The idea of Life in José Ortega
y Gasset and the reformulation of
{€ question of Being

CARLOS J. RAMOS MATTI]

“We need to correct the point of departure of Philosophy,”
Ortega would say in 1929, “the radical fact of the Universe is not
simply: thought exists or 1 exist thinking—but that if thought
exists there ipso facto exist, I, who think, and the world thought
by me—and the one exists with the other, without possiblc separa-
tion.""!

When Ortega speaks of “‘correcting the point of departure for
Philosophy” he does not mean that he is going to speak about
Being as such, but that he intends a reelaboration on the way by
which we achieve our formal understanding of reality—Philoso-
phy—through a reelaboration on what constitutes the “first prin-
ciple” or the ground upon which that formal understanding of rea-
llity is achieved. It is in this sense, which is plainly within the Kan-
tian tradition, that he will be doing Mectaphysics.

1. Ortega y Gasset, Qué es filosofta (1929), V1, 402403.*

i Roman numerals and arabic numerals refer to the Obras Compietas of José
Ortega y Gasset. The year in parenthesis refers to the approximate date in which the
author’s ideas were produced and/or date of publication. For formal reference details,
cf. Bibliography.

85



It is for this reason that he will say, speaking of his relation-
ship to Heidegger, while resenting misunderstandings as to his
book, The Theme of our Time?, which had been published in
1923: “Nobody, in short, has remarked about my ‘Ratio-Vita-
lism’. And even now, after underscoring it, how many will be able
to understand it—understand the Critique of Vital Reason* which
is announced in that book?"’3

Ortega therefore did not intend to “renew the question of
Being” by a “renewal” of the notion of Being itself without a pre-
vious “renewal” or “reformulation” of the question about Being,
Le. by a critique of the question itself. With Descartes and the Mo.
derns, Being becomes “a question”, it becomes “questionable”, i.
e. doubtful, so that the question on Being becomes the question
about knowledge itself: How is knowledge possible before we may
say that the object of knowledge is achieved, i.e. Being? Ortega is
even more radical than that: who says that we are actually able to
know, so that we may examine the possibility conditions for
the knowledge which we supposedly possess? The philosophical
question is not the question about the possibility conditions for
knowledge, but the question as to the process—or the reality —
from which our need for knowledge arises and which drives us
towards knowledge as an ideal desideratum, something which Or-
tega was already describing since 1914, possibly since 1910.4 It is
at this level that Ortega will dispute with the Moderns.

“Philosophy’s first problem is not finding out which reality
1s the most important one, but which reality in the Universe is the
most indubitable one, the most certain... We establish ourselves,

2. Ortega y Gasset, £l tema de nuestro tiempo (1923), III, 141 ff. Translated
as The Modern Theme (New York: W.W. Norton, 1961**)_for purposes of the present
essay, the translation of all passages quoted from Ortega’s original Spanish ijs solely
mine. 1

3. Pidiendo un Goethe desde dentro®* (1932), IV, 404,

4.  The concept is the means for our possession of reality and it is our 76 asphalés,
the “security” of culture vs. the insecurity before “undomesticated circumstances™...
cf. Meditaciones del Quijote (1914), 1, 353-355. (Translated as Meditations on Quixote
(New York: W.W. Norton, 1963) cf. also Addn en el Paraiso (1910), 1, 479 ff,

2 All emphasis in all quotations is in the original unless otherwise stated.

**  Whenever the author should not appear in a footnote, it will be a work by Orte-
ga y Gasset.
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surely at this level, and the only thing we do is to dispute ,\:vgh the
Moderns on which is the radical and indubitable reality,” Ortega
' 5

