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But deep inside. me, in my most !ntiniate
thought, Truth, which is neither Heqrew
nor.Greek nor Latin nor any foreign
speech, would speak to me, though not
in syllables formed by lips and tongue.

- S'aint Augustind,
Confessions
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ABSTRACT

In Plato's Doctrine of the Truth (PLW) ~ J.'artin

•Heidegger argues that Plato, in the Republic, yokes truth

to a preconcei.ved notion of logical and moral rightness.

This yoke is a result, Heidegger argues, of Plato's basic

orientation towards beings. Eor Plato the essential

characteristic of beings, so runs the argument in PLW,-
lies in the Co~a, a being's w~atness, its essential nature.

Heidegger maintains that Plato is wrong in so characterizing

beings, s ince unhidd-e~ness (OJ,.n{1e; I. a.) .and not whatness is

the ptimo~dial charact.eristic (Grundzug) of beings .. H~idegger
. - " . ---......, ~~ ..

further a~gues that Plato holds a c~respon~, 1h~ory of

Truth, that for Plato aAnaeLa. is really 6pe6Tn~ (rightness),
-~~ --------- -

and that 6 Tnc is the correspondence (6uoLwaLC) of the

correc te5e:i:v, to the right Coea..
/

_ ../ In PLW we fInd

. philosophical debate,

,
Heidegger in the midst of a contempora~

I

more or less on the side of tho~e who

expound, in multifarious ways, theexisten{:'ialist's 'lt~'xistence

pr~cede l'essence, while opposing the so-called Platonic

Scholastic Essentia antecedit Existentiam. ~y purpose in this

thesis is tw~fold: first I show how Heidegger's thesis in

PLW is based on his alethology in Being and rime (SZ),and
-"

secondly I show how Heidegger, by neglecting the role that to

agathon plays as the originating locus (apxn) of aletheia,

misconstrues the notionof truth put forth in the Republic.
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Ch~pter I

INTRODUCTION

Just as an intoxicated person reveals more about

himself than he does about the alcohol that he has consumed,

so Heidegger, in Plato's Doctrine of Truth (PLW) , reveals

more about his own way o~~thinking than he does about Plato's .
.

This is not tousay that Heidegger doesn't reveal anything

about Plato 1 s doctrine of truth put forth in the Republic,

for such an opinion·concerning. the argument in PLW woula be

indicative of a most reprehensible frivolousness and super-

ficiality. Rather, one ought to see Heidegger at work in

PLW in much the same way as Edmund Husse~l was fond of seeing

Galileo--l'at once a discovering and a concealing genius (ent

deckender und verdeckender Genius) .,,1 For indeed, there is

much that Heidegger does reveal about Plato's Republic aleth-

ology, even though it remains basically unstated in PLW.
-

The main purpose of this thesis is to show, in the

context of the doctrine of truth put forth in Heidegger's

major work, Being and Time (SZ), how Heidegger construes

Plato's doctrine of truth. SZ stems from Heidegger's

thinking in the beginning of his career, while PLW stems

from the middle period of his career; that the pos~tion in

PLW regarding the nature of truth represents a change from

1
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the position in SZ is evinced by the argument in PLW and

other works that were written at the same time as PLW. 2 .

Herein it is argued that Heidegger cannot hold at one and

the same time his basic position concerning truth in PLW and

his position in ~: not only Plato's alethology, as construed

-by Heidegger; is subjected to the razor-bladed -argument in

PLW, but also, whether intentionally or unintentionally, the

alethology put forth in SZ. Herein it is also argued that

Heidegger only deals with one aspect of Plato's Republic aleth

ology; neglected in PliW-is as mlIClr-aS~S dis~sected, which is

why it is said that -PLW reveals more' about--Heidegger than

about Plato.

Heidegger's basic thesis in PLW has its 'parallels in

the history of Western philosophy, especially in Aristotle.

