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I ntroduction

In this essay we will begin again to approach
thinking through deeply ontology taking as a
starting point Heidegger's Contributions to
Philosophy: from ereignis’. But here we will
not attempt to mimic Hedegger's thoughts
but begin again oursdves and attempt to

! The translators use the word ‘enowning’ as an
English approximation.

think at least to his depth of thought about
the topics of Being’, Existence® and
Manifestation®. We will call this an attempt
to understand the primal ontology within in
our own context which is different from that
which existed for Heidegger when he wrote
his Contributions. It will go hand in had with
an archaic exigtientiality as we discover the
intertwined nature of Being and Existence.
But we will continue to consider Heidegger's
contribution to our enterprise along the way
as his attempt to think deeply haunts our own
and lays the ground work for all such
attempts to understand the primal ontology
and archaic existentiality as they bear on a
deeper understanding of original
manifestation of the sources.

Fragmentation of Being

The reading of Heidegger's Contributions
comes late in my own philosophical
development. | am sorry | did not have
access to it before as it might have led me
down a different path in my own
consideration of fundamental ontology. That
path began with my Ph.D. Dissertation called
The Structure of Theoretical Systems in
Relation to Emergence (U. London, LSE,
1982) where | considered among other things
the contribution of Continental Philosophy to
our understanding of the way new things
come into existence for our scientific
tradition. In that dissertation | used Russdl's
theory of Higher Logical Types as exposed
by Copi as a means of understanding what
continental philosophers discovered in terms

2 Known as Kun in Arabic which means ‘what is
made and used as a technical term for Greek ‘Being’
which does not exist in Arabic.

3 Known as Wajud in Arabic which means what is
found

* Known as Tajalla from Jala which means to become
clear, unobstructed, exposed to view, displayed, laid
open, disclosed, uncovered in Lan€e' s Lexicon (page
446, volume 1). In Quran theword is used in an oath
of the day when it becomes clear and the
manifestation of Allah to the mountain before M oses.
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of the various kinds of Being that are found
in their works. Thus | used a fundamental
part of Analytical Philosophy to put into
perspective the key discovery of Continental
Philosophy, i.e. that there are various kinds
of Being. Gregory Bateson gives the key in
Steps to the Ecology of the Mind where he
considers the meta-levels of learning and of
movement as considered by dementary
physics. What | realized was that if we think
of each kind of Being that the continental
philosophers described as a meta-level of that
concept then we can begin to make sense of
what otherwise might be extremdy
confusing. Thus if we accept Heidegger's
distinction between Being and beings then we
see that the first metalevd above the
concrete entities is the concept of Being
which has been assumed by all of ontology
up to Husserl and Heidegger. But if we allow
oursdves to consider other metalevels’
beyond that one then we enter a world in
which Being itsdf is fragmented by the
production of various higher logical types of
Being.

HYPER learn
Being’ Learning’ Ready-to- | grasping
meta-level hand
learning to
PROCESS | learn
Being' Learning Present-at- | pointing
meta-level hand
learning as
PURE an ideal
gloss
Being’ Concrete Orientation | thing
meta-level | instances’ of | toward
learning in things
entity theworld

Being's Bateson's Modalities | Associated
meta- series of being-in- | Cognitive
levels the-world abilities
Being® This step empty cognitive
meta-level | into non- handedness | inability
Beingis
ULTRA ultimately emptiness
unthinkable or void
Existence
Being’ Learning® Out- encom-
meta-level of_hand passing
Learning to
WILD learn to
learn to
learn
Being® Learning® In-hand bearing
meta-level
learning to
learn to

® Meta in the sense of logically above not beyond as
used with respect to the meta-system which is the
environment that lies beyond the system

If we think in terms of higher logical types
then at each stage we must add a meta-leve
of Being. Thus, when we move from the
concept of Being which is the most general
concept which covers everything that is
designated to have 'being' to the next meta-
level we find that what becomes important is
the process of coming into Being which is
dynamic. We call it be-coming or a process
of coming to Be. Heidegger deals with this
difference in Being and Time where he
distinguishes between the present-at-hand
and the ready-to-hand as modalities of being-
in-the-world or Dasein. Heldegger gets this
primary distinction from Husserl who in his
development of phenomenology noticed that
essences have a different kind of being ideas,
i.e. they are not simple ideas as had long
been thought up to that point. Rather
essences are constraints on the attributes
associated with a noematic nucleus. We can
in our imaginations expand and contract
entities to see how that effects their essences
and the relations of those essences to the
ideas which are abstract glosses that are
associated with entities. Heidegger takes this
concept of Husserl and applies it more
generally making it part of fundamental
ontology itself rather than merely something
which is noticed about the relation between
essences and ideas in the course of
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phenomenological research.

Ultra indefinite Formless-ness
Wild Propensity Tendency
Hyper Possibility Trace

Process | Probability Pattern

Pure Deterministic Form

ba ng definite Form with content

What was great about the concept of Being
having modalities was that it solved a lot of
problems. For instance, it solved the age old
debate between Parmenides and Heraclitus.
Empedoclus was the first to attempt such a
synthesis. But the synthesis of Heldegger, of
course, was more sophisticated as it appealed
to our lived experience of the various
modalities within which we interact with the
world as human beings. It also solved two of
the major problems encountered by modern
physics. In one stroke Heidegger brought
coherence to the what he saw as the magjor
division between Quantum Mechanics and
Relativity Theory which is still a problem
today. QM posits the infamous boundary
between the micro world and the macro-
world phenomena. Relativity Theory on the
other hand posits a discontinuity between
global curvature of spacetime which we do
not experience and the local flatness of
spacetime which we do experience as the
three dimensionality of our world. Rineman
curvature and quantum mechanical micro-
processes are not experienced but show up as
seemingly unreconcilable aspects of physical
phenomena. What Heidegger noticed was
that physics leaves out of account the human
being, not as ideal observer, or as subject,
but as the actual node of synthesis of
timespace. Both rdativity theory and
guantum mechanics need observers, but these
idealized observers are dehumanized in the

process of being incorporated into scientific
theory. What if we humanized the observers
and considered their experience of timespace
as the t/here which they project out of
themselves which gives Being to phenomena.
Such a human being lives in a world and in
that world there are various modalities by
which they rdate to the world. One modality
is that in which phenomena is presented as
idealized concepts where we see flat three
dimensional space and time and Newtonian
physical interaction between physical
objects. Another modality however, is hidden
in which it is possible that spacetime is
curved and where infinite possibilities may
reign prior to observation. Heidegger called
this hidden modality the ready-to-hand and
attributed it to action and technique which
the human being uses to achieve his’her goals
that are projected as present-at-hand. Thus,
considering what came before the
subject/object dichotomy Heidegger solved
the philosophical problem laying behind the
splits that appear in Quantum Mechanics and
Relativity Theory. It is not wel appreciated
that Heidegger was attempting to address
physics in Being and Time. However, he
studied physics very intently for some time
due to the fact that he had intended to aim for
a chair in physics for some time between his
failure to secure a chair in theology and his
finally settling on a chair in philosophy.

This ingenious solution that Hedegger
proposed based on the phenomenological
discovery of Husserl has far reaching
implications for the understanding of
Heidegger's thought. It becomes a
fundamental assumption on the part of
Heidegger recognized by Henry in The
Essence of Manifestation which he dubbed
Ontological Monism. Ontological Monism
says that there is a monalith of Being which
is homomorphic with the lived structure of
the world which has at least two modalities:
Present-at-hand and Ready-to-hand. One is
presentationally accessible and conceptually
accessible as well as directly experienceable
while the other is hidden providing an
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infrastructure for action upon which all goal
seeking behavior is based. Heidegger never
really gives up this assumption even though
at many times he attempts to probe it and
question it. The idea that Being is a monolith
made up of two modalities of Being seems to
be a fundamental concept of Heidegger’s.
However, he himsdf points out that thereis a
difference between these two modalities
which is very strange, that he even calls
Beang (crossed out). Derrida runs with this
idea and produces the concept of Differance
which is defined in terms of differing and
deferring. Merleau-Ponty calls it the Hyper
Dialectic between Being and Nothingness of
Sartre.  Sartre produced the antinomic
opposite to Process Beng caled
"Nothingness.” As with al antinomies
Process Being and Nothingness cancel each
other out. Merleau-Ponty in The Visible and
the Invisible considers what is left over after
this ontological cancellation which he calls
Wild Being or Flesh. In this way we have
Continental Philosophy walking up the meta-
levdls of Beng. Merleau-Ponty in
Phenomenology of Perception talks about the
expansion of being-in-the-world as with a
blind man and his walking stick or a
musician with his instrument. Once we
realize that being-in-the-world is not static
then it immediately becomes apparent that it
can both expand and contract. The expansion
is the modality of in-hand where tools may
transform in use, i.e. in our hands as when a
screw driver is used as a hammer. The
contraction is the modality of out-of-hand as
when we loose control completdy and
perhaps lose some of our ability to relate to
some part of the world as when we loose
limbs or cognitive capabilities in accidents.
The phantom limb phenomena shows that
when the world contracts it is different from
beforeit expanded.

Theimportant thing is that each meta-leve of
Being has a very different character. All we
have to do to understand that is to take
anything up through the meta-layers. For
instance language and games which are two

ways in which we comprehend systems.
Saussure already distinguishes  between
speech and language (Parole and Langue).
But when we look at the meta-level of
language then we see grammar. When we
consider the meta-level beyond grammar we
see the phonemes, i.e. pragmatics. If we look
at the highest level we see the exceptions
within the field of a particular language as
well as things like puns which are boundary
violation phenomena. If we look at games
there is a distinction between all specific
games, say games of cards, and the concept
of the Game in general which is the first
meta-leve, then at the next meta-levd arethe
rules of the game, then above that at the third
meta-levd is the specification of the pieces
and the board, finally there are the exceptions
to the rules, or specia rules of the game
introduced to "make it interesting" like the
castling move in Chess. Notice that in card
games the definition of the card deck is
independent of the rules that are used to
define a particular card game. Notice that
there are jokers that are sometimes used and
sometimes not used. They are included
exceptions that may or not find a role in a
particular game. In any case for a particular
schema of understanding like the system
there are various meta-levels and each of
those meta-levels have specific
characteristics which when all the possible
schemas of understanding are taken into
account amount to an approximation of the
various meta-levels of Being.
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Ontological Hierarchy
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Notice that the levd of Pure Beng is
conceptual and is represented by the abstract
idea that covers all the instances of that sort.
Process Being has to do with rules and
grammar, i.e the order governing
transformations that alows one to make
moves in the game to make play or produce
sentences in a language to give speech.
Notice that the rules and the grammar are
themsalves something static, thus these are
essences which govern the transformations of
the system that is allowed within the system.
Essences show up at the leve of Process
Being just as Husserl discovered concerning
the essences of all things. Hyper Being
concerns what eements are allowed to be
part of the system, i.e. phonemes or game
pieces. Hyper Beng concerns al the
differences between the various eements of
the system and concerns itsdf with
discontinuities within the system, especially
when  these  discontinuities  become
undecidable or problematic. Finally Wild
Being is concerned with the dirt that does not
fit in the system, i.e. exceptions, anomalies,
disruptions, accidents, yet appears anyway.

Pure Process Hyper Id
Deterministic | Probabilistic Possibilistic Propensity
Continuous Sochastic Fuzzy Chaotic
pluriverse Over- coherence incoherence
determination
kosmos mapping Transform- blanks
ations
world Showing and projection opacity
hiding across
horizon
domain filtering assumptions blind-spots
meta- dualities resources catastrophes
system
system rules properties exceptions
form Proof of axioms anomalies
theorems
pattern categorization spectra singularities
monad isolation cross-over mutations
facet distinguishing integrity flaws

When we study the various meta-levels of
Being we find that there are only four, i.e. the
fifth meta-leve is unthinkable. We also see
that for any new thing to come into existence
it must pass through all four meta-levels to
be a genuingy emergent event. Also when all
the meta-levels appear together we call that a
face of the world. There are many interesting
features of the various meta-levels of Being
and their combinations which | have explored
over the years in my various works. What
concerns us here is the fact that Being as
seen by Continental Philosophy has various
kinds contra what has been thought
throughout the history of Western Philosophy
up to the last century. These kinds are
systematically related to each other through
the theory of higher logical types developed
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by Russdl and eaborated by Copi. Once we
place this logical template on the kinds of
Being we realize that the differences between
them are essential and we can take any
schema of understanding up through the
various meta-levels in order to discover some
other aspect of the meta-levels of Being.

Schemas are our various templates of
understanding the world. Each schema can
be seen to have various meta-levels which are
a specification of the kinds of Being. In this
way epistemology and ontology meset in the
comprehension of the various meta-levels of
Being. Epistemology provides us with
various schema for understanding things
which can be raised to the different meta-
levds and Fundamental Ontology
characterizes what is generally true about
each meta-level considered in its generality.

Aspects of Being

What we learn from Russdl and Copi is that
in order to solve as completely as possible
the possible paradoxes we do not just need
the various meta-levels but also we need a
typology at each levd. This typology is
supplied in the case of Being by the aspects
of Being, i.e. the ways in which it is used in
language. There are four aspects of Being in
Indo-European languages:

truth. However, what Heidegger seems to
have missed is the fact that each aspect can
turn up at each meta-levd of Being giving
that aspect a different character at each
meta-level.

FACETS | Truth Identity Reality Presence
Pure Pure Pure Pure Pure
Being Truth Identity Reality Presence
Process Process Process Process Process
Being Truth Identity Reality Presence
Hyper Hyper Hyper Hyper Hyper
Being Truth Identity Reality Presence
Wild Wild Wild Wild Wild
Being Truth Identity Reality Presence

identity AisA.
presence ThisisA.
truth AisB.
reality Alis.

Once we understand these various aspects
which exist as the way Being is used in our
languages then what we see in Heidegger's
thought in Contributions is a shift from the
emphasis on presence to an emphasis on

This fact that each aspect transforms as we
move to higher and higher meta-levesislittle
appreciated by most philosophers. It means
that Being ultimately presents us with a
faceted structure where each facet is like a
part of a mobile in which all the facets
intersect all the others as they move in the
mobile.

For instance, Truth at the levd of Pure Truth
means verification. But it transforms at the
next level up into Process Truth which is the
Showing and Hiding of unconcealment that
brings forth the truth. At the next leve up
Hyper Truth is what we see when the
Unconscious reveals itsdf. Hyper Truth is
the truth that is never manifested but which
haunts the truths that are uncovered. Wild
Truthisthefinal level and that appears when
we redlize that the revealed truth and the
secret truth are ultimately the same. After
that there is only the emptiness of existence
where truth itsdf becomes an empty
construct. Here ultra-truth becomes an
indicator pointing at suchness.

If we were to look instead at identity we
would seethat Pure Identity is what we get in
formal systems that have tautologies at their
root. Process Identity is the next meta-leve
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up and it is what Heidegger calls the
beonging together of Sameness in Identity
and Difference. At the next level up we have
Hyper Identity which occurs when the
undecidable enters the picture. Suddenly
identities are ambiguous and multifarious.
This is what Derrida calls differance which
he explans by way of differing and
deferring. It is embodied ambivalence. The
final level up is called Wild Identity. We see
that in something like Hegd's ‘absolute
reason’ in which the myriad varieties in ther
concrete details become identical in a sense,
this is to say identity within and though
difference, i.e. knowledge of the sdf though
the other. Beyond that there is the identity of
the sources of difference themsdves in
existence. At that point ultra-identity
becomes empty itsdf and points to pure
suchness.

If welook instead at redlity then we see Pure
Reality as the product of testing which like
verification needs to be repeated often.
Process Redlity occurs when there is a
continual regime of testing that never ends.
We find this in some critical professions
where they must continually be retrained to
continue to hold ther certification. Hyper
Resdlity is a departure at the next higher leve
of reality where the simulation or test is more
real than 'reality’ itsdf. For instance some
simulation environments allow for scenarios
that are very unlikdy to occur in redlity but
we can make them happen as if they were
real in order to prepare for them. In Hyper
Reality the game becomes more real than
normal mundane 'reality’. Finally at the last
step up thereis Wild Reality in which we can
no longer discern what is real and what is not
real, what is the game and what is reality.
Beyond that is the ultra-reality of existence
itsdf. Ultra redlity is a pointer toward
suchness.

If welook at the next aspect then we need to
consider Pure Presence. Pure Presence is
static and fixed presentation of a product
with illusory continuity. Process Presence is

the underlying mechanism behind the
presentation. The process of presentation is
called appearance. Hyper Presence is the
appearing of the always already hidden as a
disruptive force within the presentational
process which distorts the final product
which is held within the illusory persistence.
Wild Presence is when we cannot tdl the
difference between the things hidden and
presencing behind the appearances and the
appearances themsdves. Beyond that is the
realm that is never presented but merdy is
found lying around ignored which is called
existence. Ultra presence is a pointer toward
suchness.

All of these facets taken together give us a
picture of Being in its totality which is utterly
fragmented. We look at these facets as if for
the first time and wonder at the complexity of
the paradox of Being that our Indo-European
ancestors forged. It is this mobile of facets
that we find oursdves caught within. The
ones that exhibit this encompassing the best
are the Analytic Philosophers who are
realists obsessed with Truth and Identity
because they think reality can be formalized,
or at least wish it could. They, of course,
reect introspection and phenomenology
which concentrated instead on presences.
Thus philosophy is divided against itself.
Phenomenology develops into ontology of the
kinds of Being while Analytic Philosophy
stays within the realm of the more orthodox
concentration of philosophy on aspects. The
kinds of Being are hidden behind the vell of
illusory continuity of Pure ldentity, Pure
Presence, Pure Reality, Pure Truth. It is the
heirs of Husserl that break though this vell
mostly by way of his recognition of the
fundamental difference between simple ideas
and essences. By doing that they reveal the
transformation of the aspects at the various
deeper meta-levels of Being.

It is unclear whether Heidegger ever grasped
all four meta-levels of Being and when
beyond Ontological Monism. He seems to
have thought that moving from a view of
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Being based on presence to a view based on
truth was a fundamental shift in our
comprehension of Being which is embodied
in his Contributions. But when we look at the
entire fiedd of kinds of Being and aspects of
Being we see that the situation is extremey
complex and perhaps goes beyond the
horizon that Heidegger himsdf felt was the
limits of ontology. We want to pursue a
similar kind of thinking as that Heidegger
attempted in Contributions, but with respect
to the extended fidd of kinds and aspects of
Being. Hopefully this will allow us to gain
deeper insight into our worldview and its
Indo-European roots. But also it will allow
us to appreciate what Heldegger was
attempting from his own perspective when
we see it in the wider framework which is
given to us by the theory of higher logical
types offered by Russdll and Copi.

Russdl and Copi offer the theory of higher
logical types as a way to cope with paradox.
When we look at Being and consider all the
interpretations of Being in our tradition it is
clear that Being embodies a paradox for us.
Being fragments into aspects and kinds when
we attempt to use reason to avoid the
paradox and speak meaningfully about our
highest concept. Reason we can redefine as
the use of the various aspects together at a
specific meta-level of Being. Thus reason
itsdf is fragmented into meta-levels. Our
reasoning about conceptual glosses is
different from our reasoning about essences
which is again different from our reasoning
about the kinds of things that are allowed to
be considered in a certain schema of
understanding, and different from our
reasonings about exceptions, anomalies and
other wild phenomena. This is because
reasoning looks for grounds and each higher
meta-level provides a degper grounding until
we reach the fifth meta-level which is not
there, that has been called ultra, that
embodies groundlessness. In other words we
run into the groundlessness discussed by
Nietzsche at the fifth meta-level of Being.
Our conceptual glosses decompose first into

essences, then meta-essences, then anomalies
and then vanish as we hit the fifth meta-level
where existence appears as something
completely different from Being due to its
unthinkability.

In general Heidegger wants us to move from
considering Being in terms of presence to a
consideration of the truth or meaning of
Being. But we need to see thisin terms of the
expanded field of Being which sees identity,
reality, presence and truth as co-equal
aspects that appear at the various meta-levels
of Being. We can reason at each meta-level
of Being differently. But privileging truth
over presence and leaving out identity and
reality seems arbitrary when we gain this
perspective on the entire field of Being.

ToBein Old English

Heidegger was guided by the German
language in his development of his ontology.
He was also guided by this reading of the
tradition and of poetry among other things,
such as perhaps a reading of oriental
classics. We want to take a different tact.
That tact is to give pride of place to English
rather than German. One reason for this is
that we are writing in English and thus
following Heidegger we should be guided by
our own language. But another reason is that
English, not German, has become the world
dominating language. This for all sorts of
historical reasons which are all probably
accidental, but once the decision is made
historically for English then if we are to get
to the bottom of the World Dominating
worldview then we must change our
philosophical orientation appropriatdy. Of
course, English has its roots in Anglo-Saxon
or Old English which is a Germanic variant.
But we bdieve that Old English is
sufficiently different from High German to
warrant a second look at its ontology as a
basis for our thinking and as a guide to our
thinking about the inner structure of the
world dominating worldview. We are not just
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being-in-a-general-world as dasein. But we
are now beings-in-the-world dominated by
English. We are t/here-being in a world
inundated by modern English but that
harkens back to a specific variety of
Germanic with its own ontological structure
that is very specific and here we will argue
that it is also more archaic among the
Germanic Indo-European variants, and that
this archaic pattern that is exhibited in Old
English is worth looking at more deeply as a
guide to understanding the mobile of the
aspects and kinds of Being.

Old Engdlish as a peculiar structure which is
for the most part lost in our modern
language. For instance, it had two
conjugations of Being in the Present tense
related to Wesan and Beon as two co-equal
terms for Being. In German Wesan went on
to mean something else other than Being.
Heidegger interprets it as meaning essence in
a degpea sense In English the Wesan
conjugation won out but we still refer to the
substantive with the word 'Being’ which is no
longer activdy conjugated. But it is
interesting that Old English has two
completely  different  conjugations  for
Being/Wesan. Also it has been speculated
that Woerthan might also have been another
term that played a similar role, but which
meant happening, or becoming. Thus there
are traces that there were actually three
fundamental kinds of Being in Old English.
This story becomes more complicated when
we redlize that the Present conjugation of
Wesan has roots of two other Indo-European
verbs *ES and *ER. So that there are in fact
five different Indo-European roots that
combine to give all the conjugations of Being
in Old English: *ES, *ER, *BHEU, *WES,
*WER. Of interest as wdll is the fact that the
*ES gplits to give us Sie and Sy which are
equivalent to the terms Heidegger uses in
Contributions, i.e. Sein and Seyn. In Old
English these are alternatives for the Present
Indicative second person.

Here we want to look at the roots of Being
that appear in Old English and ther
interrelations as a basis for understanding
how Being itsdf is fragmented. When we do
that we see that the roots of Being have a
very specific structure that we have hither to
discovered in reation to the major Gods in
the Vedas. In a previous study caled The
Fragmentation of Being and the Path beyond
the Void it was found that the differences
between the five sorts of primary gods in the
Vedas can be described in terms of the kinds
of Being. It was also pointed out that the
roots of Being followed the same structure.
But this was prior to the discovery that
Woerthan was also one of those roots.
Without Woerthan there is no discernable
pattern among the roots. But once we add
Woerthan we see a very pronounced pattern
in the Indo-European roots which can be
summarized as *ES/*ER //*BHEU /[*WES/
*WER. In other words *ES/*WES stands
opposite *ER/*WER and between them
stands *BHEU. Each of these roots has a
different meaning and gives rise to a plethora
of Being related words in various languages.
The OId English points back to this archaic
or primal structure which the German
perhaps suggests but not enough for
Heidegger to see the whole of it in spite of
the fact that he intuited its presence.
Contributions is an exploration of this field
of Being as if feding around without seeing
the whole of it. Many of the ideas that appear
within the Contributions are alluded to in this
field of roots of Being. | beieve that by
elucidating the entire field we can degpen our
appreciation of what Heidegger was trying to
do. He sensed that there was something
deeper at work in Being than we normally see
in the remnants that are left in modern
languages. He attempted to bring this
dynamic to the fore and eucidate it based on
his intuitions. But it is clearer when we see
the field of roots itsdlf and realize that those
roots are separated by differences that are
made clear by the kinds of Being.
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It is fascinating that the differences in the
Roots of Being have the same kind of
differences as the differences between the
Gods of the Indo-Europeans. This gives
meaning to the difference between the gods
as immortals and the mortals, like oursdves.
In other words the articulation of the kinds of
Being delineates a space which is inhabited
by the indigenous Indo-European gods. Let it
be noted that the Gresk gods are Semitic in
origin and are not the indigenous gods that fit
into these categories of Being which are
articulated by the kinds of Being. So the
roots of Being make a place for the gods as
immortal sorts of beings over against the
sorts of beings which we are as mortals.
Heidegger talks about this in terms of the

10

enquivering of the godding of the gods.
Through this lens we can see this enquivering
having to do with the alignment of the Gods
with the roots of Being. We note also that the
Vedas are only poems of praise and thus the
mythology of the gods spoken of in the Vedas
is very obscure. But one of the students of
Dumazil realized that the story of the
Mahabharata was that myth and that the
Pandavas were the projection of the five
major Vedic gods onto the human plane so
that it gives us an indication of the
fundamental myth behind the names of the
gods. That myth is very complex as it is
worked out on the human plane. Also this
myth has many important similarities with
the myth of the lliad and Odyssey. And thus
by exploring these epics and their similarities
we have a narrative on which to test our
understanding of the roots and kinds of
Being. Thus the enquivering of the gods and
their relation to men can be seen within the
epic discourse as a story which relates our
comprehension of the roots and kinds of
Being to our own tradition in surprising and
interesting ways. The exploration of these
relations is called Ontomythology and has
been practiced in the book The
Fragmentation of Being and the Path Beyond
the Vaid. In other words once we realize that
the Being has structure given the aspects,
roots and kinds then we can look for
confirmations of those rdations in mythology
and thus give our empty concepts of Being a
palpable embodiment that has given depth to
our tradition for millennia.

There is a fourth thing that needs to be
understood about the field of Being in order
to get the entire picture. Being is the basis for
our worldview. The worldview appears as a
set of bifurcations of dualities. These
bifurcations when opened up reveal the
presence of hidden non-dualities within each
dualistic layer. Thus, we need to understand
the non-dualities and dualities and how they
intertwine to produce the structure of the
worldview
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Originating Dual | Non-Dual Orphan Dual creations. In Greek epic and myth these four
characteristics of the primordial world are
Quantum spacetime Relativity mainly attributed to women. They can be
Mechanics traced back to the Ogdad of Egyptian
hology. They can be seen as related to the
Physics Infoenergy Thermodynami mythology x4 . .
s non--duals and the aspects of Being in the
following manner®.
Physus Orders L ogos
negative reversal of | aspects of | non-duals
Limited Rights Unlimited fourfold | negative Being
fourfold
Have Goods Have not
chaos ordering Identity order
Exist Fates Exist not )
AisA
Actualize Sources Actualize not i _ i
(paradoxical) (supra-rational) covering uncovering Truth right
Extrema, i.e. Root, i.e. Manifest AisB
Otherness single source Attributes  of i :
unrelated to of all causation | God abyss grounding Reslity good
God, i.e the
unmanifest. Ais
night lighting Presence fate
For the most part Heidegger did not talk ThisisA
about the duals and non-duals and ther

intertwining, but it is important for us to
understand in order to get a complete picture
of the relation between the worldview and
Being. Of importance in this respect is the
fact that the positive fourfold that Heidegger
develops taking his queue from Socrates is
the layout of the Mythopoietic era. In the
Metaphysical era there was a fundamental
change from Heaven/Earth// Mortals/
Immortals to Physus/Logos//  Limited/
Unlimited as the basic structuring of the
worldview. Heidegger claims that the
Metaphysical erais over with Nietzsche, but
if this is true then there should be a similar
fundamental change of dichotomies within
the worldview, which is not apparent as yet.
Another important point is that in The
Fragmentation of Being and the Path beyond
the Void an inverse to the positive fourfold
was found called there the negative fourfold
comprised of Chaos, Covering, Night and
Abyss. This was seen in Aristophanes’ mock
theogony in the Birds as the primordial
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The key is that when we reverse the negative
fourfold we find order as one of the attributes
attributed to the positive fourfold. From that
it is suggested that the negative fourfold are a
reversal of the non-duality that is seen in the
heart of the dualities of Being. Thus we see
how the negative fourfold projected on
women is really a negative embodiment of
the non-duality at the core of the worldview.
Women are seen as signs of the negation of
that non-duality an are thus constant
reminders of it.