WIH\?\?éV may therefore see that Ortega did not intend to Tak.fi (?6f
“life as radical reality” an equivalent to the Esse of phe Schohas;m}s), —
it is rather the equivalent to Kapt’s, Vernunft. While for t feBc. o

lastics ‘‘the thought about Being” was th.e. presence of el;g
through the existents and it thought as a participation in Be:mgftf e
Esse Subsistens by which both thought anc‘i‘ existents §ubs1it, }(:r
Kant “the thought about Being™ is the “Being which t oufg ;
puts”. Being for Kant is not a property of things but a property o

thOlé)gr}ltega will say, “...the qugstipn What is Being? meg;xs also,d{lot
who is Being, but what is Being itself as a pred1cat§.:. ’ rfeg;lr e}?i
of Being as such. Being as a predicate is thep an actvity ? t o;\g ;
and that is why Kant’s efforts become a Critique of Re’asqn_. 7 ia,»
son—the imagination and the Categc’)r}esfbecomes“the' ac,t,mtyd ;]
which Being ““‘comes into the world”. I"yhe sense of “being” use 1_
this fashion pertains to the “whatness” of tghl‘r}gsfthflr;ssences t
rather than a pure predication of existence.” Being” t gshnlq(ean

“that in which, of which, things_cons_lst’ y t.helr nature. Wit . ant,
the “perceived’” character of things is an ingredient in the deter

inati eir nature. ' .

mm%tel?(?rgfl(tgnt, therefore, Being was the reality by which things
are possible; with Kant now, things are in need of man in order to

5 ] iz (1929), VII, 422, _
g. I\le)lf frf fall(;sZ{eiiaJ sense, of course; that life could be conceived as the formal

uivalent to the ESSE is argued by Juan wavid Garc(a Bacca in Zyu'eve -Gm:difdh{o:
:(()lfos Contempordneos (Caracas, Venezuela: Publicaciones del Ministerio de Educa
10 .11, pp. 76 ff. e _
C10n7’ 191'71)‘Ivolﬂmnefrllotz S}, will say: “Habemus unam e%:per.zenna.m quac in se habe;
polar‘itatem. ex parte On et ex parte LOGOS...ergo experientia on't1cha (sjemper 1a;1 tehse
ontologica”’. (Experientia Metaphysica et Religiosa Rome: Mlms;’)grd%]cﬁngotl}lll:iamc o)
Pontifical Gregorian University, lecture of 6 December 1971). We »\1/ i thiq‘(;gig‘[ =
rection of thought in Karl Rahner, Espiritu en el mundo, the transla g s
Welt. - 4 ¥ o
1 fa Pura: Anejo a mi folleto “Kant (192. ), 1V, O e . §
g. Ilflrlo\s\(/)i{llfam J. Richardson, SJ, will point to this same distinction in Heidegger:

Through Phenomenology to Thought (The Haguc: Martinus Nijhotf, 1974) pp. 125 ff.
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posses the determination of their existence or their nature. **._accor-
ding to Kant,” will say Ortega, “cognoscible existents are not
as such (no son en si), but they consist in what we put in them.
Their being is our positing (nuestro poner).”19 This is the way

- by which Kant will focus on “the thought of Being” as a cri-
tique of thought itself. It is in the formal way of formulating the
question on Being that Ortega will be similar to Kant.

This should not mean that the Being of things is reduced to
thought, to the “BEING-Thought”, for Kant. Ortega will explain.
“Kant does not mean to say that ‘things’ in the world are reduced
to ‘the thing’ thought, that the existents should be secondary mo-
des of the primary existent thought—something which Kant rejects
and which he calls ‘material idealism’. Yet it is not a question
about the existents, but that the being of the existents—no matter
which they may be, corporal or psychological, insofar as cognosci-
ble~lacks sense if it is not seen in it something that supervenes to
things whenever a thinking subject comes into relationship with
them”. 11

Thus, it is not the act of thought which is Being, but it is that
by which Being “comes into the world”. Thought is not Being; it
produces Being, it “provokes” the appearance of Being. This Being
Is not ipsa rei manifesta—things of themselves do not possess a na-
ture except in the presence of man—but veritas rerum manifesta.

