelio filosofijg, kurioje S§i jZvalga esanti
aiSkiausiai i$sakyta, tai yra kaip aristoteliSkojo dovauig ir évépyera santykio, arba odeia

supratimo 1§ xiviois horizonto, rekonstrukcija ontologinio skirtumo pozitiriu.

3) Interpretuodamas Aristotelio vienoviska pasyvumo-aktyvumo mastyma, Heideggeris
tesia hegeliSkaja karteziSkosios bei galiléjiSkosios-niutoniSkosios materijos pasyvistingés
traktuotés kritikg. Jo filosofijoje perimami karteziS8kosios metafizikos ir moderniojo
mokslo rezultatai, bet jie naujai interpretuojami vienovisko biities mastymo horizonte,
reflektuojant ir transformuojant juos grindzianc¢ig absoliutaus aktyvumo ir absoliutaus
pasyvumo santykio prielaidg. HaidegeriSkoji kartezianizmo kritika kyla i§ nedualistinio
ir nesubjektinio Dasein buvimo horizonto, suprantamo analogiSskai graikiSkajam
vienoviskam Aristotelio pamatiniy sgvoky — odoia, ovvauig, évépyero ir kt. — kilmés
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horizontui. D¢l ontologinio skirtumo uzmarsties, pastebimos jau graiky mastyme,
moderniojo radikalizavimo odoia imama traktuoti subjektiskai, ir Sis traktavimas jgyja
tris giminingus karteziSkojo dualizmo pavidalus: karteziSkojo-galilé¢jiSkojo mechanizmo,
bergsoniSkojo-(anti)galil¢jisSkojo  voliuntarizmo,  galiléjiSkojo-hobsiskojo-lokiskojo
empirizmo/formalizmo. Biities mastymas kaip biitiSka-vienoviska (ekstatiné) odoia
traktuoté leidZia apibrézti santykj tarp ekstatiSkai-laikiSkai suprasto aristoteliSkojo ir
techninio-procesualaus karteziskojo-galiléjiskojo bities atvérimo kaip santykj tarp bities

prisiminimo ir biities uzZmarsties.

4) Haidegeriskosios filosofijos metodas formuojasi interpretuojant Aristotelio filosofija,
0 pati §i interpretacija remiasi Siuo metodu. Hermeneutinis, arba ontologinis, ratas yra
esminis, nes tik per ji pasirodo dialektiska mastymo ir buties, laikiSkumo ir pastovumo
vienove. Haidegeriskojoje Aristotelio savoky interpretacijoje 1§ Dasein laikiSkojo
horizonto perimama ir modifikuojama Hegelio dialektiSka aristoteliSkosios évépyeia
pokarteziskoji interpretacija kaip subjektiSkumo ir sykiu jo istorinés dialektikos
samprata. Kaip ir Hegelio sampratoje, Heideggerio aristoteliskyjy sampraty
interpretacijoje, kitaip nei paiam Aristoteliui, tampa nesvarbi teorijos ir praktikos skirtis
ir jvedama istoriSkumo dimensija. Taciau, kitaip nei Hegelio sampratoje, kurioje
iSrySkéja kartezianizme glidinti techninio progresizmo ir voliuntarizmo prielaida,
Absoliutg suvokiant kaip sgvoka, arba saviZing, ir nepaliaujama veikluma,
haidegeriskojoje Dasein ir istoriSkumo sampratoje pabréziamas &vépyera Santykis su
ovvoyug. Taip | hegeliSkaja trinare dialektika jtraukiamas ketvirtasis struktiros narys,
nurodant nepaslépties ir paslépties vienove bei veiklumo ir rimties vienove. Todel tiek
karteziSkosios paradigmos ] zinojimg, arba teorija, orientuota pusé, tiek josios |
veiklumg, arba praktika, orientuota pusé pakei¢iamos teorijos ir praktikos vienoveés
paradigma (buties mastymu). Ekstatinis odaio bei évépyeia suvokimas numano biitiskaja
trijy struktiiros nariy vienove, o bet koks suvokimas, numanantis pirmesne¢ jy iSskaida,

suprastinas kaip buties uzmarsties pavidalas.