With this, now, we have a complete picture
of the worldview and its relation to Being.
Being has roots, kinds, aspects along with the
duals and non-duals which unfold from the
foundations in Being to give us the

5 Alignment of aspects and non-duals different than
what is presented in Nietzsche's M adness.
Inconsistency needs to be resolved.
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worldview. This unfolding is different in
different eras. We know of at least two eras,
the mythopoietic, the metaphysical and
Heidegger wants us to beieve that the
current era is the historical, since Nietzsche.
Whether thisis trueis yet to be seen because
it would imply that the fundamental duals
had changed since Nietzsche, which we
should be able to find evidence of in the
world if it weretrue.

But understanding this picture of roots,
kinds, aspects and duals'non-duals
bifurcation allows us to more deeply
appreciate the fiddd of Beng which
Heidegger is trying to work out using his
language, German, Greek and other sources
as wdl as poetry as his guide. Heidegger
gives us a picture of a way of thought but
enjoins us to think for ourselves and to take
the path of thought ourselves. Thus with a
broader picture of the fidd of Being and its
strange eements we may end up with a
completely different understanding from that
of Heidegger, yet we can still claim him as
our guide because he showed us to take
language seriously as the House of Beng.
We live in a different house being English
Speakers. That house has different roots
within the Indo-European Germanic branch,
i.e. Anglo-Saxon and that language relates
differently to the Indo-European roots. Thus
it behooves us to take our own path of
thought within this newly revealed landscape
of the fidd of Being. We need to take
Heidegger's impressions along his way of
thinking in the Contributions as important
pointers but we need to levy our own
assessment as we see a different landscape
before us from the one which Heidegger saw
from his own historical and philological
perspective.

Exploratory Background
How | cameto the view of the Fidd of Being

as | haveis of course a long story. | became
highly interested in Ontology as | was doing
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my dissertation on The Structure of
Theoretical Systems in  relation to
Emergence, which looked at how new things
came into existence based on the idea of
Emergence developed by G.H. Mead in his
book The Philosophy of the Present. In that
book he defines radical novelty as emergence
and notes that it opens up new possibilities
for the future an also causes us to rewrite
history. This is similar to the idea of the
projecting open of Hedegger in
Contributions. In fact, thereis a great deal of
shared understanding of Heidegger and G.H.
Mead on the nature of time. For Heidegger
this goes back to his work with Husserl on
Internal Time Consciousness. For Mead it
goes back to the work of Wm. James on the
Specious Present and to Charles Perce and
his idea of Firsts, Seconds and Thirds as
categories. Firsts are emergent phenomena as
they first appear in ther radical newness
before they are related as seconds to each
other. Heidegger's descriptions of the way
scientific knowledge unfolds and develops
are in line with later treatments by Kuhn
which are aso in concert with Mead. The
basic concept is that when an emergent event
occurs there is a complete figure/ground or
gestalt change which transforms not just the
new thing but the context within which the
new thing arises at the same time. In my
dissertation and associated working papers |
worked out that the kinds of Being are stages
through which something new must go to be
counted as utterly new or emergent. Anything
that did not go through al four kinds of
Being on its way into the worldview were not
genuindy new. Thus newness could be seen
as something that has phases instead of
something which cannot be decomposed, but
that all the stages had to be passed through
for the thing to be genuindy emergent. In
other words something does not come to "be"
within the world as a single quantal jump but
instead goes through at least four quantal
mini-jumps that together signify the
adequation or appropriation of the thing to
the world. The entry of the new thing
changes the world itsdf so that the history




Primal Ontology and Archaic Existentiality -- Kent Paimer

and possibilities are different, this staging of
entry of the new thing has to do as much with
the transformation of the world as with the
appearance of the newly emergent thing.

After finishing my dissertation | began
working as a Software and then Systems
Engineer on Aerospace systems, a realm
constantly wracked by changes some of
which could be thought of as emergent.
Software itsdf can be seen as an archetypal
emergent phenomena which presents itsdlf as
one of the few cultural artifacts that mainly
exists at the Hyper Being levd, which is why
it is so difficult for us to deal with in the
production of systems that include software.
But in the mean time | continued to read
about the subject of my dissertation and
continued to look for evidence of the
existence of the various kinds of Being. The
best evidence is found in the nature of
Softwareitsdf and my resultsin this area are
recorded in my working papers on Wild
Software Meta-systems that talk about the
ontology of software. But | also found that
many Greek myths and epics also contained
mythemes that could easily be interpreted as
pictures of the kinds of Being and ther
relations. | also found images of the various
kinds of Being in various scientific theories.
All this research culminated finally in my
book on The Fragmentation of Being and the
Path beyond the Void which | wrote when |
realized that the structure of the differences
between gods in the Vedas, the oldest Indo-
European document corresponded to the
kinds of Being. This| consider a monumental
discovery because it means that continental
philosophy is merely recapitulating the
discovery of the kinds of Being which have
aways been differentiated within the Indo-
European worldview from the very first
documents we have. Thus the worldview
despite its constant changes many of which
are emergent is very conservative in the
preservation of the kinds of Being as a
framework that stays the same despite
emergent utter changes in many areas. This
structure of the worldview has not been
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recognized before, but it was known in
ancient times and embodied very specifically
in myths and epics. | call the study of the
ontological implications of myths Onto-
mythology. Once one cottons on to the fact
that almost al Indo-European myths are
projecting and telling us about the structure
of the world then one can usually see the
alusions of the kinds of Being in the myths.
So much so that the male and female
initiations in the Indo-European worldview
use these kinds of Being as the basic
structure for the initiation process for the
adolescents. The initiation ceremony which
as taboo is hidden behind many distortions in
mythic treatments is the dynamic process by
which the static caste structure within the
city is created. Both the caste structure and
the initiation process are two ways of
viewing the kinds of Being which are very
different but extremdy significant in ther
own ways for the understanding of the
structure of the Indo-European worldview
exemplified by the Greeks and rdated
cultures.

All thiswould be of passing interest if it were
not for the fact that after finishing the draft
of The Fragmentation of Being and the Path
Beyond the Void | went on to discover
something which | consider genuiney
important which is called Special Systems
Theory and Emergent Meta-Systems Theory.
This theory which comes out of the close
reading of Plato's Laws and the interpretation
of Greek and other Indo-European myths
based on Ontomythology shows us that these
structures are still present in the worldview
today and have implications for modern
science which we are only just realizing.

One of the interesting things about the kinds
of Being is that there is no fifth kind, rather
there is a major phase transition at the fifth
meta-level because that levd is specifically
unthinkable. This leads us naturaly to
understand the difference between Being and
Existence. Existence in this case is
interpreted as what is there beyond the
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projection of continuity of ideation by Being.
In other words Existence assumes radical
discontinuity and is what is beyond the
process of the projection of continuity by
thought processes and ideation.
Understanding this phase transition as we
move up the series of meta-levels allows us
to understand that the four kinds of Being are
themsealves in some sense a closed and unique
system with many interesting peculiarities.
One of those peculiarities is the fact that the
differences between the various kinds of
Being can be construed as a series of special
systems which mediate between the system
and the meta-system (defined as environment,
ecosystem, milieu, context, situation). The
System is seen as a social gestalt that is a
whole greater than the sum of its parts while
a Mea-system’ is seen as a social proto-
gestalt (degper background for which the
whole gestalt is a figure) which is a whole
less than the sum of its parts. The meta-
system has holes and niches exactly fitted to
nest systems within its context or
environment. What occurs in this line of
reasoning is the idea that there may be kinds
of wholes, called holons, that are exactly
equal to the sum of their parts, neither more
nor less. It turns out that these special
systems plus the system and the meta-sytem
creates a nested hierarchy that defines very
succinctly the differences between the kinds
of Being. The special systems and the meta-
systems give us a very precise mode of
Existence with which to compare our mode
of Being encapsulated and described by the
various kinds of Being. Thus we discover
that Being and Existence are mutualy
defining and that there is a specific structure
to this mutual definition that was known in
antiquity but forgotten up to the present time
except for some pockets like Alchemy,
Acupuncture and Homeopathy which were
fringe sciences that held on to the radically
different way of looking at things based on
Existence rather than Being.

"'meta’ in the sense of beyond not above as used with
respect to the higher logical types of Being.
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This recognition of the Special System theory
has many ontological implications that help
us understand the relations of Existence to
Being. Now when we look closer at the roots
of Being the picture becomes even more
complex because the roots of Being in the
Indo-European languages are distinguished
by the kinds of Being and have ostensibly the
same structure as the special systems. In
fact, we note that the Special Systems are
structured based on the Hyper Complex
Algebras and when we look closdy at the
roots of Being we can see them as
conforming to the structure of the Hyper
Complex Algebras and ther unfolding. So
this lends us a completdy different
perspective on roots of Being when we
interpret them in the context of the existence
of the Special Systems or in terms of the
Emergent Meta-system which is the
combination of the Special Systems with
normal systems to give us Meta-systems.

Our approach to ontology here is informed
by this unexpected development in looking at
the ancient portrayals of the structure of the
worldview based on the understanding of the
difference between the kinds and roots of
Being. Those roots also are related to the
godding of the gods within the Indo-
European worldview. Roots, Gods® and
Special Systems are all closdy related and
paralld structures whose interdependence
needs careful consideration similar to the
consideration that Heidegger gives the gods
in his Contributions. Heidegger also wants us
to consider the relation of the various aspects
of Being on our view of the field of Being.
He wants us to move from an emphasis on
presence to an emphasis on truth of Being.
But we have seen that when we take a wider
view all the aspects should be considered at
each meta-level of Being. We must also
consider the unfolding of the world itself by a

8 In Plato's Republic it is mentioned that the birthing
number of the gods is a perfect number. Perfect,
Amicable and Sociable numbers are one image of the
special systems.
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series of bifurcations. From eon to eon this
bifurcational structure changes for instance
from the heaven/earth/ /mortal/immortal
structure of the mythopoietic era to the
physus/logos/ /limited/unlimited structure of
the meta-physical era. Heidegger does not
present adequate evidence that it has again
changed emergently with Nietzsche. Many
philosophers including Foucault with his talk
of the end of the era of Man are expecting
this emergent change. But it is unclear that it
has occurred as Hedegger says with
Nietzsche. This coming or past end of meta-
physics needs to be considered carefully,
because it will be a major transformation of
the worldview when it occurs. Many people
say it occurred with the first picture of the
whole earth from space. Heidegger claims it
occured when Nietzsche said God is dead
and proclaimed himsdf to be the Anti-Christ.
These are certainly heralds of a change but
the question is whether that change has
occurred in the so called Postmodern era
Perhaps if we understood the nature of Being
and its dynamics as we discover it to be
embedded in the Indo-European worldview
we might be in a better position to judge
whether the turning has occurred as
Heidegger claims or not. One might note that
there are many different levels that emergent
events can occur. For instance we can have
emergent events at the following levels:
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Absolute Prophets

Existence Buddha = empty

Taoism = void

Ontos (worlding) Interpretations of

Being Heidegger
Episteme Foucault
Paradigm Kuhn
Theory Blum®
Facticity Heidegger™
Suchness, Thusness, | Buddhism

Thatness, Thisness

The level of Ontos is the level of the world
and a radical change of the world must come
from outside of it so that a change from the
mythopoietic to the metaphysical after that to
the historical according to Heidegger must be
an emergent event at the level of Existence or
the Absolute. Thisiswhy it is interesting that
Heidegger calls the Metaphysical erathetime
of the flight of the gods and that he is
awaiting the arrival of the last god and the
ones to come similar to Nietzsche's Uberman.
The last god suggests that at some point
there is a re-evaluation of the Absolute in a
wholly historical vein perhaps similar to
Hegd's idea of spirit. But | think that
Nietzsche's saying that "God is dead" and the
dying of the last god does not necessarily
mean the same thing, in fact Heidegger
himsdf suggests these are two different
moments. When the enquivering of the gods
godding ceases has more to do with the gods
themsealves than Nietzsche's recognition of it.
Thus we might count Nietzsche's prophetic

® Alan Blum Theorizing
19 Martin Heidegger Ontology: The Hermeneutics of

Facticity
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statement as an omen but perhaps not the
final word, because as yet we have not seen
good evidence that the absolute has been
rethought as being something other than a
god. And as for the re-evaluation of existence
we really have only two major traditions that
give us evaluations, Buddhism which says
that it is empty and Taoism that says that it
is void. Already there is a great interest in
these traditions in the West that may bode
some fundamental change beyond the level of
ontos. But this is still up in the air as to
whether these traditions can become rooted in
the West and responsive to Western
sensibilities enough to become what is our
ownmost in reation to ourseves and our
understanding of existence.

So if there is to be a major epochal change
like the change from the mythopoietic to the
metaphysical say to the historical as
Heidegger cdlls it, i.e. to a period without
gods, where the last one has fled, then it must
be based on a fundamental reassessment of
dther the absolute or existence or both to
have an emergence so sweeping as to change
the whole structure of the worldview. It isin
looking ahead to this possibility of such a
sweeping emergence that we need to look
back and understand Being within the Indo-
European worldview in an even broader
context than merely Germanic Sein or Seyn.
The cycle of this change seems to be on
about an 2500 year periodicity so that this
change may be neigh if it has not already
occurred. Of course, it may be hard to detect
at first, not all people see the emergent event
when it first occurs. Socrates gave the
structure of the world that was true of the
mythopoietic even though he lived in the
beginnings of the meta-physical era. We have
to look at the plays of Aristophanes and the
distinctions he makes, in the Clouds for
instance, to see the kinds of distinctions being
made that are definitdy meta-physical. Yet
Socrates still pays homage to the structure of
the world of the previous era in spite of the
fact that his own deepest thoughts are
squarely meta-physical in nature following
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the path set by Anaximander and Thales. So
there are definitdy false prophets, true
prophets, nay-sayers, and those who
recognize the emergent event of the world
change correctly. All these possibilities of
error or correctness happen in hindsight.
What is difficult is to recognize the truth of
the matter in the historic moment when we
are right up against the cusp of the transition
from one phase of the worldview to another.
But we will follow Heidegger in turning
around and looking backward in order to
understand the future.

The Branching of theWorld Tree

One thing we can say about Being isthat it is
specific to the Indo-Europeans. Most other
languages for the most part make due with
Existence and do not have constructs like
those of Being. It is hard not to think that the
concept of Being and the story of the Indo-
Europens is not some how bound up with
each other. The Indo-Europeans had two
great projects in antiquity. One was creating
the Logos of Being within ther language
group. The other was to produce large
Horses by breeding out of little dog like
creatures, i.e. a control and transformation of
the physus. Both of these projects resulted in
a big leverage for the Indo-Europeans. Large
Horses meant harnessed power. And it led
directly to the combination of the horse and
the whed in the chariot. It is my belief that
this synthesis that is characteristic of the
Indo-Europeans of various technologies like
the combination of horse and whed is due to
the presence of Being in the language. Being
makes possible metaphor which allows one
to say more than analogies, i.e. more than
"this is like that", but "this is that". In other
words Being lends itsdf to the expression of
synthesis in ways that might be more difficult
in  existence based languages. The
combination of horses and wheds allowed
the Indo-Europeans to spread out and take
over the known world over a roughly 6000
year period so that today roughly 60% of the
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earth speak languages derived from proto-
Indo-European. The power of horses and the
combination of the whed and the horse
allowed these people to displace and take
over large tracts of land and proliferate their
cultures to an unprecedented degree. Finally
with colonialization the European segment of
this people did in fact take over the whole
world until the colonial system imploded with
World War One and Two. They went on to
harness more and more massive amounts of
energy and to create more and more
sophisticated synthesis of technological
inventions and scientific discoveries. Thus
what characterized them in the end when
globalization of the economy is the issue
today and what characterized them in the
beginning remained constant. They explored
possibilities in nature that would gone
unnoticed by other cultures and they
synthesized their discoveries and techniques
into more and more sophisticated complexes
or systems. The nature of Being and its
relation to technology and science is implied
in this development because it makes it easier
to express synthesis than other languages.
This is because a synthesis has been effected
in the language that has not occurred in other
languages. That synthesis comes from linking
various roots related to Being together to
attempt to express "Being' as a specific
concept that transcends what the individual
roots say by themselves. In other existence
based languages the same apparatus is there
to express the various facets of Being, but
they are not deployed together in the same
way. Thus the roots of Being are articulated
together in such a way to express more than
what could be expressed without being.
Languages that have existence as their basis
are more like meta-systems with various
functions that are deployed separatdy to
express the same kinds of things as Being.
But in a Beng based language these
resources are brought together to give an
emergent effect of expressing Being, i.e
illusory continuity of ideation, which
expresses itsdf in thought. That is why
Parmenides who is our best guide to the
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nature of Being says "Being and Thinking
are the Same" The emergent effect of
producing Being as illusory continuity of
ideation is an enhancement of our thinking
capacity by giving us the ability to express
synthesis through the synthesis of the logical
components of language. Thus synthesis of
the roots of Being leads to the synthesis of
the tools of thought which leads to the ability
to express synthesis of things better. All this
synthesis is a sui generous effect of the
emergence of Being which like the genetic
rearing of large horses was effected over
millennia™. It is in fact the mirror inside of
the genetic engineering outside that produced
the horse as a source of controllable power.
But exactly how these two effects that
separate physus from logos took place is
unknown. What we do know is that it took
placein the mythopoietic era in which physus
and logos were not yet distinguished but that
instead we distinguished between heaven and
earth, and mortals and immortals. In that era
immortals represented the perfection of Being
as aprojection out of the human's being. This
purification of Being of the immortals was
contrast with the impurity of humans which
occurred on the stage set between heaven and
earth. But eventually the gods fled and we
were launched into the meta-physical era

where  limited/unlimited replaced the
distinction  of  mortal/immortal and
Heaven/Earth was replaced by
Physus/Logos. Being once projected

continually transforms like the gods when we
try to catch them, like Peeus or Mendaus
did. These transformations are the
emergences that rewrite history and remake
our possibilities for the future. The
transformation of the entire world is just one
transformation among others that occurs on
the macro scale. We suspect that there were

" Recently it has been found that the large horses
were bred not just in one place but many different
places in the steppes of Russia. Thus it was a cultural
technology that was transmitted from one group to
another and did not just occur in one place by one
group of people.
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a whole series of such transformations not
just that from mytho-poietic to metaphysical.

We get some intimation of that series of
transformations of the worldview when we
look at the myth of the succession of the
gods. What is interesting is that beyond the
name of the generation of the gods there is
remembered the emergent event that occurred
at the transformation. But to read it we have
to look at the Hitite as well as the Greek
(Semite) series of the generations of the gods
to get the whole picture, because prior to
Uranus was ancther god Alhu. From Alhu
came Gaia who gave rise to Uranus. In the
emergent transformation from Uranus to
Kronos there was the creation of Aphrodite.
In the emergent transformation from Kronos
to Zeus there was the creation of Delphi with
the nave stone. In the transformation from
Zeusto the era of Man, i.e. the meta-physical
thereis the creation of man made laws. In the
transformation from the meta-physical to the
historical there must be some other emergent
event that fits into this series that is as yet
unknown. But what we see is that the fleeing
of the gods comes in generations and that
there are emergent events associated with
each age. For instance the reign of Kronosis
caled the golden age prior to the
mythopoietic. We do not know anything
about this age other than what emerged in it
was Aphrodite. We see some hint of this in
the Epic of Gilgamesh when the prostitute
initiates Enkidu. When we |eft the golden age
then what emerged was the various oracles
where gods talked to man and gave specific
instructions and omens. When we |eft the age
of Zeus then we gained human laws.

If we look at this series in terms of the
unfolding of the duals and non-duals based
on the fact that nomos is at the meta-physical
erawe get the following pattern.

Alhu Gaia Sources
Uranus Split of Fate
heaven and
earth
Kronos Aphrodite Good
Zeus Oracle Right (rta,
arte)
Man Laws Order
historical Anomalies InfoEnergy
i.e. Shakti or
Chi

What this suggests is that the unfolding of
the bifurcation of the worldview might follow
the unfolding of the tree of bifurcations of
duality in the worldview. In that case we
would expect the next period to look at the
anomalies which mitigate against laws made
by man, and to look at infoenergy formations
rather than meredly physus/logos formations.
In other words some version of the physics/
thermodynamics distinction would become
primary. But this distinction is refigured to
become fundamental in an emergent way as
in the shift from  heaven/earth/
/mortal/immortal was  refigured  into
physus/logog/limited/unlimited. This is all
very suggestive of things to come, perhaps
but emergent events are notorious for being
unpredictable in advance. But what this
suggests is that something like the special
systems which are anomalous configurations
of info-energy might be the emergent event
that sends us over the edge into the new
epoch of Being. Perhaps that epoch is
transformed by the realization that Existence
and Being are duals of each other and that
they mutually define each other to revedl
something else, called here manifestation that
is the non-dual between them.

What is clear is that the godding of the gods
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is itsdf epochal in nature and emergent
leading to the various generations of the gods
both in Semitic and Indo-European cultures.
What is also of interest is the fact the tree of
Being whose bifurcation underlies the world
is both synchronic and diachronic in nature.
Each epoch of Being has a certain central
configuration of the tree which changes from
epoch to epoch, but looked at diachronically
we can read back the tree into the generations
of the gods godding and see how the tree
itsdlf contains the traces of this unfolding.

Each philosopher wants to say that heis the
one to end the meta-physical era. Nietzsche
tried his best by becoming the Anti-Christ,
by saying god is dead, by taking on the
persona of Zarathustra. Heidegger wanted to
put an end to metaphysics and over come it
finally with his Contributions. Likewise | say
that the discovery of the mutual creation and
symbiosis of Being and Existence as
exemplified by the Kinds of Being and the
Special Systems should make possible the
ending of the meta-physical and the advent of
the of the historical or postmodern era. To
my mind the special systems that unites the
views of Taoism and Buddhism specifying
the meaning of internal and external
existence very precisdy amounts to a
reinterpretation of existence, and these two
kinds of existence, inward and outward
contain a pointer toward the degper non-dual
of manifestation which constitutes a new
interpretation of absolute suchness. Thus
there is constituted a new foundation for the
reinterpretation of Being as a whole as it
underlies the world formation. But in order to
show that this is indeed a new era of Being,
i.e. onein which Being admits its co-equality
with Existence rather than killing the dragon,
we would have to reconstitute the tree in an
emergent new configuration that replaces the
physus/logog/limited/unlimited  formation
with something different and up to now
unheard of. In other words the tree would
have to branch in another direction out of its
ownmost possibilities of all next adjacent
possibilities. This rebranching of the tree is
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what occurs in each era of Being. With
rebranching there is a closing off of old
possibilities and opening up of new ones
undreamt of previously, while history itsdf
would have to be rewritten. Precisdy what
that rebranching of the tree will look like is
hitherto unknown. But hereis a guess:

Existence/Being//Extrema/M anifestation

Where Existence is suprarational and Being
is paradoxical, absurd or insane.

The structure of the Field of Being

Now the question arises why does the Fidd
of Being have the structure that has been
ascribed to it. We have noted that it is
composed of roots/gods/castes, kinds,
aspects and the bifurcating tree of dualities
that intertwine non-dualities. We noted that
the kinds and aspects have to do with the
comprehension of the fundamental paradox
of Being by reason. In other words we need
higher logical type theory in order to separate
out the possibly paradoxical dements in the
mobile of Being. That mobile of Being is
composed of the facets of kinds verses
aspects that give us sixteen facets. Just as a
mobile there is the struts that hold the pieces
of the mobile apart and together and this is
the purpose of the tree of Being that
bifurcates giving us synchronic and
diachronic views. What is held apart yet
together Heidegger calls the Same because
they bedong together. Thus the bifurcating
tree is the infrastructure of the mobile of
facets, with the proviso that in this case the
actual structure of that infrastructure
emergently transforms from time to time, i.e.
every couple of thousand years or so, it
seems. The roots/gods/castes are the markers
that give us the signifiers that are kept apart
by the kinds of Being as distinctions. In other
words the kinds of Being are dynamic
distinctions that unfold in a logical order, or
in an initiatory order depending on whether
we are inside or outside the city. But the
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roots/gods/castes are the markers for the
distinction of the static logical order of the
kinds of being as meta-levds. There is a
completely different kind of ordering that
revolves around the initiation process
predicated on whether the person being
initiated is male or female. The orders for
males and females are inverse of each other
and does not follow the logical order. Instead
we have the following order:

Male Male Female Female
sequ- Archetypes | Archetypes | sequ-
ence ence
Ultra Sdf Thou Ultra
Pure Sophia Masculine Process
Feminine Wisdom
wisdom
Hyper | WiseOIld Chthonic wild
Man Female
wild Anima Animus Hyper
Process | Maleego Femalealter | Pure
(1) ego (i)

So the Field of Being is composed of markers
roots/gods/castes which are differentiated by
kinds of Being and sorted by types at each
levdl by aspects. The kinds and aspects
produce facets of the mobile while the tree of
bifurcations or symmetry breakings unfold to
give the infrastructure of the mobile. The
kinds and facets breaks up the markersinto a
set of reflexive images of themsdves that
proliferate within the imaginary structure of
the house of Being so that the original caste
of markers get repeated indefinitdy in the
mirror house of paradoxicality. As the
bifurcation occurs the world unfolds as a
series of dualites which hides in each case a
non-dual within it at each level. These non-
duals are the axis around which the tree of
being as an infrastructure for the mobile
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revolves. The non-duals are reversed and
negated and projected upon women. We see
this in the negative fourfold that
Aristophanes names in his mock theogony in
the Birds: Chaos, Covering, Night and the
Abyss. This negative fourfold haunts the
positive fourfold in what ever form it takes
dther  heaven/earth/mortals/immortals  or
physus/logos/limited/unlimited or something
ese for the historical postmodern era after
the overcoming of metaphysics like
existence/being//extrema/manifestation.

So the fidd of Being has a specific structure
that we liken to a mobile such as those
produced by Alexander Calder™. But in this
case the facets of the mobile are insubstantial
and cross through each other creating
interferences in an infinitely complex pattern
which summed amounts to paradox or even
absurdity and madness. The infrastructure of
the mobile is the unfolding bifurcating tree
which in different eras branches differently
producing a new basis for the interaction of
the facets of the mobile. The roots/gods/
castes are markers in the fied that are
mirrored within the differences between kinds
and aspects when they are taken in the static
configuration presented by logic and within
the ordered compound of the city. Outside
the city in the wilds there is the initiation
process which is a different way of looking at
the relations between the kinds of Being
which has archetypal markers such as those
discovered by Jung which represent the
collective unconscious.

There is also another possible unfolding of
the kinds of Being in reation to each other
for which no markers have as yet been
discovered. In general we can talk about the
monolith of Being which is composed of two
different kinds of being. Henry in The
Essence of Manifestation points out that this
is a primary assumption of Heidegger that
the monalith is unified and that its
differences are merely modal changes of the

2 http://www.calder.org/
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human being within the world. Henry
juxtaposes this with the concept of
ontological dualism that means that there is
some aspect of Being that is never manifest
and thus there is at some levd a hard
difference between presence and absence.
This may be thought of as the unconscious of
Being similar to what psychoanalysts posit
for consciousness. This is equivalent to the
positing of Hyper Being of differance by
Derrida. But even this breaks down when we
get to Wild Being because at that point there
is not just a duality between presence and
absence but the polymorphous perversity of
the interference of the various aspects of
Being within the different kinds of Being.
This wild polymorphous perversity is like a
mixture of continuity and discontinuity, order
and disorder, right and wrong, good and bad,
necessity and accident, present and absent,
identity and difference, truth and falsehood,
reality and illusion. You name your crucial
opposite and it is mixed in Wild Being with
other equally basic opposites in a way that is
equivalent to the Gordian Knot, i.e
impossible to disentangle without imposing
some hard dualistic distinction such as
Alexander did.

Owen Ware suggested that this may be seen
in terms of various ways of splitting the
multilith of Being into halves that include
two kinds of Being each. There are three
possible splittings of this kind which we call
the exotics. These are encountered as we
come out of the curious mixture of
paradoxicality or absurdity where the kinds
of Being are mixed together. There are three
completely different bifurcations of the
multilith into two halves before its further
splitting into the four separate kinds of
Being.
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Exotic 1 Pure-

Process

Hyper-Wild
Logical
(Monalith)
Brahma

Zeus

Exotic 2 Pure-Hyper | Process-Wild
Initiatory
Vishnu

Posaidon

Exotic 3 Pure-Wild Process-
Hyper

Odd
Shiva

Hades

This concept of the exotics that Owen Ware
and | have devel oped together treats the kinds
of Being as a system that whose dements
may be bifurcated in three different ways
giving us various states. It is as yet unclear
what the meaning of the third state is in
terms of mythology, but some trinities that
the three states themsdves may be reated to
are suggested in the table. We can also think
of these states as being related to the norns,
i.e. fates, or muses and other mythic
characters that come in sets of three or nine.
The three legged stool of witches and other
Indo-European shamans of the three way
crossing of the road such as Oedipus killed
his father at may also be related. Also Odin
is said to be a trinity when he is encountered.
Thetrinity is very deep in the Indo-European
consciousness as a root archetype. The
exotics show that it may have some basis in
fact if the field of Being oscillates in and out
of paradoxicality moving through some bi-
lith state before and after entering and
leaving paradox. Thus the infrastructure of
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the fidd of Being can be seen to have some
structure of its own related to its dynamic
oscillation in and out of paradox into the
mobile briefly before plunging back into
paradox or absurdity again.