It is in this sense that Ortega feels to have discovered the ulti-
mate meaning in Kant’s Metaphysics: neither the subject nor the
object possess Being apart from each other. The Being of the sub-
Ject consists in its relationship to things and viceversa, This would
be the equivalent of “Intuitions without representations are form-
less; representations without intuitions are empty”. Ortega, fol-
lowing Kant, would say (or we could suppose him saying): “The
world without man is formless; man, without the world, is no-
thingness”. Thus Being is not something which is thought; neither

Is it a property of things independent of thought; it is rather that
which happens and/or arises through the relationship or basic

10.  Anejo a mi folleto “Kant” (1929), 1V, 55.
| DS Ihid 1V, 55-56.
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reality which is man-world. For Ortega, this is the sense or dll‘.eC-
tion to which we are led once Kant transformed the queétx.on
about Being and therefore transformed our understanding of Being
Ch. . . .
3 S%eing then is neither the property of things nor is it Ehfe.tpr(l);
perty of thought, neither is it a something which subsists h}é se
and which would make possible the relatxon‘s‘hlp by which em%
“Is put into the world”. That would be the ;omﬂcanpn of
Being”—that would mean falling back on the traditional n‘ot.xon i)o
Being as an “in itself”’—Ortega will point to the tempt‘}tlo?
“static Eleatism”; with Kant, Bemg.becomes the pfoductloi arf
act, of an activity, thesptivilt%/ by which things come into relation
ip wi inking subject. ‘ .
Shlplglil;ZaSEthvr’lhilcgcomrjnenting on Max Scheler, Ortega w1l’l f)ay: h'Ii
seems right that we should ask ourselves whatever may fe t ha)
sense which the world has or does not hfave.‘.ln order for t e
world to make sense, it is not enough that it and the thl'ng? n it
possess a form of existence (modo de ser)...but for Posgtl‘;/llisin;;
nothing possessed Being (ser)”. With Husscrl and }tlhrou% 4a ign_
menology, the world once more adquired sense: t ’rou%.‘ v;]crc
templation of essences. The new Adam of this Para“xdse \ken”
everything had sense was Scheler,'or_lly that he becam‘e rlurtl B
with so many essences. “NOW.lt is necessary to c'ompe'e oA
effort by adding what was lacking in him, will say Or,fT a,That
Scheler had died that year, “architecture, order, systen}. L
systematic aspect had to be a'ch.lcvcd, through r%coursc to a poi
of departure which should be it itself systcn?a.tlic". £ O
Going over the same ideas and while criticizing Positivism \

its limitations in the pure facts only, by which no sy(ste{namc Yunr
derstanding is ever really achieved, Ortega will say thdthsameg.ez(ll
of 1928, “But today we find ourselves very far from that radica

12.  Ibidem, 1V, 56. ; i T
y heler, un embriagado de esencias (1928), 1V, )8. - oy
ii griig%ﬁiif ;ay: ‘“...s0 that a systematic phcnomcnologmal t!mught may bgr[;(ii
ible .onc must start ‘from a phenomenom which should be, iz by itself, systcm. e
J . - 9 Ly - - - - 2] . Ttl
qxz‘lstcmatic phenomenom is human life and from its intuition and analysis onc
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paradox (i.e. how it is possible that the originary forms of the
world be subjective, which was the complicated act of magic
which the German Idealists had been attempting) and we think
that the first ‘condition of possibility for experience’ or know-
ledge of something is that that something be, and that it be some-
thing; therefore, that it possess form, figure, structure or charac-
ter”.15 In a footnote Ortega will add, “With this it js not pre-
Judged if that being, form, structure, etc., is possessed by things by
thems;lves or if it ‘arises’ in them only when man confronts them.
What is decisive in this case is that not even in the latter situation
(case) is being a ‘form of the subject’ which it throws over things” 16