Ar~stotle sees Plato's notion of the to€a as an attempted

solution to the problem raised 'by Heraclitean doctrines th~t ~

"the whole' of the perceptual world is always changing, and the,

~ can be no certain knowledge about anythi~g that is ••. ,,3 In-

fluenced by Socrates' search for the non-relative and non-

vicissitudinous in the realm of ethical comportment, and
,

influenced by the Pythagorean doctrine that descr~bes empirical..
beings as "imitations" of numbers, Pl~to eclectically invents

,a new approach~ now there are "two" orders of beings, one that

does not change and is most truly the order of beings, i.e.

the order of the total, and the other, the order of beings

which are always changing, Ta Ylyv6~Eva. But Aristotle
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criticizes Plato' for leaving vague and unclarified the

notion ~f the "participati~n" (~€eE~'~) of the f6fal in

the yty~6~E~a: in other- words, one finds an ambiguous schism

in Plato's approach to'beings. Aristotle, like Heide~ger,

tries to do a*ay with this "schism" in Plato's thought.

Aristotle attempts to deal with beings in te~s ,of the beings

themselves, "being,s as beings". He does not postulate, as
'.s,

Plato apparently does, another realm of beings to account for

the beings that are here at hand (T66E Tt). Indee~, Aristotle

sees his construal of beings as unique ,in that no-one prior
- ~-~---

~~o h~ locates the e~sential determination of a being in the

being itself. Unl~ke ijeidegger, however, Aristotle does
tJ)

not see his dissatisfaction with Plato's ontology in'terms

of a "priority argument", but rather in a "locality argument".

Aristotle argues, seemingly in contradistinction to Plato,

that "what" a being is must be located in the same place as

where this "what" is, in the being itself. Heidegger, on the

other hand, argues in PLW that the being itself is more prior
~

than "what" it is, that in some sense in which he does not

explain the sheer isness or suchness of a be~ng is "more prior

,to,r what that being is.

~With his priority argument Heidegger endeavors to

return to a pre~Platoni6 ontology characteristic of a Hera-
.

clitean interpretation ot beings. But instead of saying that
" .

beings are, first and 'fo~emost, always changing or flowing

(P€Et~), Heideg~er argues in ~ that they are' always unfold

ing, always rising into ~nhid~~ss (der, Aufgang des Verborgen
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in die Unverborgenheit). The continual rise into unhidden-

ness is prior to, or more primordial th~n, any other deter-

mination Both qeing its~lf and the many beings possess.

The "as what they" are", maintains Heidegger, applies to

. beings only as a secondary, a£t~r the fact, dete~ination.. .
of, their '~;~sential unhiddenness; comportment toward's the "as

. ~ ~ . ~ ,," ,
.. ... t"....

what the.y>!:re lt is a secondary and~modified form of comportment.

The old 'saying that "contraries complement" is far from

Heidegger" s mind in PLW, for in no way can the sheer such

ne~,~nd. whatness of a being be said to be complementary.

~ Uncompromisingly, Heidegger argues against Plato's apparent
.

"whatness first" approach; in its place he offers his own,

"suchness first" approach.

Prima facie Heidegger's priority argument that "such-

he'ss precedes wha.tness" finds its most natural completion

and refinement in the i<;1ter to be developed formula "existence

precedes essence", a formula whose bankruptcy continually

~~ares one in tpe face. For if it be granted that the terms

existence ~nd essen~e, as ~~~s, actually refer to something,

then\t2 claim that existence precedes essence is to claim that

the par~icular ,"essence of existence," is such that it precedes

e~sence., 'in this case the e'ssence of itself. In other words.,
"

to uphold this formula is to uphold a contradiction in terms:
p

on'the one hand, ex~stence is said tq' pre~ede essence, while

on the other h~nd, existence is.~~~~d itself to be an essence
.

or have an essence. 'But, a's an essence. 1 how can existence

precede essence? The same conclusion, it can be argued, can
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precedes whatness" formula

is, is to argue quite

----
But even on a more basic level, Heidegger's priority

'-~-~" , ~-----~ "

argument in ~ appears"bankrupt when "being" is understood,
- ,

asit",is commonly unde'rstood, as "what is". For truth then

becomes tb~e of rtwhat is" into ,unhiddennes-s. To subs'e

quently argue t~~denness is more prior to, or

--------....primordial tha?, what unhiddenn~9~

contradictorily. In 'the very claim that---~uth is the unhid-

denness of what is, one makes the rtwhat rt and the"nU11Qiddenness", ' "

equiprimordial. As long as unhiddenness, i.e. truth, is

understood as the unhiddenness of being" of "what is", the

claim that unhiddenness is prior to whatness (what. gets unhid-

den)' is rather unfounded.