The Hidden Nature of Proto-Being

Now we return to our major theme which is
the nature of proto-being that we learn by
going from modern English to Old English to
Indo-European. In Old English we discover
some archaic features of the Germanic
branch of the family which is of interest to
us. For instance, Beon and Wesan are co-
equal ways of referring to “ Being.” Now we
conjugate according to Wesan more or less
but we call it Being in the substantive form.
But the Old English had two completdy
different conjugations in the Present tense.
Instead of Past and Future there was the
Perterite which means completed over and
against the present that means incompleted.
The present conjugation of Wesan actually
encompasses two different Indo-European
roots *ES and *ER. *ES breaks up into the
option of Sa and Sy which is the origin of
Sein and Seyn that Heidegger uses based on
the German to refer to Being and Be-ing in
the two modes that Heidegger posits are the
same ye different. Also there is the
suggestion that there is the form Woerthan
which means happening or incipient
occurrence, i.e. coming to be, which also can
stand as a copula and thus was perhaps
another earlier form of Be-coming that may
have stood co-equal to Beon/Wesan. All this
leads to a rather complex set of bifurcations
of Being which starts out with Woerthan
which means incipience that then splits into
complete and incomplete on the one hand and
Beon and Wesan on the other such that they
share the same conjugation for the Preterite
case. Then the Preteriate splits again into
Beon Present and Wesan Present. Beon
Present splits into *ER and *ES. And finally
*ES gplits into Sie and Sy as options. This
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symmetry breaking is very interesting in
relation to the other symmetry breaking of
the world tree. It is possible to see between
these various symmetry breskings the
various kinds of Being as the differences
between the markers of Being in Old English.
Ultra Being stands between Woerthan and
the view of things in terms of completion or
not. Pure Being stands between the Preterite
and the Present tenses. Process Being stands
between the Beon present tense and the
Wesan present tense. Hyper Being stands
between the *ES and *ER. Wild Being stands
between the Sein and Seyn.

We note that in contributions
Heidegger attributes to the Seyn the four
steps. Echo, Playing Forth, Leap and
Grounding. We bdieve that these are the
corresponding to the kinds of Being in the
Sen. Seyn emphasizes the grounding
question of the truth of Being which is the
Being of Truth, i.e. that Being withdraws.
Sein emphasizes the guiding question about
the Presence of beings within Beng.
Heidegger posits a turn that takes us from the
first beginning of meta-physics to the other
beginning which grounds the historic era
The incipience of Woerthan when we trace it
back to the Indo-European signifies aturnin
the Indo-European root word *WER. But we
also see that the *ER relates to Ereignis,
which the trandators of the have called
“enowning” but is perhaps better translated
as befitting or event of appropriation or
merely happening. Of course the root *ES
relates to essence and presence and other
significant ontological words in various
languages. So what we see in Heidegger's
Contributions an intuition and wrestling with
meanings associated with this deeper
structure below the Sein/Seyn split. For
instance Wesan which is no longer a co-equal
to Beon in German becomes for Heidegger a
deeper meaning of Essence. The tranglators
trandate it variously depending on context
but a significant trandation is “swaying’.
Thus when we come under the sway of Seyn
we are really referring to the Wesan of the
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Seyn which is a way of one part of Being
referring to another part of Being as it occurs
in the German. In the Old English the
situation is clearer. Each marker of Being
can be used in all the senses of Being in their
place within the conjugational structure.
Thus Being as Noun and Being as Verb may
be any of the markers such that Being can
refer to itsdlf in its various senses. When we
trace back to the Indo-European roots we get
a sense of the differences of those senses. But
the situation is much more complex than our
saying in modern terms “ Being IS” which is
the sign of the monolith. In the monoalith
Being is used as both noun and verb in a
single sentence. This is the ultimate in the
ideal of unity in the Indo-European way of
looking at things. But in our case there are
about seven different terms that can be used
as ether noun or verb, which gives us 49
different possibilities for sdf reference of
Being to itsdf. It is this complexity that we
referred to above as the Gordian knot of
paradox and absurdity. It becomes absurd if
we attempt to build more complex sentences
using the various roots of Being in sdf-
reference amongst themselves.

What is important is the concept that
thereis a layering to Being that we see in the
Old English. That layering exists as a
progressive bisection or symmetry breaking.
The deepest levd is Woerthan, which is
happening or coming to be suggested by the
Ereignis term as used by Heidegger.
Woerthan is somehow prior to the distinction
between complete and incomplete and the
distinction between Wesan and Beon. It is
incipience which Heidegger also alludesto as
originary thought. Incipient events are
happenings that are not characterized as yet
as complete or incomplete that pop out of the
void of existence which separates the
Woerthan from the in/complete. When the
Woerthan  which  signifies  incipience
bifurcates it produces simultaneously the
Beon/ Wesan distinction and the
complete/incomplete  distinction. This
distinction frames the kindness of Pure
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Being. Pure Being is the interface between
the Beon/ Wesan and between Present and
Past/Future. When the Past/Future Wesan
which signifies abiding splits it creates a
Beon present tense and a Wesan present
tense and defines the kindness of Process
Being. When Beon which signifies growth
splits it gives rise to *ER that signifies
movement and *ES that signifies stasis. The
stasis is dther the continual presence of
presence itsdf in the face of its absence in
death, or it signifies the underlying
constraints on attributes of essences. But
*ES spitsinto Sein (sie) and Seyn (sy) which
Heidegger calls the Janus faces of Being as
they are rdated to truth and presence. He
forgets it seems about reality and identity
although these go with truth and presence
respectively in a natural pairing. However
like the kinds of Being all the various
combinations of the aspects are meaningful
and they present their own exotics depending
on how they bifurcate as reason comes out of
utter paradox and absurdity when it comes
up occasionally for air. These might be
called the orthogonal exotics of the aspects of
Being that stand opposite the exotics of
kindness of Being. Heidegger is moving
within the fidd of Being but not perhaps
seaing its full extent, only glimpsing various
rooms in the house of Being based on the
hints of the German language. The more
archaic structures of Old English take us
back deeper into the roots of Indo-European
views of the Being of things. It gives us a
wider vocabulary with successive depths.
What we notice is that Heidegger is positing
arevolution that merely takes us between one
surface bifurcation of Being as Sen to the
other Be-ing as Seyn. But this turning is
contributed to by the ER of Eregnis, by the
swaying and owning of Wesan, by the
turning of Woertan. About the only aspect he
does not deal with is Beon which vanished in
German. Thus Hedegger's intuition within
the matrix of German is good even though he
does not see the entire field of Being clearly.
Using Old English as our guide we see the
fidd of Being a bit more clearly and thus
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establish a framework in which to attempt to
understand deeply what Hedegger is
intimating to us in his exceedingly obscure
Contributions.

When we go back to the Indo-
European from the Old English we see a very
distinct pattern which may be summarized as
*ES*ER/[*BHEU//*WES /*WER. Notice
the duals *ES/*WES and *ER/*WER which
frame BHEU. We notice that the word
*BHEU means growth and its opposite is
*DHEU which means death. Thereis a word
*BHEUDH that means 'awareness which is
the root for the words Bodhi and Buddha
which non-dually contains the roots of
Growth, or Life, and Death. The framing of
*BHEU by the duals of *ES/*WES and
*ER/*WER is a very significant pattern that
deserves close study. *WER means to turn.
*WES means to abide or dwell. *ER means
to move. *ES means static standing in some
aspect like presence, identity, truth or reality.
Thus we have an unfolding sequence that is
very definite in the Indo-European roots.
First there is incipience or a turning as the
turning of the whed of samsara. This
generates an abiding or dwelling as when we
dwell in some karmic plane for our lifetime.
The dwedling is the place of growth, and
what grows can be taken and moved as if it
were a thing from the outside. Movement is
seen in relation to the static aspects of
nature. In this unfolding we are moving from
the deeper to the less deep. Heidegger's
difference between Sein and Seyn from this
perspective is a surface distinction within the
ES between presence and truth which stands
beyond appearances as the essence from the
point of view of Logos. Heidegger does not
mention identity or reality which is the
inverse of presence and truth but these must
be operative at this level as wdl. What we
see is that the difference of aspects appears
as the highest levedl between Sein and Seyn.
Bdow that is the difference between
movement and stasis, bdow that is the
difference between Wesan and Beon which
are two deeper alternatives for describing
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Being in Old English. Below that there is the
difference between complete and incomplete
or temporality present and past/future, or as
Husserl saysin Internal Time Consciousness
between the effervescence of conscious
events and their laying down and fading from
presence into memory. Beow that is the
difference between temporality and pure
happening as incipience where the turning
occurs. Between the turning and temporality,
i.e. between the unfolding will to remember
and the eternal return is the interface of
existence. At the lowest point the first
difference is between happening and
temporal unfolding is existence, or Ultra
Being the unthinkable. All the kinds of Being
spring from that bedrock of Existence, the
old dragon which as python/typhoon must
continually be conquered and destroyed. The
unfolding of Being takes us back step by step
to the bedrock of existence. It is that
touchstone that shows us the hidden nature of
proto-being in the Indo-European roots.

But it should be noted that those roots are
arranged in a specific pattern which is that of
the dements: FireAir//Water/Earth which
split into Fire/Water and Air/Earth which
contain opposites that cannot meet thus each
pair of opposites holds the other set apart
producing a clearing for *BHEU to appear
within as the non-dual. The Greeks believed
that consciousness was in the diaphragm in
the body. The diaphragm stands between
Fire/Air//Diaphragm//Water/Earth  in  the
topology of the body. *BHEU stands in the
place of the interspace/barrier (barzak in
Arabic) of the Diaphragm. This is to say it
stands in the non-dual position between the
opposites of *ES *ER and *WES/ *WER
which like the dements form pairs that
cannot be together because they cancd or
annihilate but by their mutual interference
they produce a space within which the non-
dual *BHEU of growth and life can be seen.
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The Enframing of Deep Ontology

The deepest we can go to understand
ontology is the Indo-European roots. And
now we have a pattern to explore at this
deepest level of ontological patterning. Let us
consider the various roots of the enframing
around the *BHEU which consists of *ES/
*WES and *ER/ *WER

es-. To be. 1. Athematic first person singular form *es-mi
in Germanic *izm(i) in Old English eam, eom, am: am.
2. Athematic third person singular form *es-fi in: a. Ger-
manic *ist(i) in Old English is, is: 1s; b. Sanskrit ast, is:
SWASTIKA. 3. Optative stem *si- in' Germanic *sijai- in
Old English ste, may it be (so) in gése (géa, yea; see I- +
ste), yes: YES. 4. Participial form *sont-, being, existing,
hence real, true, in: a. Germanic *santhaz in Old English
s0th, true: SOOTH, SOOTHE; b. suffixed (collective)
zero-grade form *snt-ya, “that which is,” in-Germanic
*sun(d)j6, sin (< “it is true,” “the sin is real”), in Old
English synn, sin: sINY; ¢. Sanskrit sat-, sant-, existing, -
true, virtuous: SUTTEE; BODHISATTVA, SATYAGRAHA.
5. Basic form *es- in Latin esse, to be: ENTITY, ESSENCE;
ABSENT, (IMPROVE), INTEREST, PRESENT!, (PRESENT?),
PROUD, (QUINTESSENCE), (REPRESENT). 6. Basic form
*es- in Greek einai (present participle ont-, being), to be
(in pareinai, to be. present): -ONT, ONTO-; (BIONT),
HomorousIaN, PAROUSIA, (SCHIZONT). See extension
esu-. [Pok. es- 340.]

As can be seen *ES has the concept
of “to be” and isrdated to is in Old English
and asti and sat in Sanskrit. The participle
form is related to sooth which means true in
Old English. But there is also a relation to
theword sin in Old English seen as synn. In
Latin there is a whole series of important
ontological words derived from esse which
includes entity, essence, absent, interest,
present, represent. Finally there is the
relation to Parousia through the Greek einai
which gives us on and ontos. It is *ES that
breaks into Sein and Seyn that Heidegger
refers to in Contributions which we seein the
Old English sie and sy. Here we see the
distinction of *ES as presence and *ES as
sooth or truth emerging. This eventualy
leads to the distinction between appearance
and reality because what is present not
always is what is true. But the appearance if
sin is troubling because we suddenly have
something which is not just false but
genuindy bad, there is clearly an intimation
of evil and a negative sort of Being, for
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instance the lie and deception. It is interesting
that the Seyn seems to echo this negativity of
the synn.

R e R dE I ol veme gt L wene ey vaos g
er-1, To move, set in motion. 1. Probably Germanic *ar-,
*or-, *art(a), to be, exist, in Old, English eart and aron,
second person singular and plural present of béon, to be;
ARE!, ARTZ 2, Perhaps in Germanic suffixed form *er-
n-0s-ti- in' Old English eornoste, zealous, serious: EAR-
NEST. 3. Suffixed form *or-yo- in Latin oriri, to arise,

appear, be born: ORIENT, ORIGIN, ORIGINAL; ABORT.
[Pok. 3. er- 326;-ergh-.339.] i
er-2; Earth;  ground: Extended form *ert- in Germanic
*ertho in: a. Old English eorthe, earth: EARTH; b. Middle
Dutch- aerde, eerde, earth (> ‘Afrikaans’ aarde): AARD-
VARK, AARDWOLF: [Pok. 4. er: 332.]
er-3. Base of designations: of -various. domestic horned
‘animals: Extended form *eri- in Latin ariés, ram: ARIES.
[Pok. 2. er- 326.) - v :

*ER has completdy different connotations
from the *ES. *ER has the implication of
motion as opposed to the stasis of the *ES. It
is related to our word are which in Old
English was eart and aron. Natice the
cognate world er® which means earth and er®
which relates to horned animals. In other
words the *ER has to do with the movement
of game across the earth. It is also rdlated to
Old English eornoste which is our earnest.
Also there is the oriri in Latin which means
to arise or appear which gives us the words
original and origin as well as orient.

wes-1. To buy. 1. Suffixed form *wes-no- in Latin vénum,
sale: VENAL, VEND. 2, Suffixed o-grade form *wos-ng- in
Greek dneisthai, to buy: DUOPSONY. [Pok. 8. yes- 1173.]
wes-2, Wet. Germanic *wés- in Old English wos, juice:
00zEL [Pok. 3. yes- 1171.] )
wes-3, To stay, dwell, pass the night, with derivatives
meaning “to be.” 1.0O-grade form *wos- in Germanic
*was- in Old English was, was: was. 2. Length-
ened-grade form *wés- in Germanic *wéz- in Old English
ware (subjunctive), wéron (plural), were: WERE. 3. Ger-
manic *wesan in Old Norse vesa, vera, to be: WASSAIL.
4. Suffixed form *wes-ta- perhaps in Latin Vesta, house-
hold goddess: VEsTA. 5. Suffixed variant form *was-tu-
possibly in Greek astu, town (< “place where one
dwells”), whence Latin astus, skill, craft (practiced in a
town): ASTUTE. [Pok. 1. ues- 1170.]
wes-4, To clothe. Extension of eu-. 1. Suffixed o-grade
form *wos-eyo- in Germanic *wazjan in Old English
werian, to wear, carry: WEAR!. 2. Suffixed form *wes-ti-
in Latin vestis, garment: VEST; DEVEST, INVEST, REVEST,
TRAVESTY. 3. Suffixed form *wes-nu- in Greek hennunai,
to clothe: HIMATION. [Pok. 5. yes- 1172.]
wes-pero-. Evening, night. I. Reduced form *wes-.
1. Suffixed form *wes-to- in Germanic *west- in: a. Old
English west, west: wesT; b. Old English westerne,
western: WESTERN; C. Old English westra, more west-
erly: WESTERLY. 2. Possibly’ Germanic *wis- in Late
Latin Visigothi, “West Goths” (Gothi, the Goths): VisI-
GoTH. I Basic form *wespero-. 1. Latin vesper, evening:
VESPER, VESPERTILIONID. 2. Greek hesperos, evening:
HESPERIAN. [Pok. yesperos 1173.1
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When we come to *WES which goes with
*ES there is a much richer heritage. The
various cognates mean to buy, to ooze like
juice, to stay and dwell, to clothe, and the
west which is the place of evening. When we
focus in on *WES which rdates to Being
then it means to stay, dwel and pass the
night. We get our word were from this root.
The german wesan comes from this root
which is a co-term for Being in Old English.
The household goddess Vesta finds her origin
from this root and it meant in Greek astu or
town meaning the place where one dwells. In
Latin we find astus which is skill or craft
where from comes astute.

The next root *WER is by far the richest.
We notice that the deeper we go in these
roots the richer ther reference and
articulation becomes. *WER cognates mean
a high raised spot, to raise or hold
suspended, to turn or bend, to perceive or
watch, to cover, to speak, to burn, and even
squirrel.

wer-1. High raised spot. 1. Suffixed form *wer-d- in
Germanic *warton- in Old English wearte, wart: WART.
2, Possibly Germanic *war- in obsolete Swedish var-
bulde, “pus swelling” (bulde, swelling; see bhel-2), akin to
the source of WARBLE2, 3. Latin varius {genitive plural
variorum), spotty, speckled, changeable: (VAIR), VARIE-
GATE, (VARIETY), VARIOLA, VARIORUM, VARIOUS, VARY;
(MINIVER). 4. Latin varix, varicose vein: VARIX. 5. Suf-
fixed and extended zero-grade form *wrsu-ko- in Latin
verrdca, a wart: VERRUCA. [Pok. 2. uer- 1151, 2. ud-
. 1108.1

wer-2. To raise, llft hold suspended. Earlier form *awer-.
1. Basic form *awer- in Greek aeirein, to raise, and
Greek artéria, windpipe, artéry: AORTA, ARSIS, ARTERIO-,
ARTERIOLE, ARTERY. 2. Possibly referred to this root
(obscure basic form *dwer-) is Greek aér (> Latin aer >
Italian aria); air: AERIAL AERO-, AIR,’ ARIA, MALARIA.
3. Related to Greek aér, air, is Greek aura (< zero-grade
form *aur-), breath, vapor: AURA. [Pok. 1. uer- 1151.]
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wer-3, Conventional base of various Indo-European roots
to turn, bend. L. Root *wert-, to turn, wind. 1. Germanic
*werth- in: a. Germanic variant *warth- in (i) Old Eng-
lish -weard, toward (< “turned toward”): ~WARD (i)
Germanic *inwarth, inward (*in, in; see en), in Old
‘English inweard, inward: INWARD; b. perlmps Germamc
derivative *werthaz, “toward, opposite,” hence “equiv-
alent, worth,” in Old English weorth, worth, valuable,
and derivative noun weorth, wierth, value: WORTH!;
STALWART. 2.-Germanic *werthan, to become (<-“to turn
into”), in"Old English weorthan, to befall:: WORTH2.
3. Zero-grade-form *wrt- ‘in Germanic *wurth- in Old
English wyrd, fate, destiny (< “that which befalls one”):
WEIRD. 4. Latin vertere, to turn, with: its: frequentative
versdre, to turn, and ‘passive versdri, to stay, behave (<
“to move around a place, frequent”): VERSATILE, VERSE!,
VERSION; VERSUS, VERTEBRA, VERTEX, VERTIGO, VOR-
.TEX; ADVERSE, ANNIVERSARY, AVERT, BOULEVERSE-
MENT, ~CONTROVERSY,  (CONVERSE!), CONVERT,
DEXTRORSE, DIVERT;: EVERT, (EXTROVERSION), EXTRO-
VERT, INTRORSE, INTROVERT, INVERT, MALVERSATION,
OBVERT, PERVERT, PROSE, RETRORSE, REVERT, SINIS-

TRORSE,  SUBVERT, TERGIVERSATE; TRANSVERSE, UNI-
VERSE. 5. Balto-Slavic- *wirstd-, a turn, bend, in. Russian
verstd, line: VERST. IL. Root . *wreit-, to turn.. Germanic
*writh-; *wraith- in: a. Old English writha, band (<
“that which is wound.around”): WREATH; b. Old English
writhan; to twist, torture: WRITHE; C:-0ld: English
wrdth; angry (< “tormented, twisted”): wm'm,wm'm
L, Root *wergh-, to turn: 1. Germanic. *wurgian in Old
Enghsh wyrgan,to strangle: _WORRY. 2. Nasahzed vatix
ant *wrengh- in:-a, Germanic *wreng: in Old English
wrmgan, to twist: WRING; b: Germanic *wrang- in:@)0ld
Norse. *vrangr; rangr, curved, crooked; wrong; akin ‘to
the Scandinavian:source of ‘Middle: Enghsh wrong,
‘wrong:: WRONG (ii). Low: German. wrangein, to :wrestle,
akin to the Low: German-source of ‘Middle English
wranglen, to: ‘wrangle:: WRANGLE. ' IV.. Root *werg-, to
turn.-1. Nasalized variant: form *wreng- in:Germanic
*“wrankjan in: a, Old English:wrencan, to twist:
‘WRENCH; b, Old English gewrinclian, to wind (ge; ‘col-
lective: prefix; see kom): WRINKLE. 2: Latin vergere, to
turn, tend-toward: VERGEZ?;CONVERGE; DIVERGE.
V. Root - *wreik-, tovmm;‘I.Germmxic ’wﬁg-'in; a. Old
‘English wrigian, to turn, bend, go: WRY; b: Middle:Low.
-German wriggeln, to wriggle: WRIGGLE: 2. Germanic
Hwrihst- whenee *wristiz -in- Old -English- wrist, wrist:
WRIST. 3. Secondary Germanic derivative: *wraistjan-in
0ld English wr#stan, to twist, with its frequentative
*wrastlian, to wrestle: WREST, WRESTLE: 4. Possibly
o-grade form *wroik-. in Gaulish - *briko, heather (>
-French bruyere, heath): BRrIaR!.: VI. Germanic root
*wrib- in Old-French riber, to be wanton: RIBALD.
VII Root: *werb-, also *werbh-,-to-turn, bend. 1. Ger-
manic *werp-, *warp- “to fling by turning the arm,” in
-0ld-English weorpan, to'throw away:  WARP. 2. Latin
verber, whip, rod: :REVERBERATE: 3.-Latin:verbéna,
sacred foliage: VERBENA; (VERVAIN), 4. Zero-grade form
*wrb- in Greek rhabdos, rod: RHABDOMANCY, RHABDOVI-
RuS. 5. Nasalized variant form *wrembh: in Greek rhom-
bos, magic. wheel, rhombus: ‘RHOMBUS.: VIIL. Root
*werp-, to turn, wind. 1. Metathesized form *wrep-in
Germanic *wrap- in Danish- dialectal vravle, to wind;
akin to the source of Middle Englmh wrappen, to - wrap:
WRAP.-2; Zero-grade form *wrp- in’ Greek rhaptein, to
sew (> rhaphg, suture): RAPHE, RAPHIDE; mrsomr,
 STAPHYLORRHAPHY, TENORRHAPHY. IX.Root *wrmi-,
worm; thyme word to kvrmi-. 1. Germanic. *wirmiz i Aan
Old English wyrm, worm: WORM. 2. Latin vermis; worm:
VERMEIL, VERMI-, VERM!CELLI, vznmcuma, VERMIN.
[Pok.:3. uer-'1152.}. 5

o amvamiar pa wams ar wwer  aavas
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wer-4, To percelve, “whtch out for. I. O:grade form: *wor-.
1. Suffixed form *wor-o- in°Germanic *waraz in: a. Old
English wer, watchful: WARY; b. Old English gewser,
aware’ (ge-, collective and;intensivepreﬁx;’:,see kom)::
AWARE; ¢, Old English warian, to beware: WAREZ.
2. Suffixed form *wor-to- in: Germanic. *wardaz, guard,
and *wardén, to guard, in: a. (i) Old English weard, a
watching, keeper::WARD; STEWARD (ii) Old English-wear-
-dian, to ward, guard: WARDER?; b. Old: North French
warder, to guard: WARDEN; REWARD, WARDROBE; ¢.-Old
French guarder,: to guard:' GUARD; d. Anglo-Norman
warde, guard; REARWARDZ. 3. Germanic *ward in: a. Old
English waru; goods, protection, guard WAREL, b..Old
English:-ware (probably plural of waru, goods"), inhabi-
tants (< “defenders”):  FIELDFARE. 4. Suffixed: form
*wor-wo- in Greek ouros, a guard: ARCTURUS. §. Variant
*(sjwor-, s(wjor- probably in:Greek horan, to see: EPHOR,
PANORAMA. IL Suffixed (stative) form *wer-é- in Latin
veréri; to respect feel: awe for:: REVEREL [Pok. 8. yer- .
1164.]

-— s A e PR o a

wer-’ To cover. 1 Basic form *wer-.1./Germanic-*wer-
“jon-in-Old Ex\ghsh wer, dam; fish: trap: WEIR. 2..Com-
“pound form *ap-wer-yo- (*ap-,..off, away; see apo-) in
Latin ‘aperire, to open, uncover: APERIENT, APERITIF,
APERTURE; ‘OVERT, OVERTURE, PERT, 3.-Compound form

*op-wer-yo-- (*op-, :over; see ‘ept) in: Latin: operire, to
cover: COVER, OPERCULUM. II. O-grade form: *wor-.
1,.Germanic *war-nén in Old English war(elnian; to take
heed: ‘WARN:-2: Germanic:*war-. in: a. (i) Old French
garant; warrant, authorization: GUARANTY (i)} Old North
French: warant; warrant, and warantir, to guarantee:
WARRANT, (WARRANTEE), WARRANTY; b. Old French
-garer; to guard; protect: GARAGE; €. Old French g(warir,
to defend; protect: GARRET; GARRISON; d. Old North
French warenne,. enclosure,:game. preserve: WARREN;
e. Old French g{u)arnir, to: equip: .GARMENT, GARNISH.
[Pok. 5. uer- 1160.] . .

L= ane e grsaavve

wer-¢, Also were-. To speak; Vatiant *wré., contracted
from *wreo-. 1. Suffixed zero-grade form  *wr-dho- in
Germanic-*wurddn in:0ld- English-tword, - word: ;WORD.
2. Suffixed form *wer-dho- in Latin verbum, word: VERB,
VERVE;. ADVERB PROVERB. 3. Suffixed: form *wer-yo- in
Greek eirein, tosay, speak: IRONY. 4, Variant form *wré-
in suffixed form *wré-tor- in Greek ‘rhétor, pubhc
speaker “RHETOR. [Pok. 6. uer- 1162.]
wer-7.. To burn. Suffixed lengthened o-grade (causative)
form *wor-yo- in. Russian vant’ to boil: sAMOVAR. [Pok.
12 uer-1166.3
wer-8, Squirrel. Reduphcaf.ed expressive form *wi-wer(r)-
iny Latm vtverra, erret. VIVEBRINE [Pok 13. yer-
11663] - : 3
wWer-; Water Snfﬁxed zero-gmde ferm ‘ﬂrm in Latm
drina; urine: URINE. [In'Pok. 9. aufe)- 78]+ -
were-!. Wide, broad. Suffixed form- *werfs)-u- metathe-
sized in-Greek -eurus, wide: EURY-; ANEURYSM, EURYD-
1CE: [Pok 8 yer- 1165]

PR

When we concentrate on the *\WER which
gives rise to Woerthan then we see in finer
detail. It means to turn, to bend, to wind as
*wert. From this comes the Old English
weard as in ward of toward. Also we get the
Old English weorth from which comes
worth. In German there is *werthan which
means to become (to turn into) that in OId
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English is weorthan™® which means to befall.
Also we get the Old English wyrd which
means fate, destiny or that which befalls one
which isour weird. In Latin thereis versare,
to turn or in the passive versari, to stay or
behave (to move around a place, freguent)
from which comes versatile, vertex, vortex,
version, versus etc. There is also *wreit to
turn from which comes the Old English
writha which is wreath and writhan which is
to twist and torture. Another derived root is
*werg which means to turn that gives us Old
English wrencan which means to twist from
whence wrench. There are many other
similar derived roots such as *wrek, *wrib,
*wrib, *wreb, *wrep, *wrmi all associated
with turning or twisting in some manner, the
last of whichistheroot of our word worm.