By all this Ortega implies that the real is what it is, indepen-
dent of the subject and the object, that the real—what is—is so-
mething that happens when subject and object come together, so
that things by themselves do not possess being; the subject by him-
self does not possess it, either. The making thus of Being as some-
thing which arises in virtue of a relationship drives us away from
the Eleatism which was characteristic of the traditional notion of
Being. The determination of things or existents which was derived
in the Ancients through their pre-existing essences and in the Mo-
dern through the activity of Reason, now is derived from the
standing relationship between man and the world, the relation-
ship which is the perspective and which is independent of both
man and world (or “things”).17

Being “comesinto the world™ then, through an activity, through

begin®. La idea de principio en Leibniz (1947), VIII, 273. Ortega a

fin 4 i . ¢ d13. a adds a f (#
plaining that he held this conviction since 1914, y KA

15. “La Filosofia de la Historia” de Hegel y la Histori /

s bl 5 riografia (1928), 1V, 531.

17.  Ortega will emphasize the independence of i 2

17.  Orteg ize conscience™ from the realit
vs{hlch is .-hfe (the s.elf finding itself in the circumstance and so constituted in a so)-/
CJO-hlstoncm perspe“ctlve):“ Before being psychic subjects we are sociological subjects;”
and in a footnote, “...my c_onscience’ is in my life, it is a fact of my life”, cf. Ibid. I\’f
:540. It is I:CaSO’I‘la‘bIC to conjecture that for Ortega the dialectic by which “Being co)me%’
into the world” is not grounded in Reason—he will demonstrate the “irration?il}ty 0%

Reason”—but in the socio-historical f i3 : ;
ron, cio-historical facts by which the world-perspectives will be cons-
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an act ever in fieri, in analogical fashion to the Agent Intellect for
Aristotle and the Medievals. Being is that which is beyond the act
and which is grounded in the act itself. Even for conscience to be,
it must be conscience of itself and not pure intentionality. Let us
emphasize once more, however, that Being is the result, not the
antecedent of that relationship; neither does it consist merely in
that relationship. This leads us to the consideration of movement,
as Ortega will do in his Prologo a “Historia de la Filosofia” de
Emile Brébier. 18

Indeed, to think the act by which Being arises, is to think the
historicity of man. Each historical period is a product of the pers-
pective—the real perspective—in which men find themselves and
the ideas with which that period is “‘grasped”. If Being was a real
(i.e. existent) Absolute (i.e. “outside” of History and Movement),
Aristotle would be right in postulating his idea of Entelechy, or
finality. If Being was an Absolute which the human mind had to
grasp as its ultimate “‘end”, we could then speak of the dynamis,
the “potency” in History and in the minds of men. History would
be the story of errors in which humankind seeks to achieve the
fullness which is final union with the Absolute. Hegel and Comte,
indeed, saw History as the story of achievements (dciertos, litera-
lly, “hitting of the mark”) while retaining their own philosophies
as the absolute end for those partial achievements. But the fact is,
human action and human reality are not absolute, but relative;
the act by which Being arises is relative itself; so that we must
speak of a movement which “‘terminates”—will say Ortega, recal-
ling the Greek term, péras—but does not “‘end” (¢élos). 1°

This is what is most significant for us about Kant today, Or-
tega will say. “That Being be question and, because question,
thought, did not force Kant in the least to take up an idealist po-
sition.” 20 Indeed, Being does not consist in thought; as we have
seen. Thought is rather “the door” of Being. The development of

18. VI, 409 ff.
19. cf. /bid., VI, 412417.
20. Anejo a mi folleto “Kant” (1929), IV, 57. Ortega will refer himself in a foot-

note there to the announcement then of Heidegger’s Kant book.
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Kant’s ideas might lead to subjetivistic idealism, but Ortega will

hold that this is not necessarily so. The object of thought—its pro-
duct—is not mercly thought: every concept or signification con-
ceives or signifies something which is not thought, Ortega will say .2l
If upon our confrontation with things their Being was evident to
us, we would not be perplexed and in search of concepts with
which to deal with them. 22

On the other hand, if the nature of the objects was an idea in
us, we would not find it so difficult to deal with the world, either,
for we would still be in a happy coincidence with ourselves and
the world would present an identical aspect to all of us, be it in
V'™ Century Athens or in XXth Century New York, 23

Thus, thought is altogether subjective but in its activity
(within the relationship to things) it attains an objectivity which
Is not thought. Kant in this Sénse was not able to exit from his
Idealism: “How was it possible that forms originally subjective
should turn into the forms of things in the world, was the great
and complicated act of magic which occupied Philosophy then™ 24
That of course implicd that things by themselves do not possess a
determinate form except through the presence of man.