As has been stated, Heidegger does reveal much about

Plato in PLW, most df which has to do with Heidegger's

insistence on interpreting Plato in terms of a notion of

1;:Iuthi as such, Heidegger has awakened new interest in Plato '.5

notion of truth. At the sarne time, however, by focusing on

Plato's approach to logical trut~Heidegger tends to conceal

much about Plato's overall aletholo~

Heidegger loses sight of Plato's intention in postu-

, lating the to e:a or 'LO a()'L6v to account' fO";:.' 'the ;~lation between,
, "

on the one hand, the human being's sentient comportm~nt

towards and engagement with beings, and on the other' hand, th~

truth of the beings themselves. In his attempt to prove, how

ever, that Plato essentially interprets being, 0'001Cl, in' terms
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of the 1o€a, Heidegger, conceals the fact that Plato sees

idetic-seeing (~oEtV) in the larger framework of the art or
\

techne of 91aAEKT1Kn, dialectics, whose telos is seen b~

Plato, not Heidegger, -as the awareness and knowledge of that

which is most basic or fundamental for the human being. The

human being qua psyche is not divorced from the teleological

processes of growth and development found in nature: the

human being qua ~uxn is brought into being, according to the

Republic, with a telos. But the human being's telos is

unique in that it seeks the arche--the human being's essential

goal is to seek that which is most basic or archical. And

for Plato, the human being qua ~uxn can reach or accomplish

this telos most appropriately by means of dialectics. In the
-~--

sun and ~ave eikons, in the divided line epistemology, in ~~

T
the construal of the dialectical.method-ef-pnilosophy, in

the notion of the state put forth in the Republic, and finally

in the myth of Er, Socrates consistently maintains that

idetic-seeing is the means, not end, of archological under-

standing and awareness. Heidegger tends to forget about this'

context in which Plato's notion of idetic-seeing is inextri-

cably bound.

As will be shown, however, the roots of this forget-

fulness have their origins in §44 of 52 wherein Heidegger

"criticizes" the traditional notion of truth. But this

criticism turns out to be, in the final analysis, a dimin-

ishment of the tradition. Heidegger reduces the traditional

notion of truth to a strictly logical doctrine of truth, a
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doctrine of "derived" or "propositional" truth. 'He neglect~

the traditional notion of an archical, logos-grounding truth.

That is to say, he first assumes that there are two basic

kinds of truth, one fundamental and one derived, and then

assumes without further ado that the whole of Western thought

has upheld only one, the derived. By critic~zing the derived

notion as it has been traditionally expressed, he bethinks him-

self to have dealt with the whole approach to truth in the

West. It will be shown how this argument is carried through

from sz to PLW.

In order to acquire ·a general understanding of the

philosophical and historical orientation from which Heidegger

derives his interpretation of Plato's alethology, Chapter II

introduces Heidegger in terms.of Husserl and phenomenology in

general. In chapter III Heidegger's SZ alethology is treated,

in an attempt to extrapolate the essenifal conception of truth

and the connection between, on the one hand, the "structure

of Sorge" and, on the other, truth itself. Chapter IV is a

gene~al exegesis of the main arguments and procedures found

in PLW, with special attention paid to Heide~ger's criticisms

of the rota. Finally, Chapter V, the concluding chapter,

brings into focus, on the one hand, the connection between

Heidegger' 5 SZ 'and Plato' 5 Republic alethologies I 'and on the

other, the frailties of Heidegger's interpretation of Plato's

notion ~f dAn6eta.

since a claim to intelligibility is made in this

thesis, that is, since the author claims to knoW something








































































































































































