If we want to get a sense of the difference
between *ES and *ER then we might look at
other cognate |E roots

*AS to burn, glow *AR to fit together
*ES to be present, | *ER to move
essence

*OS mouth *OR speak

*YES to boil or | *YER year season
bubble

*AYER day, | *AYES metal:

morning, early copper or bronze

Looking at these cognate roots we get the
picture especially from the rdation between
*OS (mouth, orifice, oral, osculate) and *OR
(speak, oracle, bird, oration, adore) that
words of the form *xS are the inchoate
stative means while words of the form *xR is
what the stative means is used for in action

13" Aspectual Properties of Passive Auxiliariesin Old
English” Clodagh Lynam,
http://www.ucd.ie/~linguist/asp.html
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or organized into an emergent leve beyond
the stative means. Thus *AS is to burn or
glow and refers to ashes, hearth, dryness,
ardor, arson, arid which is a state of
reduction while *AR means to fit together in
harmony, order and reason. What is burning
or reduced to ashes cannot be fit together.
What is merely a mouth does not speak. It is
as if these roots were describing the emergent
effects of moving up to a higher leved of
organization from a reduced levd which is
the basis. *YES is to boil or bubble or foam
while *YER means year or season. In other
words we move up from a process which is
temporally asymmetrical to the
comprehension of ordered time in longer
periodic spans. The longer periodic spans
represent a kind of ordering of time. *YER
and *AYER rdate to time as year or day or
morning. *YES and *AYES rdate to boiling
or the inchoateness of metals which
exemplify the flowing properties locked in
the earth.

Thus we we get to *ES then we expect it to
represent something like substance, i.e. what
is given as the basis for the movements of
*ER, in fact one could see that the
combination of *ES and *ER give us the
prerequisites for the *BHEU from which
physus comes as the unfolding of growth.
Thus *ES is something static and less
developed that is used as a basis for the next
emergent level of unfolding as when we add
*ER and get movement of the basis
substantive infrastructure.

Let us reverse the rdation of the vowd and
the consonant and see what happens.

amas sy v YAy SVLLLNADL 1 UR. TGS OUL ]

[re-. Also red-. Backward. Latin combining form conceiv-
ably from Indo-European *wret-, metathetical variant of
*wert-, to turn (< “turned back”), an extended form of
wer-3. 1. Latin re-, red-, backward, again: RE-. 2. Suf-
fixed form *re(d)-tro- in Latin retrs, backward, back,
behind, with its derivative Old French rere, backward:
RETRAL, RETRO-; ARREARS, REAR GUARD, REARWARD?,
REREDOS. 3. Suffixed form *re-ko- in Latin reciprocus,
‘_‘backward and forward” (see pert).] ,

ré-. To bestow, endow. Contracted from *res-. Suffixed
form *res-i- goods, wealth, property, in Latin rés, thing:

Rpf, REAL!, REBUS, REIFY, REPUBLIC. [Pok. 4 rei- 850.]
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SQwers oo .

sé-1. To sov;. Contracted from *ses-, 1. German%c *sean in
Old English sdwan, to sow: sow!, 2. Suff!xed form
*sg-ti-, sowing, in Germanic *sédiz, seed, in: a.0ld
English s#d, seed: SEED; b. Middle Dutch saet and
Middle Low German sat, seed: corza. 3. Reduplicated
zero-grade form *si-s(3)- in Latin serere, to sow: SEASON;
INSERT. 4. Suffixed form *sé-men-; seed, in Latin sémen,
seed: SEME; SEMEN, SEMINARY, SEMINATION; DISSEMI-
NATE. [In Pok. 2. s&(i)- 889.] . L

$6-2, Long, late. Contracted from *ses-. Variant *seat-,
zero-grade form *sis-, contracted to *si-. 1. Suffixed form
sé-ro- in: a.Latin sérus, late: SEROTINOUS, SOIREE;
b. Middle Breton hir, long: MENHIR. 2. Possibly Ger-
manic *si- in: a. Germanic *sidd; “long surface or part,”
in Old English side, side: SIDE; b. Germanic *sith,
“later,” after, in Old English siththon, siththan, after
that, since: SINCE, SITH. [In Pok. 2. s&(i)- 891.]

¢&-3, To sift. Contracted from *ses-. Suffixed fon:n
*g5.dho- in Greek éthein, to sift: ETHMOID. [Pok. 1. s&(i)-
889. ]
sé-‘.]’l‘o bind, tie. Contracted from *ses-. Variant *smz.-,
zero-grade form *si-. Suffixed form *si-nw- in Germanic
*sinwo- in Old English sinu, seonu, tendon: SINEW. [Pok.

3. sefi)- 891.] L . R

*ER *ES
*RE* backward, | *SE1 to sow
behind
*RE®> to bestow, | *SE2 long, late
endow as goods,
weath, property from
which Latin res,
thing as wdl as re.,
real, rebus, refy,
republic.
*SE3 to sift
*SE4 to bind

Reversing movement is obviously to go
backward or look behind or to go back over
where you have been as when we redo
something. But the reversal of *ER into *RE
also gives us the thing moved, the real thing
which is out there in the world to be moved
and by our transformation or trandation of it
find out whether it is real or not. Similarly
when we go from *ES to *SE we find sift,
bind, sow and since. This reversal is very
interesting because it suggests that what is
stative in the *ES must be sifted, bound,
sawn, or left for a time in order to find the
substance, i.e. the substrate that can support
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emergence of the real thing at the next leve
of unfolding.

So what picture do we get of *ES and *ER
by looking at their related roots? We see that
being present of *ES is the prerequisite for
the movement of *ER. If we sift, bind, sew,
and leave the *ES then we find its essence
which can act as a substance we can count
on and then if we move that essence we then
we get thereal thing as *RE.

The addition of the *Wxx prefix seems to
deepen the reationship between *ES and
*ER to give us *WES which means to stay
and dwell pointing to the deeper background
of the substance which is the environment
where it abides or stays around. *WES
points to the fact that this may be a town
where things stay together and are neighbors.
*WES aso points to the skills and craft
necessary to abide in a place and makes it
possible to live together. *WER on the other
hand deepens the *ER. *ER means the
movement of the herds across the earth.
*WER is a turning back like the *RE which
looks behind, goes over the same root
returning. When we turn back we have to
twist around. *WER is the twisting around to
turn back and see the different vista of the
return. When something turns back on itsef
reflexively then it raises itsdf higher into
sdf-consciousness, it redlizes itsdf in its
perception taking account of itsdf as it
watches out for the other which may be
behind it. When we cover something over we
are turning it back to an absence prior to
perception. When we speak we are producing
a reflexive ambience where sdf-
consciousness can appear. *ES is the static
stative presence of the thing. *ER is the
movement of what is present by which we
discover its essence or substance. *RE is the
real thing discovered. *WES is the dwelling
of the thing together with other things in an
environment. *WER is the turning itself
which allows us to go back in the other
meaning of *RE as return. In turning is sdf
consciousness and perception of the other
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and the redlization of Fate, the wyrd as what
befalls us by turns and in our response to
that fate we discover both our own worth but
that of others. We only know how much
something means when we loose it and when
we face up to the what befalls us by turns we
become stalwart.

In this way we see that there is a picture in
the enframing of the *ES/ *ER// *WES/
*WER. This enframing has some relation to
the Four éements and ther interreations.
*WER?2 is related to Air and *ER2 is rdlated
to Earth which are in fact traditional
edemental opposites. *WES2 is reated to
water as wetness. But we do not find *ES
related to fire until we look at *AS which
means to burn and glow. However, we posit

that the traditional dements of
earth/air//firelwater and ther  mutual
interlocking as fireearth//water/air is a

mode of this original pattern that is built into
the roots of the Indo-European language. In
other words although the pattern itsdf was
lost in speech it survived as a fundamental
representation or primal image in the
imagination of ancient |ndo-European people
and eventually inserted itsdf into philosophy
and ancient science as the theory of the
eements. But the pattern of the enframing
does not refer to the dements as entities, but
rather is a picture of the coming to presence
that is described by the Indo-European roots.
Coming to presence has stages. It starts with
the static presences as *ES which are like the
boiling, bubbling and foam of *YES or like
the ashes, hearth, dryness, aridness of *AS
which is produced by burning and has a
glow. It is the primal matter of experience.
This boiling up or burning of experience can
be seen as presence which we redlize as a
reality when we move or transform it by the
*ER. This makes what is fire into earth. The
*ER becomes *RE the real thing. The *ER
move across the earth together in herds. Then
the things of the earth dwdl together as
*WES. Water flows across the earth and
settles down in the low spots. The abiding
together of what collects is the *WER which
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clothes the earth with its dwdlers, that are
neighbors of each other collecting in towns
and using their skill to stake their claim to a
place. They buy their place on the earth with
their skilled labor. Finally what collects as
water in the low spaces of the earth
evaporates, it turns into air and is raised up
and suspended in the atmosphere as clouds.
Thus turning back from water into air is
what is necessary for the return as rains
which sew the earth as *SE and are sifted
after the bresking of bonds after a time
producing the basic materials for the process
to return on itsdf and to start again with
greater saf-consciousness.

It is a struggle to look into this dark glass
and perceive the primal pattern in the
enframing of Being which is preserved in the
edemental theory. In that eemental theory
Fire and Water cannot be found together.
The same is true of Air and Earth. So *ES
and *WES as well as *ER and *WER must
be separated and the only means of
separation is the other opposite in each case.
Aristotle and Plato supply a structural leve
of hot/cold//wet/dry as a substrate to these
dements to explain  ther  inter-
transformation. This theory directly leads to
Alchemy when Neo-Platonism enters Egypt
and is applied to the crafts of dyeing and
metal tinting. We can think of Plato and
Aristotl€ s theory as the attempt to get to the
bottom of how the opposites that mutually
keeping each other apart actually at another
leved of redlity are the same thing. This is
necessary if we want to have a single kind of
Being which is the goal of the Greeks in their
philosophy of Being. How does the
Becoming of Heraclitus link up with the
static Being of Parmenides. Epidocles was
the first to attempt a synthesis and after that
Plato and Aristotle each equally attempted to
reconcile these two opposite views of Being
which can be found in the roots as the
difference between the *ER of Heraclitus and
the *ES of Parmenides. But these are figures
on the deeper background of the dwelling and
abiding of *WES and the turning round of
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*WER which reminds us of the turning of the
heavens. In other words, the movement of
*ER leads to the returning of time of the
*WER and the stasis of the *ES leads us to
comprehend the dweling together of the
*WES. *WES is spatiadl and *WER is
temporal and together they form the ground
on which the moving things are seen. Thus
we have a picture of a dynamic gestalt of
dynamic things seen on the background of
the dynamic dweling within the temporality
of the turning of the seasons. In order to see
the gestalt we need the enframing that
separates the figure from the ground so that
*ES can be distinguished from the *\WES and
the *ER can be distinguished from the
*WER. Presences are distinguished from the
dweling places by ther movement.
Movements are distinguished from their
turning back on themselves by the landscape
for the dwellings.

Being Appear s within the Enframing

The next step is to look what appears in the
midst of the enframing of *ES, *ER, *WES
and *WER which is *BHEU.
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bheus-. Also bheu-. To be, exist, grow. 1, Extended
forms *bhwiy(o)-, *bhwi-. 1. Germanic *biju in Old Eng-
lish béon, to be: BE. 2. Latin fierf, to become (third
person singular present subjunctive fiar): FIAT. 3. Possi-
bly suffixed form *bhwi-Iyo- in Latin filius, son; but this
is possibly from dhé(i)-. IL. Lengthened o-grade form
*bhow- in Germanic *béwan in: a. Old Norse bia, to live,
prepare (present participle bondi): BONDAGE, BOUNDY;
HUSBAND; b. Middle Dutch bouwen, to cultivate: BOW-
ERY; €. Old Danish both, dwelling, stall, akin to the
Scandinavian source of Middle English bothe, market
stall: BooTH. IIL Zero-grade form *bhu-. 1. Germanic
*buthla in: a. Old English bold, dwelling, house, hence
byldan, to build: BUILD; b. alternate Germanic form
*bothla in Middle Dutch bédel, riches, property: Boo-
DLE. 2. Greek phuein, to bring forth, make grow, phutos,
a plant, and phusis, growth, nature: PHYSIC, PHYSIO-,
PHYSIQUE, -PHYTE, PHYTO-, PHYTON; DIAPHYSIS, DIPHY-
ODONT, EPIPHYSIS, HYPOPHYSIS, IMP, MONOPHYSITE,
NEOPHYTE, PERIPHYTON, SYMPHYSIS, TRACHEOPHYTE.
3. Suffixed form *bhu-ta- in Welsh bod, to be: EISTEDD-
FoD. 4. Suffixed form *bhu-tu- in Latin futdrus, “that is
to be,” future: FUTURE. IV. Zero-grade form *bh- (<
*bhua-). 1. Germanic *biiram, dweller, especially farmer,
in: a. 0ld English bir, “dwelling space,” bower, room:
BOWER!; b. Old English gebir, dweller (ge-, collective
prefix; see kom): NEIGHBOR; ¢. Middle Dutch gheboer,
ghebuer, peasant: BOER, BOOR. 2. Germanic *bitrjam,
dwelling, in Old English bjre, stall, hut: BYRE. 3. Suf-
fixed form *bhii-lo- in Greek phulon, tribe, class, race,
and phulé, tribe, clan: PHYLE, PHYLETIC, PHYLUM; PHY-
LOGENY. V. Suffixal forms in Latin. 1. *du-bhw-io-,
“being two,” in Latin dubius, doubtful, and dubitdre, to
doubt (see dwo-). 2. *pro-bhw-o-, “growing well or
straightforward” (see per'). 3. *super-bhw-o-, “being
above,” in Latin superbus, superior, proud (see uper).
VI. Possibly Germanic *baumaz (and *bagmaz), tree (?
< “growing thing”), in: a. 0ld English béam, tree, beam:
BEAM; b. Middle Dutch boom, tree: Boomz, [Pok. bheu-
146.]

*BHEU appears out of the enframing of the
*ES/ ER// *BHEU // *WES / *WER as the
barrier/interspace  between  the  two
interlocked terms. *BHEU means to grow or
to unfold and the word physus in Greek
comes from it. Thefirst form *bhwi gives us
the Old English Beon as wdl as the Latin
Fieri from which we get fiat as well as filius
or son. The second form *bhow gives us the
Norse word bua which means to live or
prepare from which comes bondage and
bound. There is aso the middle Dutch
bouwen which means to cultivate and the
Old Dutch bothe meaning market stall from
which we get booth. The third form *bhu
gives us the Old English bold which means
dwelling, house and hence byldan to build.
Also there is the Germanic *bothla that
yidds boodle or property. Also the Greek
phuein means to bring forth, make grow as a
plant and also phusis meaning growth and
nature. Also the Latin futurus meaning that
is to be or the future. The fourth form *bhu
gives the berman or *buram which is
dweller especially farmer and the Old English
bur which is a dweling space, bower, or
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room. Also there comes from this word the
Greek phulon which is class, tribe, or race
and phulewich istribe or clan. Thelast form
is *baumaz which is tree or growing thing
from which comes the Old English beam that
isatree
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dheu-1,” Also dheue-. The base of a wide variety of
derivatives meaning “torise in-a"cloud;” as dust, vapor,
or-smoke;  and ‘related to: semantic notions- of ‘breath,
“various color adjectives; ‘and .forms denoting defective
perception or wits. 1. Suffized extend'ed zero-grade form
*dhi-mo- " (<*dhus-mo-), smoke; in::a. Latin:fimus,
smoke: FUMAROLE, FUMATORIUM,: FUMATORY, FUME;
FUMARIC"ACID, FUMIGATE; FUMITORY; PERFUME;
b. Greek. thumos, soul; spirit: THYMIA; ENTHYMEME;
€. Greek  thumon, thumos, thyme (< “plant’ having a
strong smell”): THYME. 2, Suffixed lengthened zero-grade
form *dha-l- in’ Latin-fizlfgs, soot: FULIGINOUS. 3. Ex-
.tended form’ *dheus- possibly in Germanic  *dus- in:
a. Old English dysig, foolish (<'“stupefied,” *confused”):
DizZY; b. Danish dpse; to make drowsy, akin: to the
pmbable Scandinaviany source: of -DOZE." 4. Suffixed ex-
tended . form *dheus-o: in: Germanic *deuyzam, breathing
creature, animal, in::a. Old English déor, animal: DEER;
b. Old Norse dyr, :animal; deer: ‘REINDEER. .5. Suffixed
o-grade form' *dhous-o in:Slavic *dukh- in Russian dukh,
breath, spmt DUKHOBOR. 6. Variant -extended form
*dhwes- in nasdlized form *dhivens-. in Germanic *duns-,
dust, meal, in: a. Germanic suffixed form’*dins-to- in
0ld: Epghsh dast, dust: DUST; b, Old Norse dinn, bird’s
down (< “finé like dust”): DOWNZ,” DUVETYN; (EIDER-
DOWN). 7. Extended zero-grade form *dhus- in Greek
thuos, burnt sacrifice, ‘incense (> Latin . thus, -incense),
and thuio; cedar: THUJA, THURIBLE; (mummm) 8. Suf-
fixed extended: zero-g'rade form : *dhus-ko- in: a. Ger-
manic: duskaz in Old Enghsh dox, twilight: DUSK;
b. Latin: fuscus; dark, dusky: OBFUSCATE: 9. Sufﬁxed
extended zero-grade form *dhus-no- in Welsh duwn;dull
brovim-color; .whence:Old English ‘dunfn), dark-brown:
DUNZ.. 10. Zero-grade-extended: form -*dhubh- in: Greek
tuphein (< - *thuphein), to make smoke, and tuphlos,

blind: TYPHUS; TYPHLOSOLE: 11 Extended form
*dheubh-, “beclouded in the senses,” in suffixed.o-grade
form "dhoubh -0- in; a:'Germanic *daubaz-in Old Enghsh
déaf, deaf: DEAF; b. nasalized form *dhu-m-bho- in
Germanic. dumbaz inOld English dumb, dumb: DUMB;
c. Germanic' *dibon- i Old -English: *dife, dove (<
“dark-colored bn'd”) DOVEL."12. Extended zero-grade
form *dhwel- in: a. Germanic *dwelan; to go..or lead
astray, in Old English dwellan; to deceive (but influenced

.~in:sense by cognate Old Norse dvelja; to tarry): DWELL;
b. Germianic *dulaz in (i) Old English:dol, dull: DOL-
DRUMS (i) Middle:Low ‘German dul, dull: (DovrT); DULL.
13. Extended zero-grade form *dhuwes- in Greek suffixed
form' *thw)es-es-; smoke; whence Greek *thfip)es-es- -yon,
becoming theum, brimstone; :sulfur:  THIO-, THION-.
14. Perhaps. Old: English: docce; dock (< “dark-colored

_plant”): ‘DOCK4. -15. Perhaps Insh dad,; plpe DUDEEN
[Pok. 4. dheu- 261:]

dheu-2; To flow.. Germanic *dauwaz, déw, ini a. Old
“English déaw; dew::DEW; b. compound. *melith:douwaz,
“honevdew”’ (see-melit-). [Pok. 1. dheu- 2591 -~
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dheu-3, ‘ To become: exhausted; die. -1.:Suffixed: o-grade
form *dhou-to-- in .Germanic: *daudaz in Old English
‘déad, dead: DEAD: 2.:Suffixed o-grade form *dhou-tu- in
“Germanic *dauthuz in 0ld English déath, death: DEATH.
3. Suffixed o-grade form *dhoiv-yo: in.Old Norse deyja,
- to.die: DIEL ‘4, Suffixed. extendéd: zero-grade form
*dhwt:no-. in Germanic *dwinan;in- OldEnglish dwtnan,
“to diminish; languish: DWINDLE: [Pok. 2. dheu- 260]
-dheub-: Deep, hollow. 1. Germanic *deupaz in Old Eng
lish ‘déop; ‘deep: DEEP;” DEPTH. 2. Gérmanic expresswe
-denominative *dapwan in:0ld English' dyppan, ‘to im-
merse, dip: DIP: 3. Parallel root form- *dheubh- in Ger:
.manic. *deub-,. *dub- in:verb: *dibjan. in- Old" English
difan; . to: dlp, -and dafan to: smk dlve DIVE. {Pok
dheuw:b- 2671

What we natice is that out of the enframing
comes life as growth. The opposite of
*BHEU is *DHEU which means death, or to
scatter like a cloud of dust, or to flow away.
And strangdly there is *BHEUDH which is
the basis for Buddha or Bodhi which means
to be aware or enlightened. *BHEUDH is a
non-dual word containing both life and the
dissolution of lifein a single concept.

IVRLY 8 RUIYAL A3 & WaRMALS |6 Vams mi e

bheudh-. To be aware, to make aware. 1. Germanic
*(for)beudan (*for, before; see per') in: a. Old English
béodan, to proclaim: BID; b. Old English forbéodan, to
forbid: FORBID; ¢. Old nghGennanfarbwtan to forbid:
VERBOTEN. 2. Germanic *budon- in Old English boda,
messenger, hence bodian, to announce: BODE!L 3. Ger-
manic *budilaz, herald, in Old English bydel herald,
messenger: BEADLE. 4. Germanic *budam in Old Norse
bodh, command: OMBUDSMAN. 5. Sanskrit bodhati, he
awakes, is enlightened, becomes aware, and bodhih,
perfect knowledge: BUDDHA; BODHISATTVA, BO TREE.
[Pok. bheudh- 150.]

What we understand from this is that out of
the enframing comes this special emergence
of growth and life, that special appearance
relates back to the enframing so in relation to
the stasis of *ES we find bondage, in relation
to the movement of *ER we find the concept
of future, in relation to the abiding place
*WES we find the Bower, room or dwdler,
and in relation to the *WER we find boodle
or property. In other words the *BHEU
responds to each aspect of the enframing and
goes beyond mere movement of *ER to offer
growth and development. The growth is
bounded by the essence that appears in the
*ES. It goes beyond the dwelling places of
*WES to build the dwellings and it goes
beyond the *WER’s worth assessment to
supply the actual valuable things or boodle
and riches. So we see here more than the
emergence of *ER over above *ES, we go
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beyond the things and ther movement to
growth and devdopment, and even the
change of the things over generations as
necessary for genetic control as over the
genes of the horses which are made larger
and larger over succeeding generations. *ER
is a an emergent level over and above *ES
and this signifies the System. *WES and
*WER gives us the spacetime context which
is like the meta-system. *BHEU appears
between them as an emergence of life and
growth and controlled evolution over time of
agricultural plants and animals which are
cultivated, domesticated and transformed to
be more useful to humans becoming part of
the living substrate that supports the Indo-
European culture. *BHEU is the ultimate
source of the paradoxical nature of Being. It
arises from the enframing to overflow and go
beyond it. It is the special result that appears
between the system and the meta-system
which goes beyond all expectations. We
know it as the special systems that are ultra-
efficacious (i.e. ultra-efficient and ultra-
effective). One Chinese saying is that without
the horse there is no civilization. But the
horse as we know it today was artificially
created by genetic engineering by man,
specifically the Indo-Europeans. Having that
kind of power that can be harnessed makes
al kinds of things possible that are not
possible otherwise. All we have to do is look
at the Americas and see the difference in
cultures when one is not able to go long
distances and carry large loads. We get less
warfare, less colonialization, but also less
civilization as we know it which is forged out
of the social and cultural forces unleashed by
harnessing physical force like that of the
horse and controlling them through dynamic
clinging™.

We associate the appearance of the *BHEU
with the arising of the special systems

14 See Fragmentation of Being and the Path beyond
the Void where the Indo-europeans are seen as
developing a form of dynamic clinging as opposed to
static clinging
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because we know that the differences
between the special systems amount to the
four kinds of Being. Thus Being has a direct
interface with Existence. Existence is a made
up word which was used to translate wajud
from the Arabic. Wajud means what is
found. Existence is related to Ecstasy as is
wajud in Arabic. It means to stand away
from. In other words it is what is away from
or apart from what is standing, i.e. that
which has Being. We already saw that the
*ES is like substance which is tested when it
is moved to discern what is real and to
discover the essences. But the essences are
what determines whether something like a
horse can become bigger or not. The horse
had this possibility and could be bred over
generations to be bigger, i.e. it could be built
up. *BHEU and what stands away from it,
i.e. existence, are opposites of each other.
The special systems are a modd of existence
which is supra-rational while Beon is the
paradoxicality which we understand and
reason about through the four kinds and the
four aspects of Being. Both existence and
being break up under inspection. Existence
becomes three kinds of balance between the
system and the meta-system which are called
dissipative ordering, autopoietic sdf-
organization and reflexive sociality. Being
breaks up into the four kinds of Being which
differentiate themsdves out at the various
logical meta-levels. Logic is a restriction of
Languaging in general which has its own
internal order in grammar and its own
explicit order in argument and discourse.
Both words comes from *LEG.
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PAIT 1au-. | L UK. (U~ UDU. |
leg-1. To collect; with derivatives meaning “to speak.”
1. Perhaps Germanic */ékjaz, enchanter, one who speaks
magic words, in Old English L&ce, physician: LEECHL.
2. Latin legere, to gather, choose, pluck, read: LECTERN,
LECTION, LECTURE, LEGEND, LEGIBLE, LEGION, (LES-
SON); (COIL!), COLLECT!, DILIGENT, ELECT, INTELLIGENT,
NEGLECT, PRELECT, SACRILEGE, SELECT, SORTILEGE.
3. Greek legein, to gather, speak: LEXICON; ALEXIA,
ANALECTS, BRADYLEXIA, CATALOGUE, DIALECT, (DIA-
LOGUE), DYSLEXIA, ECLECTIC, EPILOGUE, PROLEGOM-
ENON. 4. Suffixed form *leg-no- in Latin lignum, wood,
firewood (< “that which is gathered”): LIGNEQUS, LIGNI-,
5. Lengthened-grade form *lég- possibly in: a. Latin lx,
law (? < “collection of rules”): LEGAL, LEGIST, LEGITI-
MATE, LEX, LOYAL; LEGISLATOR, PRIVILEGE; b. Latin
denominative légdre, to depute, commission, charge (<
“to engage by contract”; but possibly from legh-):
LEGACY, LEGATE; ALLEGE, COLLEAGUE, (COLLEGIALITY),
DELEGATE, RELEGATE. 8. Suffixed o-grade form *log-o-
in Greek logos, speech, word, reason: LOGIC, LOGISTIC,
LOGO-, LOGOS, -LOGY; ANALOGOUS, APOLOGUE, APOLOGY,
DECALOGUE, HOMOLOGOUS, LOGARITHM, PARALOGISM,
PROLOGUE, SYLLOGISM. [Pok. leg- 658.]
leg-2. To dribble, trickle. Germanic *lek- in: a. Middle
English leke, a leak: LEAK; b. Middle English lack,
_deficiency: LaCK. [Pok. 1. leg- 657.]

The *LEG is what is collected together
especially in speech. It is an inner ordering
beyond the external ordering of the physus.
In our worldview the logos has become
dualisticly separated from the physus. But
what is prior to that split is the physus itsdf
as *BHEU which has the possibility of du-
bhw-io which means “being two” from which
comes dubious and doubtful. In other words
the *BHEU splits and this gives us the
bifurcation of the tree of the worldview into a
progressive bisection through symmetry
breaking. We already saw that related to the
*ER is *AR which is the fitting together
which ultimately is the rational from ratio.
The *LEG is the collecting together of what
is fit together that appears in the growth. The
opposite of the *AR is the *AS which are the
ashes or particles which are dispersed in
death. The *LEG is the inner or implicate
order that guides the explicit order of
unfolding seen in the growth, evolutionary,
and genetic processes. When *BHEU splits
we get the dualisms of the World. World
comes from *WER+ *ALD “the life or age
of man” or man-age. The world is what we
as men (wer) manage under hand and foot in
our time on this earth. Just as we now know
that there is DNA within the organisms that
serves as an inner template for their growth
and reproduction it is clear that there is some
inner order beyond what is seen that
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determines the outward differences of
development and unfolding. We might refer
to it as the difference between infolding and
unfolding, of implicate order and explicit
order. When *BHEU bifurcates in our erawe
see the difference between physus and logos.
But in the mythopoietic era there was a
difference between the mortals and immortals
where the gods godding supplied the inner
order of things between heaven and earth. In
the golden age there was a different
conception of the split between inner order
and external order which had to do with the
chthonic gods and the Olympian gods. The
Titans were rooted in the earth where as the
Olympians roamed the heavens. The freedom
of the heavens were implicit within the
bondage within the earth, just as the heavens
as Uranus was implicit in Gaia the earth and
Gaia was implicit within Ahlu the primordial
god recognized by the Hittites but forgotten
by the Greeks. At each stage there is an
unfolding of an inner possibility that creates
a split between that inner and infolded
possibility and the external unfolding which

appears.

Heidegger speaks about this in his
Contributions as the relation between World
and Earth. The World is something we
project over the earth. It appears as a
worldview and splits into “ Machination” and
“Lived Experience’ in the enframing of
nihilism to which he wants to contrast the
Ereiglis, appropriate or befitting happening
tranglated controversially as “enowning”.