21, fbid 1V, S7.

22, “To become aware of something is not to know it, but merely to know that
before us something becomes present,” Ortega had said in Adam in Paradise in 1910

(1, 479). In 1933, in £n torno Galileo, he will say: “If it turned out that, as it has al- .

ways been beljeved, things had by themselves a Being, it should seem to me very diffi-
cult to justify that man should have any interest in occupying himself with it. The con-
trary case should be more favourable.” (V, 84). Further on he will add, “Somethi.ng is
a problem to me, not because I should ignore its being, not because | should not have
carried out my supposed duties as an intellectual before it; but when I search in myself
and I do not find my authentic attitude with respect to it...” (V, 86). The same year he
will repeat the same idea in Unas Lecciones de Metafisica: “..if living would mean find-
ing evident before us that Being (of things), the existence of man would be strictly
the opposite of what it is.. A world whose Being is known consists only of necessiti
(Madrid: Alianza Editorial, 1970), p. 132.

23.  In 1923, in EJ temna de nuestro tiempo, he will say, “...that coincidence in as-
peet before two men positioned in points so diverse...would indicate that jt was not 2
question of a reality external to them, but of an imagination which perchance was iden-
tically produced in two subjects. Each life is a point of view on the Universe. " [i1, 200.

24, “La filosofiz de ln Historia de Hegel” y la Historiografia (1 928),1V, 530-531.
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world” through the presence of man, but not througgit eyihich y
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which is Reason in relationshi o i b
i d is itself also a relationship
revious to thought an . i 4 :
?hing- the radical fact of the self with the W(.)rl_d ot C1.rcur)1)1§tgn§cl:
That radical fact Ortega also calls “life” and it is “‘radical 7 Iggoui_
it is the “root” within which both Reason and Being may
derstood. el sk Sy
Should we then wish to speak of Ortega iMetaph} sics, wtg n;ug;
firs‘t‘s cak of his “Critique of Vital Reason” by which a no/ 10
rczilit\\P~—()f what there is—may be attained, ungerstohqd. W ¢ mus;
Y ig- ! “tivism”’ s notion o
5 Perspectivism’~ and to his no
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“life’” as the most radical perspective. He does no_tvln_telnlqodsga}l)irzss
pective only in gnoseological tcrmsftfllqc per_spect?fr;sd‘ilczl o
i sical te As such, the notion o _
but in metaphysical terms. ‘ g
(:r of “life pbecomcs the point of departure for the 1reflorrrt1ulzflt;)c;gi
’ i f Being, but of the general set of
not only of the question o ' e i
blems vzhich have constituted the themes of traditional Philos
it i I T ings was
b Within traditional Philosophy Bem.g—.the fo/irgl Fuftéh[lgi]eg;hsm.
1 tf thought. (This is not Abso ;
the being or the form o et AT
I independently of thought; thoug
because things are real, indep Ay i
9 . 17 heir form.) Now the Being or
executes”’, or actualizes, t . : : .
of things is determined by the perspective—neither by thoug
' s such alone.
alone, nor by things as suc ’ . e
Formall}}f/ speaking, then, Ortega’s r.ef'leCU(;ans axmeclinaéeggg
vl h, at the activity of Reason.
activity of thought, as such, vit - Srsn
logi i tivity of Reason, g
- cally faithful to the ac o :
i vl : tive act, it could not
i tivity, as a transi - .
saw that it as such, as an ac e TS TAE AR
i itional mold of “static Eleatism :
be forced into the traditiona gitiiya oo st
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as self—identity. He thusre : e
i ce of Reason a res, une chose que p :
he refused himself to make o . ‘ » 7
such as Descartes did in his conception of Conscience. For Ortega