5) HaidegeriSkai-aristoteliSkame mastyme atsisakoma moderniosios atomistinés-
skaidancios esmo traktuotés. Perimant leibniziSkaja monadologija kaip analitinio-

geometrinio biities atvérimo kritika, atveriama galimybé modernybés kontekste jsisavinti
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Aristotelio évépyera sampratg, sykiu santykj tarp KkarteziSkojo ir haidegeriSkai-
aristoteliSkojo mastymo suprantant per Platono ir Aristotelio filosofijy santykio
interpretacijg. Atsisakoma nuo dualizmo pavidaly, istoriskai ir konceptualiai kildinamy
18 platoniSkojo ywpiouog, ir pereinama prie laikaerdviskojo (ekstatiSkojo) Dasein
mastymo kaip aristoteliSkojo odoior supratimo i§ xivyoic it ocwuparo horizonto
interpretatyvios rekonstrukcijos. Ekstatinis telkiancio vienio, apofatiSkai biinanc¢io iki
skaiCiaus, mastymas susiformuoja Bityje ir laike ir véliau vis gilinant reikmeniskumo
apmastyma, kuriuo pateikiama Aristotelio filosofijos (ir jos graikiSkojo horizonto)
interpretatyvi rekonstrukcija, suteikianti pamatg skaidanciu biities atvérimu neparemtai

ontologijai.

6) Skaidantis biities atvérimas kildintinas i§ biities kaip sgvokos supratimo, o §is savo
ruoztu — i§ platoniskojo biities kaip eidoc atvérimo. I§ jo kyla ir mgstymo skaida j atskiras
temas, labiau isry$kéjanti aristoteliskajame mintijime. Sios tendencijos radikalizavimas
modernybéje yra vienodai pirmapradis su bities ir esinio skirtumo radikalizavimu
(buties uzmarstimi). HaidegeriSkajai ekstatinei ontologijai, kuri formuojasi vakarietiSka
aristoteliS$kaja konceptualing ontologija jSaknijant (ne atmetant, bet iSsaugant!) i jos
ikisokratiSkasias (ikieidiSkasias) iStakas, aiSkinamas bities ir esinio (kaip skirtingy)
vienovés poziiiriu, esmingas atskiry temy susietumas, o jas kaip tik ir sieja joms bendra
ekstatinés ontologijos struktiira. Heideggerio filosofijoje visas démesys sutelkiamas
bities prasmes klausimg ir keturnarés ekstatinés struktiiros brandinima, i§ paZiiros
ignoruojant atskiry filosofijos sri¢iy — etikos, politikos filosofijos, istorijos filosofijos,
gamtos filosofijos, logikos, epistemologijos, metafizikos — tyrimus, todél, kad ekstatinis
mastymas galimas tik kaip neskaidantis bities atvérimas ir jau suponuoja vienodai
pirmapradziai atskiry sriciy prielaidy ir paties jy atskirtumo prielaidos transformacijg ir

telkia jas viename ekstatiniame mastyme (biities prisiminime).

7) Buties mastymui, kaip ir $élingiskajai Abgrund ir Joveuic sampratai, esminga
individualizuojanti kriks¢ioniSkoji creatio ex nihilo patirtis: tik dél jos galimas
haidegeriSkasis Aristotelio filosofijos interpretavimas ontologinio skirtumo rakursu.
Sykiu haidegeriskai-aristoteliSkasis biities mastymas skleidziasi interpretatyviai perimant
ikisokratiskaja @doic samprata, taip pat suprantama ontologinio skirtumo rakursu. Siuo
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biudu bities ir laiko vienovés horizonte suartéja krikSc¢ioniSkosios ir graikiSkosios
dieviskumo atvertys. Abgrund, arba bities kaip vienio, apofatiSkai biuinancio iki
skaiiaus, mgstyme tampa neprasminga skirtis tarp poli-teizmo ir mono-teizmo,
1Ssaugant antrajam biidingg individualumo principg, bet j1 mastant anapus karteziskyjy
subjekto ir objekto, dvasios ir materijos, dvasios ir gamtos perskyry. Todél
nekarteziSkame Dasein mastyme padedami transcendentaliniai, arba ontologiniai,
pamatai religijai, suliejanciai krik$¢ioniSkuosius ir klasikinius elementus, apie kurios
reikme¢ pokartezinéje epochoje dar XIX a. ankstyvuoju savo kiirybos periodu kalbéjo

nedualistinj aristoteliSka mastyma vystes Hegelis.
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