*BHEU is the primordial arising of Beon or
Being as physus which is growth or life
which has its own inner ordering which is
lad out and collected together in what
unfolds. *BHEU is the combination of the
infolding and unfolding which spits when the
unfolding occurs into a dualism, but between
these duals are the non-duals of existence
peeking through. Yet we do not see them at
first because we are confronted with the
paradoxicality of the *BHEU against the
background of the suprarationality of

34

existence. It is as if in the enframing what is
produced is an intensification of the interface
between existence and being as supra-
rationality and  paradoxicality.  This
intensification is an unexpected side effect
only seen in the midst of the clearing created
by the enframing of the *ES/ *ER// *WES/
*WER. This heightened intensity is the
quintessence in the midst of the eements. It
is the ambrosia of the gods. It is the nepenthe
distributed by Helen.

The Bifurcation of Being

When we look at the Indo-European context
for the er and es which we have reduced to
Vr and Vs as wdl asrV and sV in order to
get to the semantic field within the language.
It turns out that the Indo-European language
in its earliest stages was constructed on this
form of CV and VC whereV isvowd and C
is consonant. There is speculation that there
are a set of meanings associated with single
consonant C words. Gamkrelidze and
Ivanov™ speculate that there are a series of
these consonantal words still visible in the
proto-language:

*S- *es- 'be

*t- *et- 'eat’

*ph- *ep'- 'drink’

*r- *ef- 'move

*w- *ekW- ‘grasp, take
*j- *d- ‘g0’

This theory about the fact that the
consonants themselves have meaning has

15 Gamkrelidze, T.V. & Ivanov, V. V. Indo-European
and the Indo-Europeans | (Mouton De Gruyter NY

1995) p215
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been advanced many times, most notably by
Plato in Cratylus. What we see in this set of
root consonantal words is the fundamental
connection of the human being to the world.
It is interesting that it is noted that many of
the reversals VC of these are pronouns. Thus
we see here the mgjor orientation of Dasein
to the fundamentals of its world where being,
eating, drinking moving, gasping and going
are modalities of connecting with the world
while the reversal of these modalities are the
pronouns of the language by which we refer
to oursdves and others. Being as ES as the
continuation of life is grounded in eating and
drinking. Being as ER as the ahility to move
about and to move other things but this
comes down to the ability to grasp and the
ability to go on foot or by some other means
of transportation. This list alows us to
deepen our understanding of the enframing.
The ER and ES are summaries of this more
extended basic framework of the nature of
the connection of Dasein to the world in an
extremey demental manner the opposite of
which is a range of pronouns, i.e. sdf and
other reference signs. In general this makes
us want to understand all the CV and VC
pairs to see what this extended enframing
might look like.

be s s e saw, st
bind, since

eat e d de bind

drink ek'o | k"o k'oe |7

drink @Wh QWh QWie live

grasp e | p pe |7

take, am m me me, mood,

distribute measure

move e r re thing

togo g i ie ?

i, ego eg g ge gaia
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to master y y to lie, bed,
ek k kel oo
to possess
elbow, red, | o le to ge, to
togo let go
in en n ne no
at ad | d da divide
wish as | s sai suffering
beyond, a [ la echoic root loon
wander, grow,
take, reach, protect, feed
) y a 3
water, river @ | p P
togo at t ta melt, disolve
smell, hate od d do give
e okw | kw | kwo pronoun

It is difficult to make much out of this set of
mirroring roots, The most notable of them is
the difference between eg and ge being the
source of ego and gaia respectively. This is
suggestive of the sdf against the world
distinction of radical individualism that has
developed in the Western worldview. Eik and
kie are also of interest as the first means to
master and possess while the latter means to
lie, bed and beloved which suggests dualistic
possession. It is suggestive of work verses
leisure and also is suggestive of the idea that
one takes ones rest with those who one has
taken possession of and so one can see many
basic Indo-European themes as having their
origin in this duality. But the extended list is
not so suggestive as the shorter list
mentioned by the authors who speculate
about the meaning of single consonant words
in earliest Proto-Indo-European. It definitey
is not systematic as the shorter list might
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have suggested. However, perhaps we are not
looking for systematic treatment after all.
Ddeuze and Guattari have the idea that
contents from the unconscious need to be
orthogonal to each other to count as utterly
unconscious. Thus if we look again at these
simplest words as orthogonal to each other
then they definitey fulfill that condition. It is
the orthogonality of the earliest and simplest
words that forms the broken fiedd out of
which the propensities of the language
develop. Out of that field of varicolored
propensities comes the enframing of ES/ER
as a fundamental distinction that gets taken
up into the formation of the concept of
Being. One might have expected that any of
these basic duals might have been taken up
into that concept that applies to everything
and situates dasein with respect to the world.
Eg and Ge which are the source of Ego and
Gaia might have been a good choice, in
which case our orientation to the world
would have been dlightly different. Or we
might have chosen em and me. Em means to
take or distribute while me is the source of
the pronoun me, mood, and measure. Taking
and distributing seems as general as
movement. Me as a pronoun is as general as
the RE of resor thing. If we used em/me then
we would have perhaps a more economic
view of what has being within our worldview
and perhaps that is where our quantitative
organization of things comes from where we
take the measure of things continuously and
so not consider as real what cannot be
measured. Over against this is the mood of
the individual, i.,e me Mood is the
subjectivity over against the measurable
objective world. The world is distributed
subjectivities with their endemic moods that
define their sense of "me’, i.e. who they are
subjectivdy. We split oursdves into me,
mysdlf and |. Both meand | appear in thelist
of consonantal roots.

We could go on dissecting this fidd of
orthogonalities at the origin of the proto-
Indo-European language giving
interpretations as to why these particular

36

duals appear and how they have manifest in
our worldview. But this would be mere guess
work. What is important to realize is that
thereis awhole series of VC/CV words from
which a narrowed list is presented as relating
dasein to his world and allowing his
reflection on himsdlf and others within that
world and for some reason the ES and ER
were chosen out as indicative of the
enframing of Being and given a special value
that ended up with their being used in the
construction of the concept of Being in the
Indo-European languages. The total fied of
orthogonal duals is very important, and its
narrowing to those which relate to dasein’s
comportment in the world is also significant
for our understanding of the nature of the ES
and ER which we eventually meet in our
analysis of the enframing of Being.

To drive this point home it is interesting that
the Sumerian had a very similar way of
creating words in their language and that the
words come down to a series of duals very
similar to those presented here. The only
difference is that we have the Sumerian
literature to back up an analysis of these
simplest roots. It should be noted that in
Sumerian me/em is the copula and also the
me is the most important divindy inspired
cultural treasures which Enlil gives to Enki
and which Innanna gives to men after
tricking Enki into rdeasing them. The KUR
who Enlil conquers is probably the indo-
europeans. We know that the Sumerians and
Indo-Europeans interacted because Indo-
European has Sumerian loan words. If as
Gamkrelidze and  Ivanov  speculate
Catalhoyuk and environs is the original Indo-
European homeland as intimated by the map
on page 850 suggests then there is a link to
the birth of agriculture. At Catalhoyuk there
are bins for storing grains at about 8500
years BC and it happens that this region is
the intersection of various grain source wild
populations so that it was a natural bread
basket. The Indo-Europeans must have still
been in this area when the Sumerians came
along about 6000 BC in order to interact



Primal Ontology and Archaic Existentiality -- Kent Paimer

with them and for the Sumerians to fight with
them under the name of the KUR which was
aso ther name for Hdl as wdl as
monstrosity  toward the north  of
Mesopotamia. Perhaps the Sumerians drove
the Indo-Europeans out and started their long
march in a circle out into the steps and then
back into Europe. Perhaps the Indo-
Europeans deprived of the agricultural area
they lived in so long then applied their skills
in raising things to animals instead and
produced the large horse out of wild smaller
stock. It is unclear what happened and
whether this is perhaps the 9000 year BC
struggle between the Athenians (Indo-
Europeans) and the Atlantians (Sumerians)
which is discussed in Plato, Prehistorian'®.
Looking back that far it is difficult to know
what happened. But we do know that Enlil
claims to have defeated the Kur to the north.
That about the time that the Sumerians
showed up on the scene the Indo-European
migrations started. Catalhoyuk was a center
of ancient agriculture because of the natural
presence of many grains. Indo-Europeans
and Sumerians did interact. They built up the
words of their languages in a similar way
even though their grammars were completey
different. And in Sumerian the copula is me
as a verb but as a noun this word means the
most valuable aspects of their culture given
and sanctioned by the gods. Could the Indo-
Europeans have reacted to the Sumerian
clam of ME as copula and as gift of the
gods in ther deveopment of the ER/ES
formations rather than using the EM/ME
formation in their language Out of that
formation eventually arises the BHEU which
is the Being claimed by Vishnu, i.e. the Being
of life. It isimpossible to know, but what we
are sure of is that the Sumerians arose about
the time that the Indo-Europeans started their
migrations and that the displacement of the
Indo-Europeans had major consequences for
the entire devedlopment of history because
ultimately they produced a superior strain of

16 Settegast, M. Plato Prehistorian (Linisfarne Press
1990)
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copula that surpasses the ME of the
Sumerians in its ability to synthesize through
metaphor.

The Indo-Europeans also had a very
fundamental category system that started
with life as *K'°ei- or *K'oiw- (in the
American Heritage dictionary as *gwel
which gives us in Old english the cwic or
quick as in "the quick and the dead") which
comprises all living things. This is split into
the animal and plant worlds in terms of
possession of animation. Gamkrelidze and
Ivanov say that "*Hwes and *bheuH/
*phuH, whose shared semantic core was
"be, exist, become' are associated with
animate  and  inanimate  subclasses
respectively. There are two indo-european
lexemes for breathe breath *dheu- and
*anH. Animals have breath as opposed to
plants that do not and there are two roots to
express that breathing which may have
originally had different shades of meaning.
"In summary, in Indo-European the class of
living things *K'oi-wo- [+living] subdivides
into the animal *djei-s- / *anH [+animate]
and plant *bhel- [-animate].*™

Next the animate breaks down into Wild
*ghwer and Non-wild *wiro-phekhu. The
non-wild is divided on the bases of
quadraped/biped and non-speaking/speaking.
There are the *wiro which are speaking and
rational as well as bipedal and there are the
*phekhu which are non-spesking, non-
rational. The *wiro again break down into
the *manu which are earthly and mortal and
the *t'yeu which are heavenly and immortal.
The *manu breaks down into the free *arw /
*|leudhero and the non-free.

The non-speaking, non-rational, *phekhu
breakdown into non-quadrupeds like fowl
and bees and into quadrupeds *khoethworo-
phe/ot'- which are divided into those that are
not ritually close to humans like dog, pig and
cat and those that are ritually close to

'p. 389
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humans which are in turn ether horned
*kher-w- or without horns like horse and
donkey. Those with horns bresk down into
large like bull and cow and small like ram
ewe and goat.

The class of wild animals *ghwer- breaks
down into three kinds of animals depending
on whether they are of the upper, middle or
lower earth. Eagles and birds are among the
upper world. The most important of the
middle world animals are the wolf and bear
but it aso includes the leopard, lion, lynx,
jackal, fox, wild boar, deer, wild bull etc.
The animals of the lower world include the
serpent, snake and worm but also fish and
other animals that are seen as reated to the
ground and waters like moles and otters.

In this classification it is Wolves as wild
animals and horses as ritually close to human
domesticated animals that are meant to stand
out. Among the wild animals those at the
extremes are the Eagles and the Serpents or
Dragons within the tree of life The tree of
life has a horsetied to it. People identify with
wolves as totemic animals that stick together
in a pack. And the Eagles and Serpents
appear at the higher and lower reaches of the
tree.

This Bifurcation of Being eaborated by
Gamkrelidze and Ivanov is precisely what we
are looking for as a means of understanding
the enframing. This because *BHEU appears
in relation to *WES as the means of
distinguishing Animate from inanimate living
things as was said. This places the plants in
the realm of abiding because they are stuck
to the same place on the earth. Animate
things can move about and can move other
things *RE about thus are related to the *ER.
By understanding what the *WES rdates to
we can then consider that the *WER might
be related to the non-living things as does the
*ES. Thus there is a distinction between
animate and non-animate that cuts across the
*ES/ *ER // *WES / *WER which brings
together the *ER/ *WES and the *ES/ *WER
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as non-living. This is a very interesting split
to the enframing. *ES and *WER look
beyond the realm of the living which
encompasses animate and non-animate living
things. But *BHEU goes beyond and
considers those things with breath, i.e. those
things with spirit or soul. Even at the very
beginning there was two words for breath
*dheu-s- and *anH which we have retained
today in our distinction between spirit and
soul or in Latin Animus and Anima which
Jung calls out as fundamental archetypes for
the human being. *dheu is vapor, or dust or
a cloud. From it comes the Latin fumus, i.e.
fumes. From the Greeks comes thumos
which means sol or spirit and thuos which is
burnt sacrifice and incense. *anH on the
other hand means to breathe from whence
comes Latin anima and the Greek anemos or
wind. Thus one word means the breath itself
as a vapor and the other means the act of
breathing like the difference in Arabic
between nafs and ruh. We have reversed this
in our own distinction between soul and
spirit. Spirit is actually the air breathed and
soul is the breathing of that breath. That is as
Hillman says the Spirit goes beyond us while
the Soul is our own interface within us to the
ineffable through out own imaginations. Soul
is related to the sea which has tides and
waves which are motions like breathing.
Spirit is the breath itsdf that is breathed. The
two concepts are inseparable. But once the
distinction between the breath/breathing of
the animate creatures is established in terms
of BHEU. The very next levd is the
distinction of tame from wild which appears
as Wild Being. Within the Wild is the
categorization between those of the upper,
middle and lower worlds of the world tree.
Within the tame there is the distinction
between spesking and non-speaking which
then divides into gods and men and then into
free and non-free.

The wolf for maes (wir) and bear for
females (wif) is the image of the Wild in
mann (the term for human). These animals
are special markers for the wildness within
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man. This split at the level of the Wild Being
is mirrored by the split between the two
terms for Being at the BHEU levd where
there is breathe/breath or *dheu-s-/ *anH or
spirit soul split. This split reminds us of the
monolith of Being which is signaled by the
phrase “ Being is’ where Being is both verb
(breathe) and Noun (breath). A similar
marking occurs at the level of Wild Being
where the Wolf and Bear appear as the two
major cults where Wolf is related to men and
the Bear to women as indicated by the
initiation of young women in Greek
mythology in which they become bears.
Likewise boys were initiated into wolf packs
which can be seen in the scar of Odysseus
given him while visiting his grandfathter the
wolfman. So the monolith of Breath/Bresthe
(Being is) first breaks up into Wild Being
and presents an image of male and female in
teems of Wild totems at that levd as
distinguished from all the other wild animals
*ghwer. Then when the non-wild or tame
breaks up it does so via a pair of categories:
biped/quadruped and speaking/non-speaking.
This is to say the physus/logos dichotomy is
brought out in the basic markers give to
humans in relation to other tame animals.
However, the application of two categories
simultaneously creates a categorical problem.

non-quadruped | non- non-
speaking/ quadruped quadruped
rational speaking/ mute/

non-rational irrational
Old man in the
Sea Siren fowl, bee
quadruped quadruped quadruped
speaking/ speaking/ mute/
rational non-rational irrational
Chiron centaur | Other khoethoro-

Centaurs phe/ot
biped biped biped mute/
speaking/ speaking/ irrational
rational non-rational

Lysurgians

*Wwiro Cyclops
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You notice that there are three states to do
with languaging: Speaking, Rationality and
Irrationality. On the other hand there is
Biped, Quadraped and non-Quadraped. If we
look at the Iliad and Odyssey we see that this
schema is filled out with mythical characters
of significance. Here the classification
scheme has failed, or is not distinct enough in
its discrimination. This failure of clear
classification that leads to indecision and
fringes or borders that are outside the
classification system is the work of Hyper
Being. Hyper Being is the trace of indecision
between category systems. The Indo-
Europeans could not decide whether to
classify based on the physus of feet or the
logos of speech/reason. In both cases the
categorizations they chose could have an
Other category associated with the primary
distinction to catch miscellaneous anomalies.
This category system produces the space for
various mythological characters and beasts
to inhabit which appear in the epics as a
means of making the category scheme that
does not work appear to work. There is
indecision between physus and logos
distinction between humans and others in the
tame category. There is also borders that do
not quite fit the category system that must
be accounted for as anomalies. These two
effects together points to the trace of Hyper
Being or differance (differing and deferring).

The next step down on the Wiro side is to
distinguish between humans and gods, i.e
invisible humans or jinn. The latter are the
immortals who differ from humans in that
they do not die, or at least do not die as
quickly as humans. The earthly mortals are
distinguished as free and dave. Immortals
cannot be killed but they can be bound, and
the binding of the immortals plays an
important role in mythology. Again we notice
that twin dichotomies are applied:
heaven/earth and mortal/immortal. This is
precisdy the way the mythopoietic era
characterized the world. We notice that the
physus/logos distinction characterized the
last stage and that that stage aso
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distinguished two categories and a spill over
region. That spill over region shows that the
limited dichotomy does not describe al the
cases so that there must be left room for
other unlimited cases. Thus at the higher
stage we see the limited/unlimited and
physus/logos distinctions playing arole. This
suggests that we are moving up the tree and
that we should in the historical period after
the metaphysical with the distinction between
breathe/breath and Bheu/Wes as wdl as the
other major distinctions within  the
fragmented pattern of Being as we are in this
€ssay.

But down into the roots of the categorical
tree we see that mortal/immortal and
heaver/earth are applied at this level each of
which is distinguished by free *arw-/
*leudhero and un-free or bound. On the
other hand if we look at the phekhu we
immediately see the ritually close to humans
animals distinguished next. Of those that are
ritually close there are either horned or not
horned. Of the non-horned ones there is the
horse. The horse and donkey are special
animals that relate to humans at the leve of
Process Being because they represent
controlled power and the ability to move
loads and travel. This harnessing of dynamic
force as a technological infrastructure gives
the Indo-Europeans their special place in
human history, because as the Chinese say,
with the horse comes civilization. The
distinction between heaven and earth along
with mortals and immortals is paralld to the
distinction of the horse, it is the horse that
moves the sun through the heavens. It is the
horse that Poseidon rides. It is the chariot
that brings together the great invention of the
whed with the power to force to pull that
first major transportation device produced by
the Indo-Europeans, later the Greeks turned
boats onto the sea and saw them as water
horses giving Poseidon reign over the ocean.
Process Being is dependent on the ability to
move which gives dynamism to the static
relations staked out by Heave/Earth and
Mortal/Immortals. Finally thereis free verses
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bound which signifies stasis and non-stasis
on the side of the gods and men which is
matched by the difference between the
ritually close horned animals such as bulls
and cows or ram, ewe and goat on the one
hand which are assigned to men. These are
matched to non-ritually close to human
animals like dogs, cats, and pigs which are
assigned to women. Horse and donkey are an
anomaly between these distinctions. Ritually
close animals are sacrificed. The highest
sacrifice is of horses. But after that of bulls
and then of rams. Sacrifice is a way of
humans binding the gods to act in their favor.
Thus at the level of gods and men there is
binding and freedom intrinsic to them. But
with the ritual animals there is binding
between men and gods. Horned animals
represent wealth but horses and donkeys
represent power. Thus thereis a dynamism to
horses that does not accrue to horned
animals. Pure Being represent the static
relations between men and gods and their
interrelation through sacrifice.

In this way we see that the four kinds of
Being exist embedded in this unfolding
category system produced by the Indo-
Europeans which explains the internal
articulation of BHEU. We noted that the four
kinds of Being also played a role in the
differentiation of the enframing of
ES'ER//WES/WER so that we can see that
the four kinds of Being appear in the
enframing external to Being as BHEU and
within Being as BHEU itsdf. This should
confirm the basis of the four kinds of Being
in the prehistory of the Indo-Europeans.

Preliminary Findings

What we have shown so far is that behind the
scenes of Heldegger's exploration of Being in
his Contributions there is a rich landscape
which we have accessed by switching guiding
languages from German to Old English
another Germanic language with strange
characteristics not see in Hedegge’s
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exploration of High German from which he
takes his que in his exploration of the House
of Being, i.e. Language. We have seen that
the Old English has various Indo-European
roots arranged in a specific order which
bifurcates giving us picture of the kinds of
Being and ultimatdly the field of Being that is
composed of the roots, kinds, aspects and
dual/non-duals. But then when we trace these
roots back to the Indo-European roots we see
a different pattern which distinguishes the
*ES/ *ER // *WES / *WER from *BHEU.
We have gone on to see that the *ES and
*ER participate in a wider fidd of reversals
and vowd changes in the fidd of Indo-
European roots and that there is an even
wider fidd of consonantal primitives which
we can expand by looking for every VC and
CV primitive word among the Indo-European
roots. We saw that the *ES / *ER seems to
suggest the emergent properties of the system
while the *WES / *WER seems to suggest
the meta-system and that the living *BHEU
appears between them. Then the *BHEU
bifurcates in a particular category scheme
unique to the Indo-Europeans which we can
see as having the signature of the Kinds of
Being just as we saw it in the pattern at the
Old English (Anglo-Saxon) leve. Thus we
see the kinds of Being as being both an
internal and external fragmentation of the
enframing plus Beon and a fragmentation of
the Beon itsdf through the differentiation of
the category scheme. We noticed that
Heidegger seemed to intuit some of this
structure lying behind the Germanic because
of his use of terms suggesting each of the
enframing kinds of Being but because
German lacks Beon the appearance of this
unique form of Being seems to have duded
Heidegger except where he discusses physus.
We noted that the bifurcation of the
duals/non-duals of Being suggest that info-
energy has something to do with the next era
of Being, i.e. the Historical. We noted that
both the mythopoietic and meta-physical eras
appeared in the category scheme that splits
*BHEU. Thus from that perspective the next
era should take us up to the leve of
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Breathe/Breath which is the first bifurcation
of the *BHEU. We also noted that *BHEU/
*WES seem to be related to life with *BHEU
related to animate life and *WES related to
inanimate life. Thus it seems that the *ES
and *WER might be related to the non-living
surroundings of life in generdl, i.e. the dead
as opposed to the quick. We also noted that
the Sumerians and the Indo-Europeans
produced their words in suprizingly similar
patterns despite having languages very
different and we have speculated that these
two cultures interacted due to loan words and
that perhaps the fact that Enlil conquered the
Kurs signified the defeat of the Indo-
Europeans in their homeland starting the long
journey out of that homeland in an arc to the
east and then back west into Europe We
noted the special function of mein Sumerian
that acts as copula and the foundation for
society and culture as divindy inspired. Thus
we can consider the Indo-Europeans as
developing a similar basis for their culture by
the development of a fragmentary pattern of
Being that encoded their view of the world.

In general we have painted a backdrop for
the degpening of Heidegger's project in
Contributions. We have gone back to the
primal basis of ontology within the Indo-
European roots of Being. There we discover
a pattern which probably has not been
unearthed for a very long time. We are
pursuing an archeology of ontology rather
than the archeology of knowledge that
Foucault advises us to search for and thus we
have gone deeper than the epistemes or even
the various interpretations of Being in the
metaphysical era. Instead we have gone into
the Indo-European roots of Being and
discovered a wisdom and a patterning there
which lays out the structure of the worldview
and allows us to see how the unfolding of the
historical era after the end of the flight of the
gods might be motivated from the deep
patterning itself. This serves as a basis for an
upward journey toward the historical era
beyond the meta-physical.
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Meta-physics up to this point has been rather
parochical. Each language group has
assumed that what ever it has within its
language is a firm basis for speculation
about the nature of things. As the tradition
moves from culture to culture across the
centuries then new linguistic bases are
discovered and explored and incorporated
into the tradition. For instance the Arabs
studied the Greeks. The Arabs had no
concept of Being in their language but only
Existence. But they incorporated the parts of
Being that did not exist in Arabic into a
technical vocabulary which attempted to
capture what was lost in tranglation.
Similarly when the Arabic works were
translated back into the Indo-european Latin
technical terms were invented to express
Existence and that is how that term entered
our modern vocabulary. It has long been
known that Existence is an alternative basis
for looking at things within the world to
Being. It became a cdebrated term when the
Existentialists took it up and said that
Existence preceeded Essence rather than the
other way around. That was the first time
that in the Western Tradition Existence was
given priority over Being by any
philosophers, but even ill in this case
Existence is interpreted in most cases as
some aspect of the extended panoply of
Being as we understand it in term of kinds,
so no one has redlized the meaning of
Existence as something truly beyond Being in
all its kindness and in fact its dual. When we
look at the concept of Existence in Arabic
and Chinese as opposed to Being in Indo-
European languages what we find is a very
different way of looking at the world which
we must attempt to understand if we are
going to comprehend Being in its full
meaning. Heldegger, has not stepped outside
of Being in this cross-cultural cross-language
sense to experience existence as opposed to
Being despite claims of his being influenced
by Oriental philosophical and religious
works. Heidegger, is still listening to the echo
of Being in German. But that echo for him
has a great depth and his intuitions allow him
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to sense some of the depths of the Indo-
European landscape beyond the German.
What we have done here is pulled back into
English since this is the author's native
tongue, and then gone back to the Anglo-
Saxon Old English as a basis for
understanding the internal differentiation of
Being itself. What we find there is a number
of different roots for Being gathered together
and laid out, legein, in the logos that is
patterned by the Old English language. We
find that pattern very interesting both in its
difference from what Heidegger discovers
listening to the ques of the German and
Grek, and in its similarity to what
Hedegger saysin his Contributions. But then
we go a step further. We look at the pattern
we discover in the Indo-european roots
themsdves and following that discover a
different deeper and more primal landscape
for the exploration of the meaning and truth
of Being. We have looked at that pattern and
considered it from different angles. That
allows us to appreciate what Being is like in
its depths for the Indo-europeans. That does
not say anything about how other language
groups which relate to the world in terms of
Existence. However, we interpret the internal
fragmentation of Being both in relation to the
enframing and in terms of the unfolding of
the categories that give inner structure to the
*BHEU, i.e Beng itsdf within the
enframing. When we have done that we find
that Being is fragmented both internally and
externally by the Kinds of Being. It is this
fragmentation that we interpret as the trace
of Existence within Being itsdf. In other
words Being is an artificial product of along
linguistic evolution by the Indo-European
peoples. Being was forged over millennia
into what we see it as today in so many
languages spread across the earth. By global
domination by the Indo-Europeans that
influence has been fdt in every part of the
earth. But having achieved global domination
allows scholars today to survey the various
languages and cultures across the centuries
and do a cross cultual comparison between
Being and Existence. Surely neither of them
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is a simple thing to understand. Existence in
Arabic is surdy quite different from the
similar concept in Chinese. In fact, Existence
is at this point merely a catch all for what is
other than Being in languages that are not
part of the Indo-European family. Already
we have contrasted the Sumerian copula me
to the Indo-European concept of Being. In
reality we need to understand all the varieties
of Existence just as we need to understand
the varigties of Being within the Indo-
European languages. For instance, | have
heard that the Persian actually has a word for
existence that is indigenous to their language
that is different from the world for Being.
Such cross over languages that understand
intrinsically both Being and Existence are
important examples for us to study. But as a
precursor to the study of the variety of
Existence we need to get our own house in
order and understand the variety of Being
and the best way to do that is to revisit the
Indo-European roots and see what internal
differentiation exists in those fragments of
Being that reveal the trace of existence in our
own language and its historical past.

The Primal Scene of the Indo-
Europeans

Now that we have concentrated on the
linguistic roots we need to begin to come to
terms with the primal scene'® of the Indo-
Europeans. The term ‘primal scene€ comes
from Freud. It is a scene that is seen as the
source image which covers over the aways
already lost origin of things. Such scenes are
mythic and each culture tends to have a
single scene as its reference point. For the
Indo-Europeans that scene is of The Wdll
and the Tree*® Our reference for this primal
scene of the Indo-Europeans will be the work
of Paul Bauschatz on the subject. He shows

18 |_ukacher, Ned; Primal Scenes (Corndll U.P. 1986)
19 Bauschatz, P.C. The Well and the Tree (U. Mass P.
1982)
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that the image haunts everything we know
about the Indo-European ancestors. | have
studied this primal image in depth in my
book The Fragmentation of Being and the
Path beyond the Void.

From Norse mythology we hear
about the creation of the world in terms like
these:

There was neither earth nor high heaven,
neither tree ... nor mountain .... No sun shone, no
moon gave light. There was no glorious sea. -- From
Wessobrunner Gebet

There was only Ginnungagap, a great emptiness,
filled only with potential. Slowly, out of the nothing,
grew the world tree. Yggdrasil, the mighty Ash - the
center of the universe. So huge its branches reached
over the clouds. So strong its roots held together the
world. The first root held the realm of the Aesir, the
gods of man. The second, the realm of the frost-
giants, and the third, the realm of the dead. At the
center were two regions: Brightness and fire to the
south; Snow and ice to the north. In the middle, as the
heat from the south melted the cold ice, a living
creature appeared, called Ymir. Ymir was a great
giant who gave hirth to all the races of the worlds.
From his feet came the family of frost-giants, from his
left armpit came the first man and woman and from
his hands came the three gods, Odin, Vili, and Ve
These three slew Ymir and formed the world of man
from his body:

...from his blood the sea and the lakes,
from his flesh the earth, and from his bones the
mountains; from his teeth and jaws and such bones as
were broken they formed the rocks and the pebbles.
This world, called Midgard, was protected from the
giants by a wall, made from the eyebrows of Ymir.
The rainbow bridge, bifrost, connected the world of
man with the realm of the Aesir. Near the root, in the
realm of the Aesir, lay pingvdlir valley. There, near
the source of the spring of fate, was the Well of Urd,

and there the gods gathered daily for their court of

20
law™.