28 As we have already seen, supra. Ortega will repeat thg, same idea, for instance,
in H'r')}ogo»Convcrsacio'n a Goethe desde dentro in 1932 (IV, 390).
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tematic by reason of taking a point of departure which should be
it itself system. 30 This is the sense also of Ortega’s criticism of
Husserl. Thus, since early in his thought, for Ortega, to live meant
primarily to deal with the world 31 and in a second instance, an
activity of conscience—but of a conscience whose activity is root-
ed in the first, primary fact of “‘self-circumstance”. Thus, through
life as the fact in virtue of which man acts, we are able to system-
atically understand man and the world.

We may now understand Ortega’s criticism of Heidegger from
the point of view of his own Ratio-Vitalism: previous to ‘‘the
quest for Being” there is that primal or “first reality” which is

‘man’s co-existence with the world. To speak of “the world as

such” or of “things as such” will always be hypothetical, some-
thing which both Heidegger and Ortega hold, having received it
from the Kantian tradition. Ortega will say: “The idea that what
there is around us...is composed principally of ‘things’, in the sense
of substances is one of those beliefs... That is why, because they are

eliefs, we do not recognize them as such, but they present

lively b
ively ah

themselves before us as being reality itself.

Being becomes Presence within the radical perspective of Life
or Radical Reality. At this point Ortega parts from Heidegger: Ra-
dical Reality does not in fact possess the Parmenidean attributes
of absolute Being. Radical reality is not reality in that sense; it
is flow, transitive activity. From the fact of his existence as self-
contrapposed-cum-circumstances, man emigrates to beliefs, ideas
which render his radical existence intelligible (ideas such as “subs-
tances”’); ideas, which, once they function as a system of beliefs,
will also function as “indwelling” for man. For Ortega, and in this
sense, man does not dwell in nearness to Being.

For Ortega Being becomes Presence, not as the Being of Exis-
tents, but as the Being (quality of existence) which arises in virtue
of man’s co-happening with the circumstance or world and, in a se-
cond instance as the Being (idea, nature, essence, concept) which

30. La idea de principio en Leibniz, VIII, 272 ff. (1947).
31. cf. for instance, Addn en el Paratiso (1910),1, 479 ff.
32.  Sobre la historia del “ser” (1946), IX, /4
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man puts as a function of his socio-historical installation in the
world.33  To speak of the Being of the Existent (Ser del Ente or
das Sein von Wensen) is for Ortega an exaggeration typical of Teu-
tonic furor.34 For him, it is not true that man should come into a
state of strangement or fallenness vis 4 vis the world from which
he should be recalled once the Zubanden-sein character of things
would fail and reveal their Vorbanden-sein and, together with it,
the Da-Sein character of man. In view of radical reality, it is a
matter of fact that man is in estrangement in the world. 35

For Heidegger, the fact that man should discover himself in
estrangement should be the moment of revelation, or the initial
moment in the process by which man will attain Being as “un-
concealment”. To this, Ortega will argue that Heidegger will
never define clearly the meaning of his use of Sein as such, plus
the historical«fact that man did not always pose the question
about Being, except in our Greek tradition.36 This is why he will
tell Heidegger™that for the Negroes of Africa, to do philosophy is
to dance and not to question themselves about Being.