From another sourcewe hear . . .

The World Tree, Yggdrasil (an ash treg), is
the Universe. It has three roots. Each of the roots
reaches into a different land. The three lands are

20 hitp://www. ccoc.com/gilgamesh/create/create. htm
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Niflheim (home of the dead -- straw deaths only),
Jotunheim (home of the Frost Giants -- Jotuns are the
enemies of the gods), and Asgard (home of the gods).
The Aesir are the gods.['"Hem" = home. "Gard" =
place (e.g., garden).]

Beneath each of the tree rootsisawel. The
well of the root of Jotunheim is Jot, or the Well of the
Wyrds. It is home to the three Wyrd Sisters. ["Wyrd"
= fate, doom] The sisters are also called the Norns.
One spins the string of fate, one weaves it, and one
cuts it. One faces the past, one the present, and the
other the future.

The well of Asgard, is Mimir's Well. Mimir
is the god who guards the well of knowledge of the
future. He won't let anyone drink from it. The well of
Niflheim is the spring of Hvergelmir. The only way
into Asgard is to go across a bridge called Bifrost (the
rainbow). The Aesir don't want Frost Giants in their
city. So there is a gate at the end of the bridge made
of Ymir's eyebrows. Somewhere near the middle of
the tree is the land where the humans live. This land
is called Midgard (Middle Earth). Alfheim is the
home of the elves. Svartalfheim is the home of the
dark elves ["svart" asin "swarthy"]. They are thought
to live underground.

In the branches and eating the leaves are
various deer. Perched up on a branch is an eagle
which can look out over the universe and see
everything going on. On the eagle's forehead sits a
hawk who reports news to Odin. Wrapped around the
roots is a serpent called Nidhug who gnaws at the
roots. If he gnaws through and the tree topples,
everything will collapse and be destroyed. Running
up and down Yggdrasil is a squirrel called Ratatosk,
a mischief maker who talks to the eagle and talks to
him through the snake, lying to both and telling each
what terrible things the other says about him. His
name means "rat tooth." The deer are not malevolent,
but they could hurt the tree. In Scandinavia, certain
animals are looked on with and without favor. The
bear is respected. Snakes are despised. Birds of prey
are especially popular. Wolves have a checkered
career -- mostly evil. Squirrels are looked on with
humor. The characters are almost always male”.

From yet another sourcewe hear . . .

This world had for its centre a great tree, a mighty
ash called Yggdrasill. So huge was this tree that its
branches stretched out over heaven and earth alike.
Three roots supported the great trunk, and one passed
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http://members.aol.com/mmagchome2/mythnotes. htr#
Yggdrasil
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into the realm of the Aesir, a second into that of the
frost-giants, and a third into the realm of the dead.
Beneath the root in giant-land was the spring of
Mimir, whose waters contained wisdom and
understanding. Odin had given one of his eyes to
drink a single draught of that precious water.

Below the tree in the kingdom of the Aesir was the
sacred spring of fate, the Well of Urd. Here every day
the gods assembled for their court of law, to settle
disputes and discuss common problems. All came on
horseback except Thor, who preferred to wade
through the rivers that lay in his path, and they were
led by Odin on the finest of all steeds, the eight-
legged horse Sleipnir. The gods galloped over the
bridge Bifrost, a rainbow bridge that glowed with
fire. They alone might cross it, and the giants who
longed to do so were held back. Near the spring of
fate dwelt three maidens called the Norns, who ruled
the destinies of men, and were called Fate (Urdr),
Being (Verdandi), and Necessity (Skuld). They
watered the tree each day with pure water and
whitened it with clay from the spring, and in this way
preserved its life, while the water fell down to earth
as dew.

The tree was continually threatened, even as it grew
and flourished, by the living creatures that preyed
upon it. On the topmost bough sat an eagle, with a
hawk perched on its forehead: the same eagle,
perhaps, of whom it is said that the flapping of its
wings caused the winds in the world of men. At the
root of the tree lay a great serpent, with many scores
of lesser snakes, and these gnawed continually at
Yggdrasill. The serpent was at war with the eagle,
and a nimble squirrel ran up and down the tree,
carrying insults from one to the other. Horned
creatures, harts and goats, devoured the branches and

tender shoots of the tree, leaping at it from every

L 22
side™.

About the creation of theworlditissad. . .

The tree formed a link between the
different worlds. We are never told of its beginning,
but of the creation of the worlds of which it formed a
centre there is much to tell. In the beginning there
were two regions. Muspel in the south, full of
brightness and fire; and a world of snow and ice in
the north. Between them stretched the great
emptiness of Ginnungagap. As the heat and the cold
met in the midst of the expanse, a living creature
appeared in the mdting ice, called Ymir. He was a
great giant, and from under his left arm grew the first
man and woman, while from his two feet the family
of frost-giants was begotten.

22 hitp://www.lysator.liu.se/nordic/scn/fag241. html
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Ymir fed upon the milk of a cow called
Audhumla, who licked the salty ice-blocks and
released another new being, a man called Buri. He
had a son called Bor, and the sons of Bor were the
three gods, Odin, Vili, and Ve. These three slew
Ymir the ancient giant, and all the frost-giants save
one, Bergelmir, were drowned in his surging blood.
From Ymir's body they formed the world of men:

... from his blood the sea and the lakes,
from his flesh the earth, and from his bones the
mountains; from his teeth and jaws and such bones as
were broken they formed the rocks and the pebbles.

From Ymir's skull they made the dome of sky, placing
adwarf to support it at each of the four corners and to
hold it high above the earth. This world of men was
protected from the giants by a wall, made from the
eyebrows of Ymir, and was called Midgard. The gods
created inhabitants for it from two trees on the sea-
shore, which became a man and a woman.

They gave to them spirit and understanding,
the power of movement, and the use of senses. They
created also the dwarfs, creatures with strange names,
who bred in the earth like maggots, and dwelt in hills
and rocks. These were skilled craftsmen, and it was
they who wrought the great treasures of the gods. The
gods caused time to exist, sending Night and Day to
drive round the heavens in chariots drawn by swift
horses. Two fair children, a girl called Sun and a boy
called Moon, were also set by them on paths across
the sky. Sun and Moon had to drive fast because they
were pursued by wolves, who meant to devour them.
On the day when the greatest of the wolves succeeded
in swallowing the Sun, the end of all things would be
at hand®.

This myth that is preserved best among the
Norse is in some form behind many Indo-
European mythological scenes. We will useit
in its Norse form and leave the references to
other examples from various Indo-European
sources to Bauschatz. What we want to point
out here which is of importance is that the
pattern of Being found in the Old English
corresponds to this scene in certain respects
such that it confirms out hypothesis that the
Roots of Being picture that we have painted
earlier is correct.

Basically there is a homeomorphism between
the Well and Tree primal scene and the Roots

2 hitp:/fwww.lysator.liu.se/nordic/scr/fag241. html
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of Being in Old English. That analogy works
like this. Each thing in the primal scene has a
different root Being from the set of roots
elaborated above. So the Norns for instance
who carry the water from the Well to the
Tree and water it thus circulating the water
of life have Weorthar®® as their root Being.
The Water of life has two forms that it takes.
One form is when it is in the well where the
layering of the Perterite memory occurs. That
has the root of Wesan as its basis in Being.
Then there is the Tree itsdf which as a
growing thing with the horse tethered to it
has the root of Beon as its basis in Being.
After that there is the Water that is
circulating and moving due to the efforts of
the Norns who take it out of the wel and
pour it on the trunk, that circulating water
has ER as its basis in Being. And thereis the
two animals, serpent at the base and eagle at
the tip. These two animals have ther root in
the Sal (Sein) and Sy (Seyn) as their basis in
Being. Finally there is the squirrd who runs
up and down the tree between the Eagle and
Serpent carrying insults back and forth who
has its root in ES as the basis in Being. Each
major dement in the Primal Scene of the
Indo-Europeans, i.e. the well and the tree,
has a different root sort of Being. Thisis the

24 Paloma Nufiez Pertejo: "On the Role of the
Auxiliary weordan in O.E."

The verb Weordan is analysed, especially as an
auxiliary of the progressive and the passive. The
author considers that the use of this verb sometimes
constitutes a variant of beon/wesan, but it also has a
function of its own. Nufiez Pertgo thinks that this
function deserves special attention and that more
studies are necessary to consolidate this line of
research.

See Margarita Giménez Bon and Vickie Olsen eds.
Proceedings of the 9th International Conference of the
Spanish Society for Medieval English Language and
Literature. SELIM, Department of English:

University of the Basgue Country, 1997. 384 p. ISBN:
84-605-6844-X

http://www.uni-
tuebingen.de/uni/nes/prolepsis/98_1 _mor.html
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fundamental message of the Primal Scene,
there are different bases of Being, i.e
different roots, and the scene contains an
image of ther relation to each other despite
the changes in language across the Millennia.
Just as the image of the eements contains a
picture of the enframing so the image of the
well and the tree contains a picture of the
various sorts of Being that appear in the Old
English conjugation structure which we deem
to be more archaic than the German.

This analogy between the primal scene of the
Indo-europeans and the roots of Being is very
significant as a confirmation that our reading
of the structure of Being is correct and that it
it is important, so important that it has been
turned into the primal scene of the Indo-
europeans and passed down from generation
to generation lest they forget the fundamental
structure of the world in which they live.
This shows the incredibly conservative
nature of the worldview that changes in
everything but its fundamental ontological
categories. It gives us assurance that we are
on to something when we look at the
ontological structure of the worldview
through the Anglo-Saxon grammatical
structures giving them preeminence over
others within the family tree of languages.
For some reason Anglo-saxon remembers the
primal structure of the roots of Being just
enough better than other Germanic branches
to give us this homeomorphism between
image and the pattern of the roots.

What the poet says. . .

Sing, O goddess, the anger of Achilles son
of Peeus, that brought countless ills upon the
Achaeans. Many a brave soul did it send hurrying
down to Hades, and many a hero did it yield a prey to
dogs and vultures, for so were the counsels of Jove
fulfilled from the day on which the son of Atreus,
king of men, and great Achilles, first fell out with one
another.?®

2 http://darkwing.uoregon.edu/~joelja/iliad.html
Samuel Butler translation used throughout.
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Homer as the Poet of the Iliad appeals to the
muse. We note that the muse has a very
similar status to the Norns in as much as
they decree the story in a way similar to the
way the Norns decree fates of men. The muse
has a different degree of root Being than the
other characters in the story. The Muse has
Weorthan as its basis for Being, it has the
deepest kind of Being and we see its
incipience because it is asked to Sing at the
very beginning of the story. Here the story is
in the memory and keeping of the muse. Thus
the story as it exists in the Preterite tense
(fusion of past and future which is
completed) is like the water in the Well and
has Wesan as its basis of Being. When the
Poet calls on the Muse he is asking for the
Water of Logos to be taken out of the Wdll
of Memory and for that to flow through the
Poet. The poet’s production of the narrative
is an unfolding like the growth of the world
tree. The story as an unfolding holds many
characters like the world tree holds creatures.
Thus the poet as the medium for the
unfolding of the narrative has Beon as his
basis in Being. But the movement of the
characters has *ER as the basis in Being.
The characters do noble or ignoble acts and
these are recorded in the story giving the
story a life and movement of its own. The
story recalls the confrontation of two vast
armies at Troy. Theseto opposites remind us
of the Sie (Sein) and the Sy (Seyn) which are
the two modalities of Being within the *ES.
Finally the *ES itsdf is what is shared
between them, i.e. the glory that is recorded
in the narrative which is the essence of the
story.

This falling out of Agamemnon and Achilles
is very significant because it signifes a
nihilistic situation that Achilles recognizes at
the heart of the war with Troy. Paris steals
Heen and Agamemnon steals Briels, Achilles
war prize. This makes the Achaeans no
better than the Trojans and thus Achilles
withdraws from the battle until Petrocles is
killed and he becomes enraged and goes
berserk. Thus the nihilistic situation between



Primal Ontology and Archaic Existentiality -- Kent Paimer

the Sein and Seyn or the Trojans and
Achaeans is the focus of the entire epic. The
epic starts with the falling out of the King
and the Hero over the possession of a
woman, who is merely a signifier of past
glory.

The Acheans are attacking the Trojans. They
are fighting for honor over the loss of the
goddess of fecundity who was married to
Menalaus and stolen by Paris. This scene
sets the whole story of the Iliad in action but
we must read it with the structure of the
Indo-European gods in mind. Agamemnon
and Menalaus are stand-ins for the brothers
of Helen, i.e. Castor and Pollux who in one
epic are said to be dead underground and in
the other are said to be alive underground. In
the standard Indo-European myth the two
brothers rescue the kidnapped sister. But
here the twin brothers are missing in action,
something not well explained by the story.
Achilles on the other hand takes the place of
Indra among the Indo-European gods and
Arjuna of the Mahabharata’'s Pandava
Brothers who's marriage to one woman
makes them a symbol of the reations
between the five male gods in the Vedas and
the single Female Goddess. The llliad is the
story of Achille s search for glory, just as the
Mahabharata in the Bhagavad Gita focuses
on Arjuna between the two armies having
second thoughts which leads to Vishnu as
Krishna as the Chariot driver helping to
bolster his confidence by explaining his duty
to him. The ambivalence of Arjuna and the
doldrums of Achilles arevery similar.

And which of the gods was it that set them
on to quarrel? It was the son of Jove and Leto; for he
was angry with the king and sent a pestilence upon
the host to plague the people, because the son of
Atreus had dishonoured Chryses his priest. Now
Chryses had come to the ships of the Achaeans to free
his daughter, and had brought with him a great
ransom: moreover he bore in his hand the sceptre of
Apollo wreathed with a suppliant's wreath and he
besought the Achaeans, but most of all the two sons
of Atreus, who weretheir chiefs.

Here it is Apollo who by taking the side of
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his Priest who is suing for the return of his
daughter from Agamemnon comes in his
official capacity with ransom to ask for his
daughter back while the Achaeans suffer
under the plagues brought by the god.

"Sons of Atreus," he cried, "and all other
Achaeans, may the gods who dwell in Olympus grant
you to sack the city of Priam, and to reach your homes
in safety; but free my daughter, and accept a ransom
for her, in reverence to Apollo, son of Jove."

On this the rest of the Achaeans with one
voice were for respecting the priest and taking the
ransom that he offered; but not so Agamemnon, who
spoke fiercely to him and sent him roughly away.

"Old man," said he, "let me not find you
tarrying about our ships, nor yet coming hereafter.
Your scepter of the god and your wreath shall profit
you nothing. | will not free her. She shall grow old in
my house at Argos far from her own home, busying
herself with her loom and visiting my couch; so go,
and do not provoke me or it shall be the worse for
you."

This hubris of Agamemnon is fateful.
Agamemnon does not know that he is to die
by the hand of his wife on his return so that
his boast is empty. And it should be noted
that his wife that he left at home Clytomestra
was also taken in a similar way when her
husband was killed. Agamemon sacrificed
her the daughter of a previous marriage prior
to leaving for the war and it was this act
which Clytomestra sought revenge for upon
his return.

The old man feared him and obeyed. Not a word he
spoke, but went by the shore of the sounding sea and
prayed apart to King Apollo whom lovely Leto had
borne. "Hear me," he cried, "O god of the silver bow,
that protectest Chryse and holy Cilla and rulest
Tenedos with thy might, hear me oh thou of Sminthe.
If 1 have ever decked your temple with garlands, or
burned your thigh-bones in fat of bulls or goats, grant
my prayer, and let your arrows avenge these my tears
upon the Danaans."

Ironically this prayer is answered even to the
extent that the Achaeans suffer because
Achilles withdraws but in theend it is Apollo
who kills Achilles with an arrow hitting his
weak spot at the ankle. Thus even after the
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return of the daughter this prayer is answered
by Apallo, god of wolves.

Thus did he pray, and Apollo heard his prayer. He
came down furious from the summits of Olympus,
with his bow and his quiver upon his shoulder, and
the arrows rattled on his back with the rage that
trembled within him. He sat himself down away from
the ships with a face as dark as night, and his silver
bow rang death as he shot his arrow in the midst of
them. First he smote their mules and their hounds,
but presently he aimed his shafts at the people
themselves, and all day long the pyres of the dead
were burning.

Apollo smote the Achaeans with his own
bow causing more than mere plague to be
among them but destroying them with his
arrows.

For nine whole days he shot his arrows among the
people, but upon the tenth day Achilles called themin
assembly- moved thereto by Juno, who saw the
Achaeans in their death-throes and had compassion
upon them. Then, when they were got together, he
rose and spoke among them.

Notice that it is Achilles who calls the
meseting to put an end to the destruction thus
raising the ire of Agamemnon.

"Son of Atreus," said he, "I deem that we should now
turn roving home if we would escape destruction, for
we are being cut down by war and pestilence at once.
Let us ask some priest or prophet, or some reader of
dreams (for dreams, too, are of Jove) who can tell us
why Phoebus Apollo is so angry, and say whether it is
for some vow that we have broken, or hecatomb that
we have not offered, and whether he will accept the
savor of lambs and goats without blemish, so as to
take away the plague from us."

With these words he sat down, and Calchas son of
Thestor, wisest of augurs, who knew things past
present and to come, rose to speak. He it was who
had guided the Achaeans with their fleet to llius,
through the prophesyings with which Phoebus Apollo
had inspired him.

With all sincerity and goodwill he addressed them
thus:-

"Achilles, loved of heaven, you bid me tell you about
the anger of King Apollo, | will therefore do so; but
consider first and swear that you will stand by me
heartily in word and deed, for | know that | shall
offend one who rules the Argives with might, to
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whom all the Achaeans are in subjection. A plain
man cannot stand against the anger of a king, who if
he swallow his displeasure now, will yet nurse
revenge till he has wreaked it. Consider, therefore,
whether or no you will protect me."

And Achilles answered, "Fear not, but speak as it is
borne in upon you from heaven, for by Apoallo,
Calchas, to whom you pray, and whose oracles you
reveal to us, not a Danaan at our ships shall lay his
hand upon you, while | yet live to look upon the face
of the earth- no, not though you name Agamemnon
himsdf, who is by far the foremost of the Achaeans.”

Thereon the seer spoke boldly. "The god," he said, "is
angry neither about vow nor hecatomb, but for his
priest's sake, whom Agamemnon has dishonoured, in
that he would not free his daughter nor take a ransom
for her; therefore has he sent these evils upon us, and
will yet send others. He will not deliver the Danaans
from this pestilence till Agamemnon has restored the
girl without fee or ransom to her father, and has sent
a holy hecatomb to Chryse. Thus we may perhaps
appease him."

With these words he sat down, and Agamemnon rose
in anger. His heart was black with rage, and his eyes
flashed fire as he scowled on Calchas and said, " Seer
of evil, you never yet prophesied smooth things
concerning me, but have ever loved to foretdl that
which was evil. You have brought me neither comfort
nor performance; and now you come seeing among
Danaans, and saying that Apollo has plagued us
because | would not take a ransom for this girl, the
daughter of Chryses. | have set my heart on keeping
her in my own house, for | love her better even than
my own wife Clytemnestra, whose peer sheis alikein
foom and feature, in understanding and
accomplishments.

Still I will give her up if I must, for | would have the
people live, not die; but you must find me a prize
instead, or | alone among the Argives shall be without
one. This is not well; for you behold, all of you, that
my prizeisto go else whither."

And Achilles answered, "Most noble son of Atreus,
covetous beyond all mankind, how shall the Achaeans
find you another prize? We have no common store
from which to take one. Those we took from the cities
have been awarded; we cannot disallow the awards
that have been made already. Give this girl, therefore,
to the god, and if ever Jove grants us to sack the city
of Troy we will reguite you three and fourfold."

Then Agamemnon said, "Achilles, valiant though you
be, you shall not thus outwit me. You shall not
overreach and you shall not persuade me.
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Are you to keep your own prize, while | sit tamely
under my loss and give up the girl at your bidding?
Let the Achaeans find me a prize in fair exchange to
my liking, or | will come and take your own, or that
of Ajax or of Ulysses; and he to whomsoever | may
come shall rue my coming. But of this we will take
thought hereafter; for the present, let us draw a ship
into the sea, and find a crew for her expressly; let us
put a hecatomb on board, and let us send Chryseis
also; further, let some chief man among us be in
command, either Ajax, or Idomeneus, or yourself, son
of Peleus, mighty warrior that you are, that we may
offer sacrifice and appease the anger of the god.”

Achilles scowled at him and answered, "You are
steeped in insolence and lust of gain. With what heart
can any of the Achaeans do your bidding, either on
foray or in open fighting? | came not warring here for
any ill the Trojans had done me. | have no quarrel
with them. They have not raided my cattle nor my
horses, nor cut down my harvests on the rich plains of
Phthia; for between me and them there is a great
space, both mountain and sounding sea. We have
followed you, Sir Insolence! for your pleasure, not
ours- to gain satisfaction from the Trojans for your
shameless self and for Mendlaus. You forget this, and
threaten to rob me of the prize for which | have
toiled, and which the sons of the Achaeans have given
me.

Never when the Achaeans sack any rich city of the
Trojans do | receive so good a prize as you do, though
it is my hands that do the better part of the fighting.
When the sharing comes, your shareis far the largest,
and I, forsooth, must go back to my ships, take what |
can get and be thankful, when my labour of fighting
is done. Now, therefore, | shall go back to Phthia; it
will be much better for me to return home with my
ships, for | will not stay here dishonoured to gather
gold and substance for you."

And Agamemnon answered, "Fly if you will, I shall
make you no prayers to stay you. | have others here
who will do me honour, and above all Jove, the lord
of counsd. There is no king here so hateful to me as
you are, for you are ever quarrelsome and ill affected.
What though you be brave? Was it not heaven that
made you so? Go home, then, with your ships and
comrades to lord it over the Myrmidons. | care neither
for you nor for your anger; and thus will | do: since
Phoebus Apollo is taking Chryseis from me, | shall
send her with my ship and my followers, but | shall
come to your tent and take your own prize Brisels,
that you may learn how much stronger |1 am than you
are, and that another may fear to set himself up as
equal or comparable with me."

The son of Peleus was furious, and his heart within
his shaggy breast was divided whether to draw his
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sword, push the others aside, and kill the son of
Atreus, or to restrain himself and check his anger.
While he was thus in two minds, and was drawing his
mighty sword from its scabbard, Minerva came down
from heaven (for Juno had sent her in the love she
bore to them both), and seized the son of Peleus by
his yellow hair, visible to him alone, for of the others
no man could see her. Achilles turned in amaze, and
by the fire that flashed from her eyes at once knew
that she was Minerva. "Why are you here" said he,
"daughter of aegis-bearing Jove? To see the pride of
Agamemnon, son of Atreus? Let me tell you- and it
shall surely be- he shall pay for this insolence with
hislife."

And Minerva said, "I come from heaven, if you will
hear me, to bid you stay your anger. Juno has sent me,
who cares for both of you alike. Cease, then, this
brawling, and do not draw your sword; rail at him if
you will, and your railing will not be vain, for | tell
you- and it shall surely be- that you shall hereafter
receive gifts three times as splendid by reason of this
present insult. Hold, therefore, and obey.”

"Goddess," answered Achilles, "however angry a man
may be, he must do as you two command him. This
will be best, for the gods ever hear the prayers of him
who has obeyed them."

Notice that Achilles is of two minds, thisisa
sure sign of Hyper Being which is indecision
embodied. At that point Athena appears who
tdls Achilles to stay his sword but not his
tongue and says that he shall receive the
greater reward for what has lost. Achilles
acquiesces to the demands of Zeus who loves
Agamemnon and Achilles equally. Notice
that Achilles over reacts to Agamemnon’s
threat to take someon€'s prize and to that
Agamemnon reacts by saying that he will
take his prize. Thus we have a mounting
escalation of words that are quickly leading
to deeds before they are stopped by Athena.

So who are the characters in this scene.
There is the Father who is a Priest of Apollo
and his Daughter. There is Achilles and
Agamemnon. There is the seer who reports
why Apollo is angry. There is Apallo,
Athena, Zeus and Hera. The scene is very
tightly modeled. Four humans and Four gods
are represented in the narrative of mortals
and immortals between heaven and earth.
There is some mention of others especialy
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Briseus who is in question. Agamemnon and
Achilles in strife with each other and thus
they represent the Sein and Seyn. Bresius is
like the squirrd between the eagle and the
serpent, she is a token shuttled back and
forth between them in their argument. The
movement that was about to happen under
the auspices of the *ER was the attack on
Agamemnon by Achilles with his sword.
This movement was topped by the sudden
appearance of Athena who like Apollo
represent the Bheu, the perfection of Being of
the Gods. This upweling of Athena and
Apollo are for opposite reasons. Apollo
appears to protect the interests of his priest
while Athena comes at the bidding of Zeus.
Apollo instigates an intensification of the
crisis while Athena alleviates it. Apollo acts
on the wishes of his priest and Athena stops
action on the part of her hero whom she is
protecting. Apollo is taking sides while
Athena is only stopping the action because
Zeus loves Agamemnon and Achilles equally.
Athena and Apollo are clearly opposites in
the scenein a different way than Agamemnon
and Achilles. Athena is Sein and Apollo is
Seyn at a deeper levd. The priest wants the
return of his daughter to her rightful placein
his house. He is thus calling for an Abiding
suggestive of Wesan. The priest and the seer
are clearly opposites. One sacrifices to
Apoallo while the other reads his oracles for
the Achaeans. One is asking for revenge and
the other is telling the truth of what he has
seen in the oracles. The seer asks for
protection from Achilles while the priest asks
for protection from Apollo. The seer and the
Priest serve as a bridge between the
upwelling of Beon in Apollo/Athena and the
situation which needs to return to an abiding
state. Thus the priest and seer take on the
root form of Being called Weorthan. They
are incipient in the dituation. They are
causing things to happen, i.e. a return to an
abiding state where the daughter is in the
house of the father rather than the impossible
state where Agamemnon takes her back home
where he will be murdered by a wife whom
he took in a similar way, by force. He likes
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her better than Clytomaestra, he wishes to
replace his current wife with her. But this is
not fated to be and so there are fateful moves
that occur with the falling out of
Agamemnon and Achilles which causes
many of the Achaeans to lose ther lives
unnecessarily from the work of Apollo and
from the withdrawal from action of Achilles
who loses his will to fight once he redlizes
the nihilism of the situation in which the
Achaeans are no better than the Trojans.
There are pairs in this story. Achilles and
Agamemnon, Chrysas and Brisas, Priest
and Seer, Apollo and Athena, Zeus and Hera.
Is there any doubt that these are different
orders of Being. Five different orders to be
exact which is the number of dements in the
pattern of the Indo-European caste structure.
Between them there are four differences
which could be thought in terms of the four
kinds of Being, just as they appear in the
differences between the Indo-European gods
and between the roots of Being. Achilles and
Agamemnon represent two kinds of Glory,
glory of kingship and glory in battle. As a
result of those acts they are able to divide up
the war prizes. These women are the tokens
of Glory. Thus what is between the possessor
and the possessed is Pure Being or the
embodiment of Glory. The seers and the
priest are the ones who help decide where the
tokens of victory will end up. Thus between
them and the women there is Process Being.
Apollo and Athena take part in the action one
on the beckoning of his Priest and the other
on the beckoning of Zeus. But as agents of
higher and lower realms they are not easily
understood by humans. Agamemnon thinks
he might get away with shafting Apollo's
priest and does not consider the wanton
destruction of his men immediately after that
decision as signifying anything special.
Between the seerg/priests and the
instrumental Gods there is Hyper Being. But
then there are the higher powers among the
Gods like Zeus and Hera. They are
intimately involved in the war and are at
Cross purposes. Between the instrumental
gods and the higher gods thereis a difference
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of Wild Being. But there is something
beyond Zeus and that is the fates, which we
also see in the form of the Muse. The norns
decree the fates of the Gods and men together
and thus have another difference between the
higher gods and the fates which we can
ascribe to Ultra Being.

In this way we see that at the very beginning
of the lliad there is an incident that is
structurally schematizeable in terms of the
four kinds of Being and the roots of Being
both at the same time. This lends credence to
the idea that the roots and kinds of Being are
significant and that the homeomorphism of
the roots of Being with the primal scene may
not be a mistake after all. It is left to the
practice of Onto-mythology to look at other
myths to see whether they preserve this same
structure now that we have an inkling of
what it might be.

Thidrek's Saga

We arelooking for instances of the pattern of
the roots of Being in the Indo-European
tradition. We have just considered the
opening scene of the lliad. But we know that
the Greek tradition is impure due to
Sumarian and Semitic influences. Thus it
behooves us to look further north in order to
attempt to find a purer example from the
Indo-European tradition. The next most
famous epic tradition is from Germany called
the Nibelungenlied. But we would like to find
something even more archaic still.
Fortunatdly many of the source of the
Nibdungenlied are still available in other
forms, unlike the Greek epic tradition where
precursors are missing. So we will focus on a
particular precursor of the Nibedungenlied
called the Thidrek's Saga. We will use the
synopsis presented by A.T. Hatto that
appears as an appendix in his tranglation of
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the Nibdungenlied®. Also of use is the
trandation of the Saga of Thidrek of Bern
translated by E.R. Haymes”. The point is
that the poet of the Nibdungenlied
equivocates on several crucial points of the
story which is made clear in the Norse
version. Thus, we will concentrate on the
earlier less ‘civilized' version which we find
among the Norse but which was taken
originally from Germanic sources.
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The way of proceeding to interpret the story
in the light of the pattern of the roots and
kinds of Being is to begin looking for events
that exemplify the kinds of Being which are
the discontinuities between the roots. The

25 Penguin 1965, pp 375-384, section d of the
appendix on "The Genesis of the Poem"
" Graland Publications 1988
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Hyper Being event is clearly the trick that
Gunnar and Siegard (Siegfried) play on
Brunhild on her wedding night in which
Siegard substitutes himsdlf for Gunnar. Once
we have ascertained that anchor event which
is easiest to locate du to its strangeness, then
the other events related to the various kinds
of Being arelaid out across the pattern of the

roots.
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There arefive incidents rdated to the various
kinds of Being including the ultra Being of
existence.
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UltraBeing Kills Dragon Regin

Pure Being Kills Smith Mimir

Process Being Won by Thidrek
from King Isung

Hyper Being Marriage Trick on
Brunhild

Wild Being Secret  Exposed by
Grimhild

UltraBeing Death by Hogni

Once these key narrative events are identified
then we read the story looking to see how the
other events of the story exemplify the
various roots of Being. What we discover is
an extraordinary amount of interpretable
detail which fills in the picture of the roots of
Being as they impinge of the development of
Siegard from his birth till his death.
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SUBSTMATION

When looked at from the viewpoint of the
Thidrek's Saga the whole story of Sigard
serves to explain why Thidrek attempts to
hold aloof from the battle of Atilla and his
Huns and the Niflungs. Thidrek holds aloof
until one of this best friends Margrave
Rodingeir is killed. Up to that point Thidrek
feds caught between his loyalties to both
sides and eschews the fight precipitated by
Grunhild. This is very similar to Achilles
withdraw from battle in the Iliad and
Arjunas withdrawal in the Bhagavad Gita.
The Thidrek's Saga says, "But king Thidrek
of Bern went home to his court with all of his
men and thought it very ill how many of his
good friends should go onto the two sides an
were fighting.”®" Here it is friendship in
relation to Thidrek which is what the two
enemy camps shared and it was friendship

28 232 section 380
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which caused Thidrek to enter into thefray at
last. The Huns are acting as Sein and the
Niflungs are acting as Seyn in this case
because of the old Synn (sin) of killing
Siegard which Grunhild is determined to
revenge against her brothers and primarily
because she hersdf was the cause of his
death through her reveation of his secret
which embarrassed Brunhild. The Niflungs
stand in the place of Seyn and the mark of
that is the fact we are told that an df or a
jinn (invisible man creature) came and
impregnated Oda the wife of King lrung
giving rise to the Adversary Hogni. In other
words, the Niflungs have among them an evil
influence that seals their fate. Because their
line gives rise to someone without honor who
would kill Siegard playing into the intrigues
of women who vie for power by ulterior
means. The vying of women for power is the
shadow side of the ruthless conquest for
power of men usually to gain some women as
a prize which is glorified in the saga. It has
the nature of the negative fourfold announced
by Aristophanes in the Birds. The moments
of the Negative Fourfold are called Night,
Covering, Chaos and the Abyss. The night is
the wedding night of Gunnar when he is
bound by Brunhild. The covering is the
interchange of clothes by Siegard and
Gunnar  tricking Brunhild who has
miraculous virginal powers like Artimis™.
Only the thick skin of Siegard produced by
his bath in dragon's blood can withstand
these magical virginal powers. Both Dragon
and the Virgin come from the wilderness and
possess similar powers that can cancd each
other. The Abyss is the loss of a family line
destroyed from within and the loss of its
treasure in the depths of the earth. The Chaos
is the battle between the Niflungs and the
Huns. The Negative Fourfold becomes
embodied by the Niflungs and it is associated
with the struggle for power between women,
i.e. Brunhild and Grimhild. In which the
secret of the marriage night is revealed and
this leads to its shame being revenged by

29 Wolfgang Giegerich The Soul's Logical Life
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Hogni. The reason that this substitution on
the wedding night is important is that there
was an Indo-European custom in which the
King had first rights to every women prior to
her husband's rights. This substitution is an
inversion in which the king asks for a
substitution rather than enforcing his own
substitution for another husband of his
vassals. Interestingly this same celebration
of the sacred marriage was also the magjor
problem that Enkidu is sent to solve when he
arrives at Ur to challenge Gilgamesh.
Gilgamesh was asserting his kingly right to
deep with the maidens prior to ther
husbands and was thus oppressing the people
of Sumaria. But this is interesting because
Siegard and Enkidu are both natural men
who become friends with civilized men, i.e.
Gunnar and Gilgamesh. So this is a very
archaic  archetypal image, marriage
substitution which in the Thidrek's Saga is
inverted in this image of Hyper Being. The
manifestation of the Negative Fourfold
counter balances the appearance of the
Positive Fourfold that manifests glory. The
Positive Fourfold appears as order, light,
uncovering, and grounds. It is the exact
opposite of the Negative Fourfold. Order is
determined by kingship. The Thidrek's Saga
is a tale of gaining and losing sovereignty
which allows order to be imposed at the will
of the sovereign. It is in the course of the
strife and struggle for power that the
characteristics of honor or dishonor are
exposed. Honor gives grounds to lasting
friendships. Honorable deeds for the most
part take place n the open and in the light for
al to see. Dishonorable deeds occur many
timesin secret and in the dark. Man's placeis
in the open between heaven and earth unlike
the place of women. What is conspicuous in
its absence in the Thidrek's saga is the
presence of the immortals or so called 'gods
(i.,e. jinn) of the Norse and Germanic
peoples. Also we do not see the interplay of
the physus and logos or limited and unlimited
of the metaphysical. This strange absence of
the gods reduces it from the lane of the Iliad
which shows us the struggles between the
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gods that cause ware among men. The saga
seems strangey trapped  between the
mythopoietic worldview and the
metaphysical worldview. It is aworld of men
and jinn struggling for power and dealing
with mutual deceit which represents the Indo-
European social functions of sovereignty,
force, fertility and craft very wel. Many
struggles are over women where honor is
won by engaging in struggles and battles
with crafted weapons and protective armor.
Here the fourfold that is embodied is
primarily that of the Indo-European functions
portrayed first by Dumazile and developed
by many others. We might wonder if this
fourfold might be a transition between the
mythopoietic and metaphysical in some sense
because it reflects the underlying caste
structure very clearly -- it leaves out the gods
and thus focuses on the limitations of men
without yet envisioning the metaphysical
principle like the Aperon or Being. Physus
and Logos have not yet split so the words of
the poet are still bound to the actions of the
warriors. In as much as the Thidrek's Saga
amost purdy embodies the Dumazilian
functions it presents us with a good test of
our theory because it gives us a way to
reading the relations between Indo-European
social functions and the pattern of the roots
and kinds of Being. What remains clear is
how the negative fourfold intrudes in the
realm of the glory production of the positive
fourfold we seen in the Saga.
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Crumnioa%
6 RENENGE

It is not clear precisdy who to line this saga
up with the Indo-European narrative cycle
discovered in the Iliad/Odyssey,
Mahabharata and Hercules myth.* There are
many similar features but they seem to be
shuffled around in a different narrative story
line. What we see instead are scenes that
invoke the kinds of Being. For instance, the
feast of Thidrek is an excdlent example of
Pure Being. Each man and his appearance,
equipment and symbol are described as they
sit together on a dais. This scene givesrise to
a boast by Thidrek of invincibility which
leads to the campaign against King Isung.
Thidrek boasts that his friends that appear on
the dais are invincible and this causes one of
those present to mention the prowess of King
Isung and his sons and doubts as to whether
King Thidrek and his friends would be able

%0 See manuscript on Being, Existence and
Manifestation
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to beat the company of King Isung. The
campaign against King Isung and his sons
turns out well in the end, but Thidrek's men
did not fare as wdl as might be expected.
Thidrek and his company met their match.
The two sides fought to a draw based on
trickery and the two sides ending by
recognizing each others prowess and so they
became in the end friends. In this encounter
Thidrek wins Siegard's loyalty. This fight to
a draw reminds us of cancelation which is a
sign of Hyper Being. Each dual was won or
lost by one side or another where the winner
binds the loser and then the bound ones are
subsequently set free by ther comrades
winning other duals. The sons of King Isung
were superior to the comrades of Thidrek. It
was the magic sword Mimung widded by
Vidga that allowed the comrades of Thidrek
to be set free Thidrek himsdf only wins
against Siegard by borrowing mimung from
Vidga. Thidrek lied about whether he had
exchanged swords or not. Siegard gives up
when it is clear that Thidrek has Mimung
which he cannot win against. Mimung is the
wild card that allows Thidrek to fight to a
draw instead of losing to king Isung and his
sons. Thereis also here a structural inversion
where there is successive binding of the
vassals of Thidrek just like Brunhild binds
Gunnar on ther wedding night. There is a
trick by which Siegard substitutes for
Gunnar that appears structurally inverted as
the binding of Thidrek's men and the loss of
his freedom by Siegard by the substitution of
swords and the lie about which sword is
being used. The sword embodies Wild Being
in the process of successive confrontations
that result in the draw between the forces of
the two kings. See how Process, Hyper and
Wild Being are drawn together in the contest
with King Isung after the feast of Pure Being
which precipitates the boast. A boast is
called Beot in Old English and is related to
Beon. It is a word that a man works to make
afact. Thefourfold of the kings of Being are
divided with Pure Being against the rest
bound together by a Beot. Beot =
Pure/Process-Wild-Hyper. The bride winning
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of Gunnar and Siegard is the very next story
which is a structural inversion the challenge
of Isung. Here Hyper Being appears in the
form of the exchange of places of Gunnar
and Siegard which sets the stage for the later
killing of Siegard when the secret is revealed
and sets the sage also for the indecision of
Thiedrk late in the battle between the Huns
and the Niflung.

Given this context let us return to Siegard's
story and see how it exemplifies the
unfolding of the roots and kinds of Being
from his birth to his death. Siegard is born
while his mother is abandoned by her
husband Sigmund to the rogues who
attempted to seduce her and failed. Siegard is
born and put into a glass mead cask and
accidentally thrown into the river and washed
to the sea as his mother dies. This placing of
Siegard in a glass vessd that floats him to
the sea is very significant. It is a womb
outside the womb that reminds us of the
Alchemical vessd that holds the prime matter
out of which gold is made. Siegard is seen
returning to the sea which is the ultimate
source. The word for soul comes from the
word for the sea because souls were thought
to arise from and return to the sea. Siegard is
killed while he is drinking from a stream.
Siegard becomes a foundling and is raised by
a hind in the wild until he is found by Mimir
a master smith. The accident by which
Hermann kinks the mead cask into the river
while struggling with Artvin is a moment of
incipience, and unmotivated random act of
chance that determines fate of Siegard and
sets his story in motion. This random
accident or happening has its basis in
Woerthan. Woerthan is a pure and
unmotivated happening that arises out of the
void, i.e. ultra Being, which here is seen as
the Sea. l.e the primal matrix of life.
Woerthan as an unmotivated happening
produces a natural man like Enkidu which is
raised among the animals of the forest but
does not understand their speech until he
tastes the blood of Regin the Dragon. Thisis
the inverse of the prostitutes effect on
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Enkidu which cause the animals to flee from
him when he is civilized. Siegard is the
exemplar of this naturalness of sea and wild
animals. But he is taken out of this state by
the smith Mimir who raises him and then
attempts to teach him craft. When Siegard
fails to learn Mimir decides to get his brother
Regin the dragon to kill him. But Siegard
kills Regin instead. Then he smears his body
with the dragon's blood except for between
his shoulders. He gets the idea when he tastes
the dragon stew and immediatdy knows the
speech of birds and animals. From them he
finds out that Mimir has betrayed him and
for that he seeks revenge after accepting
weapons such as the sword Gram. Dragon
blood makes Siegard invincible except for the
weak spot between his shoulders which are
like his Achilles hed.

As we know the dragon stands for 'existence
or ultra Being, i.e. non-being, when Siegard
kills it he passes from his wild youth into
manhood. It is interesting that in this passage
he learns to understand the speech of animals
rather than losing it. Mimir establishes him
as a warrior by his gifts of Sword and
Armor. Mimir stands for the root *Wes
which as Wesan means dwelling and abiding.
Mimir tries to get him to learn the craft of
Smithing and thus to settle down. Instead he
takes to the life of the Warrior which is one
of constant movement. Siegard dwells with
him and through him he learns the ways of
men -- but not a craft -- Siegard cannot sit
still long enough to learn it and is too
forceful with regard to the other apprentices.
Mimir tells Siegard about Brunhild and the
horse Grane which he goes to capture after
dispatching Mimir. Brunhild is clearly at the
center of the fertility function and is
associated with Beon and thus Physus. The
horse Grane needs to be tamed and stands for
the Indo-European twins horsemen like
Castor and Pollux who also represent the
fertility function with respect to agriculture
and the raising and taming of horses. Later it
is revealed that Siegard promises to marry no
other but Brunhild in an exchange for the
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horse. The fertility function is associated
with growth and life and is supported by the
root Beon. After taming Grane Siegard is
ready for various adventures because he is
fully equipped. As a warrior Siegard
encompasses Wild Being of the Berzerker as
when he kills Mimir. But aso he
encompasses Process Being of the warrior,
fighter and tamer of animals. Once
established as a warrior he ends up after
adventures with King Isung and eventually
swears allegiance to Thidrek and then
through him comes to marry Grimhild who is
the sister of Gunnar. Gunnar and Grimhild
represent the root ER of movement by which
Siegard moves from warrior to leader via
marriage. He helps Gunnar with Brunhild as
a repayment for his own marriage to
Grimhild. The trick they both play on
Brunhild is an example of Hyper Being after
which we enter the *ES of stasis and peace
until the Secret related to Wild Being is
revealed between the two women and that
leads to the destruction of Siegard by
Hognie. This is the split between Sein and
Seyn (Synn). The brothers kill Siegard by
stabbing him in the back in his weak spot
between his shoulders while he is drinking
from a stream and after giving him extra salt
to eat for breskfast which was designed to
make him thirsty. They took him and threw
him dead into Grimhild's bed with her and
pretended it was a hunting accident.
However, she knew it could not be so
because his armor was untouched. This sets
the stage for the later revenge by Grimhild
after she marries again Atilla the Hun who is
also afriend of Thidrek.

Birth to death Siegard steps through the roots
and kinds of Being one by onein the order of
the Primal Scene and visits all the stations of
the Indo-European social functions: craft,
fertility, force, and sovereignty. He
establishes himsdf at each kind of Being:
ultra by killing the dragon, then pure by
taking on the equipment of the warrior, the
process by his exploits, then hyper by his
trick on Brunhild, then wild by the disclosing
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of the secret of the trick to Grimhild which
leads to his death by Hognie which then
eventually Thidrek kills. Hognie is the evil
brother in the Niflung family and would take
up the unjust cause of Brunhild, just as later
Grimhild gets someone to take up her unjust
cause. Hognie kills Siegard by trickery which
is a structural inversion of the trickery of the
substitution of the marriage partner. Both
Siegard and Brunhild are invincible in ther
own way. Each are unmanned or unwomaned
as the case may be by decet. Hognie is
willing to kill his sister's husband at the
request of a foreign woman in order to
appease his brother who asked Siegard to do
what no one should ask. But then Siegard
swore himsdf to silence and by tdling his
wife he broke that promise. So some fault
lies with Siegard as it also lies with
Grimhild.

Each of the major characters are related to
the various roots of Being. Hermann who
kicks the glass cask with Siegard in it is
associated with Woerthan (*WER). It was an
accident that saved Siegard. Then Mimir the
smith and craftsman gives him a dwelling
among men after being raised in the wild by
a Hind. This dweling is rdated to the root
Wessan (*WES). The Brunhild recognizes
him and gives him a horse after he promises
to marry no one else but her. She represents
the root Beon (*Bheu). The he has many
adventures as a warrior who is fully outfitted
with equipment of the war technology of the
day. He ends up as a prize of Thidrek who
introduces him to Gunnar. Gunnar and
Grimhild represent his movement (*ER) into
a position in society from being a roaming
warrior. He helps Gunnar in return find a
wife, a wife who represents the fertility
function, as Helen of Troy did and they enter
a period of stasis and peace ruling together
associated with the root *ES. But *ES splits
into Sein and Seyn when the secret is
revealed by Grimhild to Brunhild. Then there
is death to pay for that embarrassment. As
Siegard seemingly invincible due to his
dragons blood covered and toughened skin
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except for a single weak spot that makes him
similar to Achilles. The dragon's blood that
toughens his skin is the beginning of the story
and the weakness where it could not be
applied is the end of the story of Siegard.
The story steps through the roots and kinds
of Being quite meticulously without many
extraneous unexplained details left over or
lacuna. It is a findy polished exposition of
the roots and kinds of Being that conforms to
the sequence of the Primal Scene of the Indo-
Europeans as well as a primer as to the
interrelations of the social functions. It is an
excdlent proof that this pattern was till
meaningful at the time of the Thidrek's Saga.
The story was a mnemonic device for laying
out the infrastructure of the Indo-European
worldview to those who could hear its
resonances beneath the narrative of the story.
The key point is that each social function has
a different basis within the roots of Being
and the kinds of Being that separate the
Castes also separate the roots of Being.
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What is of interest is that once we know this
pattern that it is possible to project it onto the
movement of Odysseus in the Odessey
through a series of recognitions from his low
point on the island in the middle of the Sea
with Calypso to the killing of the suitors.
Thisis|eft as an exercise to the reader, but it
is clear that the recognitions of Odysseus had
avery similar structure that may be explored
in order to give even greater depth to the
moded of roots and kinds of Being aligned
with the structure of the Primal Scene. If we
can find it in the Thidrek's Saga and the
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Odyssey then we can begin to gain
confidence that this pattern of the roots and
kinds that we have found is actually part of
the deep structure of the Indo-European
worldview and not just a projection we are
making from shaky linguistic evidence of the
fractured roots of Being and the logical
differentiation of the kinds of Being.

M ahabhar ata and Bhagavad Gita

We triangulate on the Indo-european core by
considering the two epic traditions and what
they have in common. It is strange that there
is so little work on the relation between the
two epic traditions, and also in relation to the
epics of the Sumarians. The epics and stories
of the Sumarians have many strange
correspondences to Indo-European themes
especially the theme of the tree with the
Eagle and Serpent. It is clear that the
Sumerians in some sense defined what the
godding of the gods meant and that this
heritage was taken seriously by the Greeks
when they described their gods. Since the
Greek gods are essentially Semitic judging
from the Ugritic material we get strange
overlays of Indo-European and Semitic in
those myths. In a sense the Sumerian myths
and gods stand as an independent variable
that allows us to attempt to separate the
various strands in this mixture. The Indo-
European material in India is much purer,
Sanskrit even preserves all the original eght
grammatical cases of the Proto-Indo-
European. The structure of the gods in the
Vedas is purdy Indo-european and correlates
highly with the structure of the Norse gods.
However, the Vedas are ailmost purely songs
of praise and the myth behind the gods was
missing from the Vedic Material. It was a
student of Dumazil that realized that this
myth was being told in the MahaBharata
projected on to the human level with the
names of the Gods who corresponded to each
of the Pandava brothers changed to protect
the innocent. The Mahabharata is a great
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epic which deserves comparison to the Greek
epics even though it is not as ancient in its
rendition. But when we begin looking
carefully at the two epics it becomes clear
that the traditions were very conservative and
what has come down to us corresponds to
such a degree that the noise has obviously
been minimized.

For a long time | wondered how to compare
these two epic traditions until | realized that
the key is the lining up of the wars. In other
words one would think that the great fight in
the Mahabharata should be lined up with the
siege of Troy. But a siege is very different
from a battle in its dynamics. But when we
look more carefully we see that what should
really be lined up is the Battle in the
Mahabharata and the Killing of the Suitorsin
the Odyssey. When we realize that this is the
point of comparison then other events in the
two epic traditions that seem so different
begin to align. For instance, a key is that
prior to the killing of the suitors Odysseus is
lost wandering at sea and then in disguise on
Ithica. This lines up with the exile in the
forest and the year of disguise in the
Mahabharata. Beyond that the Trojan horse
as the metis of Odysseus aligns with the dice
game in the Mahabharata. Once these
alignments begin to appear it is possible to
allow the two epic traditions to begin mutual
elucidation of each other and we find that in
each case there is a single set of narrative
ideas which are each incarnated differently
but have the same significance when seen in
relation to the whole epic in each case. This
kind of analysis shows that the two traditions
are very fixed in the narrative structure. In
fact, it has been found that the same
structure appears in the myth of Hercules so
that there are actually three narratives that
can be compared. | have been working on a
manuscript that delineates these
correspondences in more detail. But what is
of interest here is the fact that we can see
very similar ideas within the narrative
structures of the two epic traditions. The next
step is for us to follow this kind of
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correspondence up and look in the
Mahabharata for some semblance of the
kinds of structures we found in the Iliad that
attempts to show that the ontological
structure we have been touting actualy
figures in the Indo-European tradition itsdlf
and is not just something abstractly figured
in the roots of Anglo-Saxon grammar and the
Indo-European roots. We will take as our
point of departure the Bhagavad Gita. In this
we see many paralles between Arjuna and
Achilles as already mentioned.
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Thefirst point is that of the representation of
the poet presenting the work is more
articulated in the later epic. The poet of the
Mahabharata is reciting the story to a young
boy and Ganesha is recording it. Right here
we see the relation of the stream of words
and their recording, thus the difference
between the Wesan and the ER is marked.
But instead of the Norns or muses being in
the place of Weorthan we find there the Poet
himsdf. A strange thing in the Mahabharata
is that the poet claims to engender in the
poem the race he is describing. The poet
enters the poem as himsdf and gives his seed
which becomes the two armies which battle it
out in the poem. Thus incipience is taken
over in the poem by the poet himsdf rather
than appealing to the Norns or Muses. This
is in keeping with the role of the seers in
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India who in some sense are seen as the
creators of the gods as well as the reporters
of their actions. So Weorthan is the Being of
the poet whose words are written by
Ganesha, god of memory, with the head of an
elephant, son of Shiva and Shakti who plays
the role of recorder. The living words (as
*ER) of the epic also go into the ear of the
young boy who listens about the tales of his
ancestors. But between the flowing word and
the written words there appears the
incarnation of Vishnu as Krisna who
ultimately acts as the chariot driver of
Arjuna. Varuna identifies in the Bhagavad
Gita with *BHEU, i.e. Beon. So there is an
incarnation of one of the manifestations of
Brahman within the story. The story itsdf
concerns the two groups of brothers one
which follows the dharma but ends up in Hdll
because they were led astray by Krishna and
the other which follow their lower selves but
end up in heaven because they fulfilled their
role as Warriors in the Caste system.
Dharma here means a culturally sanctioned
norm that is divingly inspired, much like the
Sumarian me. These two sides that are
continually struggling throughout the poem
represent the Sie and Sy or Sein and Seyn.
What is the same between them, i.e. the basis
of their similarity is their kinship and this
then represents the *ES. Arjuna on the battle
field between the two armies recognizes this
kinship and thus recognizes the nihilism of
the situation where family is killing itsdf.
Krishna as the chariot driver explains why
Arjuna should fight because he momentarily
wants to withdraw as Achilles did. His
advice to Arjuna is to go ahead and fight
because to do otherwise would lead to shame,
whereas these men whom he is rdlated to are
already dead from the cosmic perspective so
his killing them now will make no difference
in the long run. In the process Arjuna asks
many hard questions and eventually asks to
see the god Vishnu himsdf which is revedled
to him. In the midst of the narrative by
Krishna Arjuna finds the courage to continue
and the battle commences. Krishna describes
the Bodhi which is a divine sense higher than
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mind by which he may be sensed and
understood. Varuna identifies explicitly with
*BHEU or Beon and thus takes the place of
the tree, yaddrasil as the ultimate reality
which fructifies and grows. Vishnu means
the one who makes it possible for what is
created by Brahma and destroyed by Shivato
be preserved. But when we look at the
iconography it becomes clear that it is not
just between creation and destruction but
also between destruction and creation, that is
the perseverance between karmic cycles
which is also meant. In this sense we can see
the Brahman as the Weorthan, Brahma and
Shiva are like the Sein and Seyn, they are
opposites which are ultimately the same. The
ES that binds them together is the dance
which causes men to arise, gain their strength
and then decline or diein feats of glory. The
ER that moves is the Shakti. The Wesan that
abides is Karma. Vishnu is the Beon which
mediates the enframing of Karma/Shakti and
Brahma/Shiva.
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Vishnu means the pervading one. It was news
to me latdy to find out that Sanskrit is
basically a mass language and not a count
language like many  Indo-European
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languages. Thus in Sanscrit we talk of
Dharmas in a Dharmati. A dharmati is a
spacetime locus filled with attributes that is
like an aggregate. (This idea should be
familiar from Neo-Platonism even though
Greek is a count language. It is this idea that
led to the theory of Alchemy when it
confronted the superficial color
transformations of the Dyeing and Metal
tinting craft in Egypt.) Qualities pervade the
aggregate dharmati. That pervasion is seen
as Vishnu the one who pervades. In this
reading Beon is the medium that carries the
Dharmas which pervade the Dharmati locus.
This focus on mass rather than count ways of
looking at things through nouns produces a
very different kind of ontology and makes
Buddhist ontology comprehensible as a
return to the inherent phenomenological
ontology inherent in the Sanskrit Language.
Somehow these same pregjudices are carried
over into the philosophies of Aristotle and
Plato who also focused on qualities. They
talked about earth, air, fire and water which
structurally broke down into hot, cold, wet
and dry. But if we understand the e ements as
the trace of the enframing in the Indo-
european roots then we can understand
elemental theory as an organization of the
qualities within the medium of the *BHEU
rather than externally as we normally find it
in Greek physics. In other words, instead of
the enframing surrounding the *BHEU it is
introjected into the *BHEU to be the
dements. This theory, because of the
authority of Aristotle and Plato lasted a long
time before it was realized that it was
completely wrong and was replaced by
Mendedev's table of dements. It was wrong
physically, but it was not necessarily wrong
ontologically from the Indo-European stand
point, because Aristotle and Plato merdy
reversed the enframing and introjected it into
*BHEU rather than the other way around.
They were carrying on the traditional image
of the Indo-European worldview in an
inverted picture which becomes clear only
when we know the pattern of the primal
ontology. Of course, the Chinese language
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also was a Mass oriented language in terms
of its nouns and so there was a harmony with
Sanskrit on this point that the Buddhists took
advantage of as they transferred the tradition
to China.