Thus the Being for which Heidegger queries is the Being of
Eleatism, and that is a product of Man’s conceptual phantasy. “It
is not notorious, then, that since Parmenides the Bcing—of-things
we do not obtain it from things,...but we obtain it from Nothing-
ness...With the collision with this introduction to Non-Being, the
Universe of things is transformed into the Universe of Lxistents
(entes).”37 With Descartes, Eleatic Being is unsustainable, because
it is not “by itself”, but relative to the human intellect; yet the
human intellect in turn does not sustain itself, which is the mis-
take committed by the Idealists; the idea of Being only makes sen-
se when scen functioning within tiie reality of human life.38

This is why man does not dwell (wobnen) in the world and “in
nearness to Being”, as Ortega will emphasize at the Darmstadt Co-

51 B cf. Ihidem, ff.

34.  La ideade principio en [eibniz (194 7), VIII, 276.
35.  Ibid., VIII, 285.

36.  Ihid , VI, 287.

37.  Ihid., VI, 230.

38. Historia como sistema (1935) V1, 31 ff.
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lloquia in 1951, four years before his death. 39 For Hel‘deggcr’,7 ma(?
“dwells in nearness to Being as the poet close to the S?UIC? hzm
therefore “dwelling is the fundamental Bemg-structure’ of Tt erc-.
Being”;*0 dwelling is the point of departure for the two d1mer151onsl.:
open-ness unto Being in its.polyvalc‘r‘lt One-ness and pompl()]an;srrllt
with Beings. Iieideggerdwﬂlll sa'\ézl ...mortals are in polyva
eing, 1n: ch as they dwell...” . i
Bunlé%(’nl'nésrrtne;a, howev}er, Being is a concept vyhlch arose in vxr‘tli)e
of socio-historical circumstances...it 1s a predicate v_v1th01ig a sub-
' ] ing is a subject without a predicate.”* Being
ject, just as Nothingness is a sub] 9AF B ki,
as a question does not come purely f_rom.the su JCCF, 1t ca; oo
s0; “Being” or “existence” (ente) primarily arisc as a nee ,l? Ltj
man need, the need to make sense of the world and of hm;]sc ) anh
to thus produce the installation, the wobnen of‘mgn op; e cartﬂ,
which is the circumstance#3 For Ortega, then, it 1s neither po).ssl
ble that man should seck, query or produce the question ge ]_3(mhg,
nor that he should dwell in Being. Man dx.’vcl};s in his bchzfsiqm t }e]
concepts which function as effective “reality fgi him and throug
which he communicates with the circumstance. LA -
Ortega will say, “Being 1s ccrtamly the being of thl}ngs;‘. ut
turns out that that, which is what is most proper to them, ;smce 1;
is their ‘self-sameness’, they do not possess msofa{‘_ (thgyd:‘irg
things but that it is supposed of them by man. chg},] in c(eie;
would be a human hypothesis”.4 Ortega will recall to the rea _
together with these words what he wrote in 1929 m_Anf]]? a mz fl(l)S
lleto “Kant”, the article which we already quotc.d m}: :c prcwrc;n._
paragraphs. What there primarily is, what lies behind Lha)pgc%d(s
ces, 1s not the categories of the Mind or the Esse. of t cdlr;_ f
but the radical fact of the self happening to things alrzj tming?
happening to the self. The understanding of the world a

39.  Anejo: En torno al ‘'Cologuio de Darmstadt, 1951,1X, 625 ff.
40. Fr. William Richardso?, op. cit., p. 581.

41.  [bidem.

Pt | By g 1P lX 772
42, Sobre la historia del “ser” (1946) 1X, . -
43, Anejo: En torno al Coloquio de Darmstadt, 1951, 1X, 640 {T.

44.  Ibidem. e '
45. La idea de principio en Leibniz (1947) VIII, 235.

97



.thmgs.thercof will be Vital or Historical Reason—Reason rooted
in reality, which is life or “self-cum-circumstance”’,

For O.rtega, therefore, Metaphysics continues to be “the scien-
ce of reality” and of the first principles. The difference now lies
in that the way to Metaphysics is no longer Reason as Conceivca
in the Ancient fashion or in the Modern version: but Reason as

Vital Reason”, i.e. in Reason as rooted in the l,ife of man and

in Hlstory. as the intelligible realm within which God. for instance
could be given. ’ :
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