Count nouns have essences that own ther
properties and give unity to objects. Mass
nouns, and other non-count nouns, have a
collection of attributes that does not
necessarily have any unity, it is more a
totality that has emergent properties and
operators at the mass level. It is necessary to
have special marking words to enumerate the
things inside a mass like a blade of grass in
the mass of a yard. Masses have boundaries
around bags of instances. Count objects are
always instances already. With count nouns
we can take an attribute and relate it to a
universal or to a thing to get a particular.
Things can be instances in a Mass or
countable particulars. Attribute and Mass via
boundary and universal becomes a particular
instance. Between attribute, universal and
particular we can construct a syllogism. A
similar constraint happens on a mass through
a boundary to create an instance. This
similar constraint is the pervasion of Indian
logic which is the dual of the syllogism. The
syllogism says: Socrates is a Man; All men
are mortal; Therefore Socrates is Mortal. Or
again Particular is a Universal; Universal has
an Attribute Therefore Particular has the
Attribute. This is the dual of the Pervasion
which says: Mass has Boundary; Instance is
in Boundary; Therefore Instance is in Mass.
The instance is pervaded by what ever
pervades the mass in a particular spacetime
locus. Pervasion is just as strong logically as
the syllogism. Peirce pointed out that there
are three ways to arrange the statements of
the syllogism giving induction, deduction,
and abduction. There is probably similar
differences in the arrangements of the
statements in a pervasion. All combinations
of a pervasion must have different logical
meanings. MB+BI->MI (Mass has a
Boundary, Boundary has an Instance, thus
Instance has everything in the Mass); MI-IB-
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>MB (Mass has an Instance, Instanceisin a
Boundary; thus Mass has a boundary); IM-
MB->IB (Instance is in a Mass, Mass has a
boundary, thus instance is in a boundary).
The first moves from the Mass to the
Instance via the Boundary. The second
moves from the Mass to the Boundary via
the Instance. The third moves from the
Instance to the Boundary via the Mass. The
first is classical pervasion dependent on the
definition of the spacetime loci. The second
posits the boundary on the basis of a subset
of instances. The third posits the boundary
on the basis of the mass. Each of the three
versions show mutual implication just like
the syllogism where Particular, Universal and
Attribute are mutually implicated. AU+UP-
>AP is deduction; AP+PU->AU isinduction;
and UA+AP->UP is abduction. It is of
interest that when we look at the reation
between the gestalt and the flow we see that
the former is a figure on a ground while the
flow is the dual of this where there is a
foreground flow against a reference point.
We can see the background as a mass, and
the figure as a particular. We can see the
foreground as a set of attributes and the
reference as an instance. Thus the gestalt and
flow bifurcation crosses between count and
mass in both directions. This is very
interesting from a phenomenological
standpoint. Gestalts and flows are aways
seen together. If you look at your own
experience you will see it is aways a
combination of gestalt and flow where flows
are always conjuncted with gestalts and vice
versa in experience. This represents a cross-
connection between the Mass and Count
ways of looking at things is always implicit
in experience. The *ES moves to *ER but
also vice versa because the gestalt is when
the *ES dominates and the flow is when the
*ER dominates. When we deepen this to add
the Proto-Gestalt and Proto-Flow of the
Meta-system we see that the Proto-Gestalt is
a deeper background benesth the Gestalt
represented by *WES and the Proto-Flow is
a closer foreground in front of the Flow
which is the *WER and which accounts for



Primal Ontology and Archaic Existentiality -- Kent Paimer

the incipience of the Weorthan

There is a theory which | have articulated
that for count languages it is the mass that
describes the mysterious and vice versa
Thus we can say that the Trinity is a mass
concept in a count world. Holy Ghost is the
mass, the Father is the boundary and the Son
is the instance. This explains why the Holy
Ghost pervades the Son through the Father.
In China when we describe the Emperor it is
exactly the opposite. Everything is a mass
type noun in the Chinese language so the
mysterious thing there is count. Thus, the
attributes of power are rdated to heaven
through the particular of the Emperor. When
we put these duals of pervasion and
syllogism together we get what Jung calls the
Axiom of Maria that the three always gives
rise to the four. In this case this occurs
because the trinity of pervasion is the dual of
syllogism, but there are matched eements
because the Mass is matched with the
Attributes and the Instances are matched
with the Particulars. This fourfold modd that
comes out of the doubling of three by
pervasion and syllogism. Jung presents this
guaternio in Aion as the cycle of the
Antropos -Man -Serpent -Lapis -Rotundum.
This cycle is a lot like the Emergent Meta-
system described in the author's paper The
Reflexive Autopoietic Dissipative Special
Systems Theory. An explanation of this may
be found in the paper Holonomic Alchemy.
What is of interest hereis that thetop triad is
mass pervasion and the bottom triad is count
syllogism and that the two together gives us
the image of a quaternio formation that Jung
saw  somehow in  Alchemy. The
antropos/rotundum is the boundary for the
mass of the lapis, or philosophers stone,
which gives us the particularity of the
instance man. On the other hand the Serpent
is the universal which constrains the
attributes of the stone to give us the
particular of the man. Man is particular and
instance together. We see that is the
Gilgamesh epic where the hero is conjuncted
with Enkidu. The Gilgamesh epic basically
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visits al the postions of this cycle
backwards. Noah whom Gilgamesh visits
after Enkidu's death gives him the plant of
life which he loses to the serpent before
returning home. This shows that the cycle
found by Jung is really embedded in the
Sumerian material and is a picture of the
Emergent Measystem in terms of the
conjunction of mass pervasion and count
syllogism which we see as count and non-
count nouns in language. This transformation
back and forth between count and non-count
ways of looking at things is key also to our
problem of the roots of Being. Each time we
transition to the System with its emergent
properties we are entering the mass from the
reductionist count way of looking at thingsin
terms of forms. But also when we look at the
meta-system we are also entering the mass
because we cannot think of the environment
as a count thing but only as a mass of things.
One entry into the mass emphasizes
emergence, i.e. surplus, while the other
emphasizes de-emergence, i.e. lack. One sees
the mass from the outside while the other
sees it from the inside departing from the
level of Form. Seeing the ocean from the
outside we see its waves while from the
inside we are engulfed by it. This difference
between the movement from count syllogism
to mass pervasion with a focus on emergence
or de-emergence is what is happening when
we move from *ES to *ER and from *WES
to *WER. In other words the difference
between *ES and *ER gives us the surplus
that signifies a system. The movement from
*WES to *WER signifies the difference
between origin and source, i.e. space and
time of the meta-system. In the cusp between
these two transitions to mass arises the
*BHEU of Beon. *BHEU reverses this
process. It is a transition to count from mass
in each direction. The *BHEU has a meta-
essence that allows it to grow and deveop.
*ES only has a static essence and thus
represents static clinging. Dynamic Clinging
demands the development of the meta
essence that governs the development of the
animal at each stage of genetic unfolding.
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Meta-essence means essence’, or essence of
an essence, which is a constraint on the
constraints on the attributes of the thing. We
get that by coming back to count from mass
in both directions at once, i.e. from system
and meta-system. From the system we de-
emerge and from the meta-system we emerge
to produce a partia system and a partial
meta-system, i.e. a holon which has a form
dictated by Special System Theory. The
partial system & partial meta-system has a
flexibility and robustness that nether the
system with a fixed unified essence nor the
meta-system which is a detotalized totality
can imitate. As we pull back from the system
in de-emergence we get the possibility of
extending back out into another system based
on another essence. As we pull back from the
meta-system in emergence we get the
articulation of some possibility within the
meta-system that was not realized before, the
meta-system is the complementary origin and
arena of the system. Each system must fit the
filter of the meta-system it arises within. If
we combine realizing new possibilities
inherent in the meta-system by new systems
with the retraction of essence so that new
essences can form we get the construct of the
meta-essence. The meta-essence is what
allows the physus of growth and development
to occur on the individual level and crossover
an mutation in the species. We speculate that
the Indo-Europeans learned about this when
they invented agriculture in the natural
breadbasket of ther homdand around
Cattahayuk. It is there that the source
populations of various grains naturaly
overlap®™. We speculate that they took what
they learned about the genetic engineering of
grain and applied it to horses before or after
they were driven out of their homeand by the
Sumerians. It is aso through this method that
they learned dynamic clinging as an
approach to existence. We do not cling to
essences but allow them to transmute and
dynamically cling to the whole process by
letting go of individual stages. This is why

31 Science Article
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there is so much emphasis on transformation
in Greek mythology and other Indo-European
myths. Beon is a regrasping of count from
both the system and the meta-system and
thus it lays down the possibility of the non-
dual within the enframing of ES /ER /WES
/WER and accounts for the hyper-efficacious
(hyper-efficient/hyper-effective)
characteristics of animate life. Thus Indo-
European languages tend toward count ways
of looking at things from ther roots in non-
count or mass ways of looking at things. But
fundamentally these two ways of looking at
things are conjuncted within the enframing to
giverise to the meta-emergent qualities of the
*BHEU or Beon which describes the
qualities of animatelife.

When we look at the Bhagavad Gita there is
in it a strange double presence where
Samjaya is recounting what is happening to
Dhrtarastra while it is happening on the
Battle field.

The dalogical whole of the Gita is constituted by a
dialogue within a dialogue, that is by an indirectly
narrated dialogue. The main dialogue, that of Krsna
with Arjuna, is presented through Samjaya, who wwe
overhear relating that dialogue to Dhrtarastra, the
blind king whole sons are the leading force in the
army arrayed over against the army led by Arjuna and
his brothers. Samjaya, a chariotere, can relate the
dialogue to his master while the two are at ta distance
from the scene, due to supernatural powers given to
him by Vyasa for the purpose. The whole, both innner
dialogue and the interplay of narrator and speaker in
his own person with the narator also voicing the
speech of Krsna and Arjuna, unfolds in a dramatic
way, and this drama it is that funamentally determins
the course of the dialogue and the manner of

presentation of the tea(:hing.32

This double presence in the dialogue is
extremely important. The dialogue is present
to Arjuna and Krisna in the first person but
is present to the Blind King whose
foolishness has led to this end as well. Thus
in a way Krisna is speaking to both Arjuna
and Dhrtarastra simultaneously. Dhrtarastra

%2 Gotshalk, R. Bhagavad Gita (Matilal Banarsidasss
Pub, Dehi, 1985) p. xiv
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the blind king is sitting with the enemy army
awaiting the battle and hearing second hand
of Arjunas doubts. Dhrtarastra is one who
has had doubts all along but as continued to
support his greedy son despite these doubts.

Both Durodhana, Dhrtarastra's greedy son,
and Arjuna survey the battle field as the two
armies appear present-at-hand, i.e in static
ritual presentation prior to the action of
Battle. Bishma blew his Conch when
Durodhana was depressed by the odds. This
causes a cascade of Conch blowing from
each side. This leads Arjuna to ask Krisna,
who is his chariot driver to place his chariot
between the two armies so that they can be
seen better. Having done that Krisna said "O
Son of Prtha, behold the assembled Kurus."

The beholding of the battle lines prior to
battle is a perfect example of Pure Beng.
Pure Being is a static presentation where
everything is made available. But here we see
that what is made available is the two armies
who may hurt or be hurt with respect to each
other. Pure Being is the clearing in which the
nihilistic opposites are arrayed against each
other.

Arjuna beholds them but sees them not as an
army but as an assemblage of his kinfolk and
worries that he will by destroying them
destroy himsdf. He sees that in reality the
two armies are one family divided against
itsdf and thus the war is a nihilistic situation.
The two extreme nihilistic opposites are
really the same thing, and this causes Arjuna
to want to turn away from the battle just as
Achilles did when he noted that the Acheans
were no better than the Trojans.

Krisna as Vishnu urges Arjuna to stand up
and fight. Arjuna says that he cannot raise
his Bow against his teachers and family
because it will destroy the dharma of ther
family. To this Vishnu gives the famous

reply:

You grieve for those who are not to be grieved for,
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yet you speak words about wisdom. The learned do
not grieve for the living or for the dead.

Never was | not, or you nor these rulers of men; and
never hereafter will any of us not be. For just as the
embodied one comes to childhood, youth, and old age
in his body, so he comes to another body: | this

matter, the intelligent person is not del uded.*®

Karma is the reason that one should not
grieve because who ever is alive will die and
live again. There is continuity on either side
of death that is certain. Just as there is
continuity in this world there is a similar
continuity across the discontinuities between
death in one body and birth in another body.
Thisis a theory of the conservation of souls,
similar to the theory in modern physics of the
conservation of energy. This theory of
reincarnation based on karmic causation is
the form of the assumption of continuity that
Being projects on existence.

It is contacts with sense-objects, sun of Kunti, that
yidd pleasure and pain, hot and cold; but these
conditions are not lasting, they come and go. Endure
them, Decendent of Bharata! For he whome these do
not disturb, the intdligent man who is the same
amidst pleasure and pain, heis fit for immortality, O
Bull of Man.

The unreal is never known to become real, nor the
real to cease being real. The dividing line between
the two is seen by those who see truth.

Know that that by which all this is pervaded, is
indestructible; nothing can work the destruction of
this which is subject to no change. What has an end is
these bodies, belonging to that embodied one who is
himself eternal, indestructible, and immeasurable.

Therefore, fight, o descendent of Bharata.3*

Here we see the concept of pervasion, Vishnu
is the pervading one, which is indestructible
and gives the souls there indestructibility in
the face of dissolution and destruction prior
to the inevitable reincarnation. Vishnu is the
mass, the bodies are the limits, and the souls
are the instances in this mass pervasion way

3 Gotshalk, p.6 lines 11-13
3 Gotshalk, p.6-7 lines 14-18
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of looking at things which is the underlying
assumption of Indian philosophy. Notice how
the truth and redlity are defined in terms of
each other. Real and Unreal never become
mixed and this dividing line is seen by those
who seethetruth.

Both he who considers him to be slayer and he who
considers him to be slain, fail to understand: he
neither slays nor is slain. He is never born and never
dies, he ahs had no coming-to-be in the past, and will
have no coming-to-be in the future. Unborn, eternal,
everlasting, ancient, he is not slain when the body is
slain. He who knows him who is indestructible,
eternal, unborn, changeless, how and whom does the
man slay or cause to be slain, Son of Prtha.

Just as a man, leaving old garments behind takes on
and different ones, so the embodied one, leaving old
bodies behind gains new and different ones.

Weapons do not cleave him in two, fire does not burn
him, water does not wet him, winds do not dry him.
He is not able to be cleaved in two, burned, wetted,
dried; he is eternal, all-pervasive, stationary,
immovable, primeval. He is called unmanifest, the
unthinkable, the invariable; therefore, know him as
such, you must not grieve.

And likewise, if you think he is perpetually born and
perpetually dying, even so Strong-Armed, you must
not grieve for him. For the one born, death is certain,
and to the one dying birth is certain. Therefore you
must not grieve over what in unavoidable. Beings are
unmanifest in their beginnings and ends, manifest in
their middles: what in this is to be lamented, O
Descendant of Bharata?

This embodies one in the body of each, is perpetually
invulnerable: therefore, Descendent of Bharata, you

must not grieve for any being.35

It is clear that Vishnu's pervasion of all
Beings renders them indestructible in their
essence even though they are destructible
outwardly. Destruction merdy  means
transfer to another rencarnation in an
endless cycle. It is clear why the Buddha
found Karma oppressive and tried to escape
it into Nirvana. Human beings are split into
the embodied materials that return to the
earth and the souls that transmigrate. Both of
these are pervaded by Vishnu which is the

% Gotshalk, p.7-8 lines 19-30
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indestructible medium for the souls which
stands over against the continual birth out of
themselves of the bodies which is seen to be
the work of Brahma (creator) and Shiva
(destroyer).

Moreover, having regard for your own particular
dharma, you must not falter. Thereis not higher good
for a ksatriya than to fight accordant with dharma.
Happy is the ksatriya, Son of Prtha, who meets with
such a fight which, coming unsought, throws open the
door of heaven. But if you will not engage in this
dharma-accordant encounter, then having forsaken
your own particular dharma as well as glory, you will
incur sin. And further, beings will recount your
unalterable disgrace; and for one who has been held
in honor, disgrace is worse than death. Greater
warriors will think you withdrew from battle out of
fear, and you, having been highly thought of by them,
will be made light of. And your enemies will speak
many unseemly words, scoffing at your ability. What
could be more painful than that. Either slain, you will
gain heaven; or victorious, you will enjoy the earth.
Therefore, stand up, Son of Kunti, the decision is
made for battle!

Treating pleasure and pain, gain and loss, victory and
defeat, as all alike, become readied for battle! In that

. . .36
way you will not incur sin.

Vishnu reinforces his advice by saying that
Arjuna needs to follow his own dharma as a
warrior. That following onés own dharmais
the way to Heaven or rewards in the Earth,
either way one is a winner as long as one
follows his dharma. Vishnu then after
cajoling turn from the Samkhya to the Yoga
vein and says the following:

This (preceding) understanding is addressed to you in
the Samkhya vein; but listen to this (following)
understanding, addressed to you in the Yoga vein.
Imbued with this understanding, Son of Prtha, you
will leave behind the bondage of activity (karman). In
this no effort is lost, no regress is known; even a little
of this practice rescues on from the great fear.

In this, joy of the kurus, the buddhi which is resolute
is unitary; many-branched, indeed, endless is the
buddhi of he how is not resolute.

Son of Prtha, the undiscerning, who delight in the
letter of the Vedas and say, "there is nothing beyond

% Gotshalk, p. 8 lines 31-38
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this', who are characterized by desire and have
heaven a their chief aim, proclaim that flowery word
which gives birth to the fruit of activity (karman) and
offers an abundance of different rites to be performed
for attaining lordship and enjoyments. The buddhi of
those who are engrossed in lordship and enjoyments
and a whose mind is captivated by that flowery word,
is not established in ingatheredness (samadhi) when
it forms its resolves.

The Vedas have as their subject-matter, activity
within the three gunas,; but you, Arjuna, become free
of the three gunas, become able to constantly stand in
the truly-essential (sattva), free of dualities, free of
acquisition-and-possession, sdf-possessed! For a
brahmana who knows, there is much use in all the
Vedas as thereis in a well when water is overflowing
on all sides.

Your rightful claim is to activity (karman) alone,
never to its fruits; let not the fruit of activity (karman)
be what impels you, but do not let yoursdf be
attached to inactivity (akarma) either. Standing in
disciplined-union (yoga) be active, Wealth winner,
having relinquished attachment and having gained
equilibrium amidst success and failure. Equilibrium
is called disciplined-union (yoga). Activity (karman)
is inferior by far indeed to the disciplined-union
(yoga) of buddhi, Wealth-winner; seek refuge in
buddhi! Pitiful are those who areimpelled by the fruit
of activity (karman). One whose buddhi is yoked-in-
disciplined-union leaves behind good and evil doing
even while here on earth. Therefore become readied
for disciplined-union (yoga)! Effort-disciplined-
within-union (yoga) is skillfulness in activities
(karman).

Having relinquished the fruit born of activity
(karman) and with buddhi yoked-in-disciplined-
union, having become free of the bondage of birth,
the wise arrive at a state without ills. When your
buddhi shall cross over beyond the confusion of
delusion, then you will reach a condition of
indifference to what you have heard or what you will
hear (from the Vedas). When your buddhi, turned this
way and that due to what you have heard (from the
Vedas), shall come to stand in ingathered-union
(samadhi), unmoving, immovable, then you will reach
disciplined-union (yoga)®’

Notice that the foregoing Samkhya
explanation was cosmological while the latter
yogic explanation is personal. One reaches
the attainment of the higher state by not
holding on to the fruits of actions. If you are

37 Gotshalk, p. 9-10 lines 39-53
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indifferent to the fruits of action but do them
because they are according to your dharma
then your buddhi which is a faculty higher
than the mind becomes clarified and your
reach a state of samhadi, or ingatheredness.
Thisis called prajna or wisdom.

What we notice is that between the two views
of Vishnu we find the curious mention of the
Vedas being like an overflowing well. It is
right then that we know that we are looking
at another version of the Well and the Tree.
Here, however, the Treeis Vishnu, the Indo-
European lord of the many worlds of
embodied creatures, and the W€l is the
Vedas that are songs of praise of many gods.
Vishnu claims to be the god of all those gods
and men who inhabit the many worlds
encompassed by the tree. The Vedas are the
repository of songs of praise and Vishnu is
the one who encompasses all those who are
praised both gods and humans. Vishnu
identifies himsdf with *BHEU and is reached
through the Buddhi. From this flows a very
sophisticated view of Action (karma) and
Non-Action (akarma) which is either in tune
with the Dharma or out of tune with the
Dharma. Arjuna is about to go out of tune
with his own Dharma and so Vishnu
intervenes with three strong arguments. First
is that embodied humans will all die and so
they might as well be dead already, so that
both the one who kills and is killed are
caught up in an illusion that it is they who
are doing or receiving the actions, whereas
the souls are indestructible and cannot be
harmed. He also appesals to Arjuna s pride as
awarrior in search of glory and afraid of the
inglorious ridicule of his peers. Finally he
tdls Arjuna how to control himsdf and how
not to do the actions seeking their fruits in
order to attain wisdom. Notice how the first
appeal relies on physus, because it is the
bodies not the BHEU of the souls that is
destructible. On the other hand the third
argument relies on logos, i.e the true
understanding of the Vedas and how that
leads to discipline in yoga which produces
non-attachment  from fruits with the
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implication that if you are not interested in
fruits then the karmic effects of your actions
will now effect you because you are
becoming one with Vishnu himsdf who
likewise is indifferent. So Physus and Logos
are subtlely indicated by the arguments. The
middle argument has to do with the opinions
of others of one's actions and whether one
will attain esteem in the eyes of other
warriors. In other words the social argument
appears between the cosmic and personal
arguments. The social argument is abutted to
the mention of the Vedas prior to the
cosmological argument. The Vedas are a
recognition of the society of the gods. Thus
human society and the society of the gods
stands between the cosmic and the personal.
The personal argument calls on Arjuna to
become sdf-disciplined and sdf-possessed
and independent of attachments. This sounds
a lot like an autopoietic system that is
independent of its environment except for
perturbations that it compensates for. If
yogic discipline puts us into an autopoietic
state then we can think of the cosmic
argument as dissipative in the sense that
Vishnu claims to conquer all bodies
ultimately. Vishnu claims to be an ordering
behind the scenes of birth and death which
overcomes all things. That is the ordering of
*BHEU which is referred to in  the
cosmological argument that is arrayed in
opposition to the autopoietic saf-possession
of the personal argument where onereaches a
comprehension of *BHEU through the
buddhi, a higher faculty. Between these two
arguments stands the society of men and the
society of the gods that come together in war
where the gods participate and in the Vedas
where men sing the praises of the gods.
Society stands for the reflexive special
system that in this case is standing between
an image of the autopoietic special system as
a picture of the sdf-possessed man who
disciplines himsdf and does not let the
vissitudes of pleasure or pain disturb him,
i.e. he keeps a homeostatic balance AND an
image of the dissipative special system as a
picture of Vishnu conquering all prior to
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their conquering each other. Vishnu is the
vanquisher prior to all vanquishing of one
embodied human by another. The inherent
ordering of the *BHEU is overwheming
everything. That order is embodied by the
dharma in which each creature has its own
specific way of acting that is right for itself
given its social and physical constraints and
up bringing. Thus we see that in this early
part of the Bhagavad Gita we have the
upsurge of the *BHEU as Vishnu between
the two armies. He is speaking to one person
from each side, the blind king and the
melancholy warrior. And his arguments
encapsulate a picture of the special systems
that come to be within the interstices in the
meta-levels of Being. In the midst of the
sociality of the gods and men is the
overflowing well of the Vedas, i.e. praise of
the gods by men and praise of the men for
each other as glory.

In general the Bhagavad Gita is an excellent
picture of the *BHEU as it was seen by the
Indians of the sub-continent. It is a summary
which we could comment on at length in
order to learn more about the nature of the
*BHEU as it appears in the form of Vishnu.
The vision that Vishnu gives Arjunais a case
in point. It is a very definite vision which
emphasizes the nature of the *BHEU as all
encompassing once it arises which
overpowers Arjuna who asks for the vision to
be taken away. Here it is only important for
us to understand how the BHEU was seen in
ancient Hinduism and how that contrasts
with the vision of the Buddha who attempts
to attain freedom from the whed of Birth and
death through the articulation of emptiness as
an alternative vision. That alternative vision
is of the dual of Being which is Existence.
The assumption of the ultimate discontinuity
and non-pervasion of all things is the inverse
of the assumption of karmic continuity and
pervasion. When we look deeply into the
special systems we see that they are modes
of Existence that appear non-dually within
Being. Yet it is important to note that these
duals could not be seen if it were not for the
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enframing of the *ES/ *ER // *WES /
*WER. Existence and Being arise together
out of that enframing.

Four Quartets

Someone who in our time faced nihilismin a
deep way is T.S. Eliot. His early poems were
al extremdy nihilistic, J Alfred Prufrock for
instance. But Eliot faced his own nihilism
and came to terms with it through his own
deep thought about Bhagavad Gita which he
embodied in his poem Four Quartets. The
Four Quartets allows us to bring the insights
of the Bhagavad Gita into our own time and
see how the same story is playing itsdlf out in
the modern age. In his four poems about his
own roots and the roots of all people who
live in time, Eliot makes the insights drawn
from the Bhagavad Gita his own.

"At the still point of the turning world,
Neither flesh nor fleshless;

Neither from nor towards;
at the still point, there the danceis.

But neither arrest nor movement.
And do not call it fixity,

When past and future are gathered.
Neither movement from nor towards,
Neither ascent nor decline.

Except for the paint,

the still point,

There would be no dance, and there is only the
dance."

~T.S.Eliot

Four Quartets has always been one of my
favorite poems due to the fact that Eliot by
an appeal to his Indo-european roots seems
to overcome in it the nihilism of his earlier
work. Of course it is heavily influenced by
the Maharabhata and especially the chapter
of the Bhagavad-Gita. However Eliot is not
just copying but has made these ancient Indo-
European thoughts uniquely his own. But the
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important point is the nature of the

overcoming of nihilism.

Two aspects of the Supra-rational is its non-
duality and its non-nihilistic quality. Nihilism
as defined by Stanley Rosen in his book
Nihilism is when there are two extreme
opposites which are in apparent conflict
which ultimately boil down to the same thing.
When one discovers that the conflict one is
caught up in is an illusion then there is a
sapping of meaning from the world. A prime
example of this from the Indo-European
tradition is Achilles leaving the battle after
Agamemnon takes Bresius away from him.
Achilles realizes the nihilism of that act
which is no better or different from the
abduction of Helen by Paris. Thus the whole
conflict of the War is undermined when
Achilles realizes that the Achaeans and the
Trojans are essentially the same. This
problem of nihilism is perennial in the Indo-
European tradition and the Bhagavad-Gita
gives the reply of Vishnu as Krisna on this
point. But it should be mentioned that within
the Mahabharata there is the violation of the
Dharma by each of the Pandava Brothers so
that eventually they who are nominaly
righteous end up in Hedl and their enemy
which is nominally unrighteous ends up in
heaven. Thus Krisna produces a great koan
by calling the Pandavas to act against the
dharma in the Epic while in the Bhagavad-
Gita he says to Arjuna that to fight is his
duty in spite of the fact that he is fighting
against his family. Most people read the
Bhagavad-Gita out of context with the
greater epic and thus miss this irony and
paradox. In other words, Vishnu who sets up
the Dharma calls the Pandavas to violate the
Dharma even while in the Bhagavad-Gita he
calls Arjuna to follow the Dharma of the
Warrior in spite of his ties to his family.
Thus a gtuation like that described by
Kierkegaard is set up where the God who
creates the Law calls for the violation of the
law. This is paradox. It is the opposite of
Supra-rationality. Supra-rationality would
say that two opposites were true at the same
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time without interfering. The Bhagavad-Gita
hints at this in its most sublime moments
when Vishnu describes himsdf as the essence
of everything in the universe. It is this
suprarationality that allows freedom from
paradoxicality that Eliot attempts to capture
in such lines as

"At the still point of the turning world,
Neither flesh nor fleshless;

Neither from nor towards;
at the still point, there the danceis.

But neither arrest nor movement.
And do not call it fixity,

When past and future are gathered.
Neither movement from nor towards,
Neither ascent nor decline.

Except for the paint,

the still point,

There would be no dance, and there is only the
dance."

~T.S.Eliot

Notice the non-duality of the neither-nor. At
the dtill point there is a droplet of
suprarationality in the midst of the paradox.
This is the point where one makes the non-
nihilistic distinction. This is typical of the
Indo-European way of looking at things.
Other traditions such as Buddhism, Taoism
and Sufism are precisdy the opposite
normally they have a droplet of paradox in a
sea of supra-rationality.

One of the big problems in Westerners
understanding Buddhism, Taoism or Sufism
is this switch of predominance from
Paradoxicality to Suprarationality. We
continually interpret suprarational statements
as paradoxical and thus misunderstand them.
This happens with Koans all the time. Most
Koans are pointing to the suprarational
nature of existence while only a few are
genuingdy paradoxical. On the other hand if
you look at the Western tradition Blythe
finds some supra-rational statements like
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Koans but for the most part we have
paradoxical statements concerning the
ultimate nature of existence. It is a matter of
where you are starting out what you need. If
you are starting out with existence then you
need the droplet of paradoxical Being
whereas if you are starting out with
Paradociality you need the droplet of
suprarationality. Indo-Europeans start out
with Being embedded in their language and
worldview. Other cultures do not have Being
but instead have existence as the basis and
thus they find a bit of paradox enlightening
occasionally. Here we are talking about
homeopathic doses.

When supra-rationality is achieved then we
know it by its non-duality and its non-
nihilistic character. When we look back at
the Indo-European roots we see that *BHEU
is Being and *DHEU is death and the word
*BHEUDH is the source of Bodhi and
Budd