


MARTIN
HEIDEGGER

Between Good and Evil

RUDIGER SAFRANSKI

Translated by Ewald Osers

HARVARD UNIVERSITY PRESS

Cambridge, Massachusctts
London, England



Copyright © 1998 by the President and Fellows of Harvard College
All rights reserved
Printed in the United States of America

Second printing, 1998

Originally published as Ein Meister aus Deutschland: Heidegger und seine Zeit, copyright by
Carl Hanser Verlag, Miinchen Wien 1994.

The publisher acknowledges the financial assistance of Inter Nationes e.V., Bonn.

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Daia
Safranski, Rudiger.
[Meister aus Deutschland.  English)
Martin Heidegger : between good and evil / Ridiger Safranski ; translated by Ewald Osers.
p. cm.
Includes bibliographical references and index.
ISBN 0-674-38709-0 (alk. paper)
1. Heidegger, Martin, 1889-1976. 2. Philosophers—Germany—Biography. I Title.
B3279.H49832413 1998
193—dca1
(B}  97-40754



FOR GISELA MARIA NICKLAUS

I owe a debt of gratitude to my friends who helped me
with their sympathy, their curiosity, and their own research:
Ulrich Boehm, Hans-Peter Hempel, Helmuth Lethen,

Cees Nooteboom, Peter Sloterdijk, Ulrich Wanner.






CONTENTS

Preface: A Master from Germany ix
Chronology xi
Abbreviations xv
Translator’s Note xix
1 Childhood and School 1
2 Idealism and Materialism: German Philosophy in the
Nineteenth Century 16
3 Career Planning and Career Problems 40
4 The Qutbreak of World War I: Habilitation, War Service,
and Marriage 55
5 The Triumph of Phenomenology: Husserl and Heidegger,
Father and Son 71
6 Revolution in Germany and the Question of Being 89

7 Parting with Catholicism and Studying the Laws of Free Fall
while Falling 107



10
11
12

13

14
15
16

17

18

19
20

21
22
23
24

25

Marburg University and Hannah Arendt, the Great Passion
Being and Time: What Being? What Meaning?

The Mood of the Time: Waiting for the Great Day

A Secret Principal Work: The Metaphysics Lectures of 1929-30
Balance Sheets at the End of the Republic

The National Socialist Revolution and Collective Breakout
from the Cave

Is Heidegger Anti-Semitic?
Heidegger’s Struggle for the Purity of the Movement
Departure from the Political Scene

The Age of Ideology and Total Mobilization: Heidegger
Beats a Retreat

The Philosophical Diary and Philosophical Rosary
Heidegger under Surveillance

Heidegger Faces the Denazification Committee: Barred from
University Teaching

What Do We Do When We Think?
Martin Heidegger, Hannah Arendt, and Karl Jaspers after the War
Heidegger’s Other Public

Adorno and Heidegger: From the Jargon of Authenticity to the
Authentic Jargon of the 1960s

Sunset of Life

Notes
Works Cited
Further Reading

Index

126
145
171
189

202

225
248
264
276

291
307
318

332
353
370
390

407
426

435
453
461
465



PREFACE: A MASTER FROM GERMANY

Heidegger’s story is a long one—whether the story of his life or of his philoso-
phy. It covers the passions and disasters of a whole century.

In terms of philosophy, Heidegger came from a long way back. He treated
Heraclitus, Plato, and Kant as if they were his contemporaries. He came so
close to themn he could hear and put into words what remained unuttered by
them. In Heidegger we still find the whole wonderful metaphysics, albeit at the
moment of its falling silent—or, to put it differently, at the moment when it
opens out into something else.

Heidegger's passion was asking questions, not providing answers. That
which he asked questions about and that which he was seeking, he called
Being. Throughout a philosophical life he continually asked this one question
about Being. The meaning of this question is nothing more and nothing less
than giving back to life the mystery that threatened to disappear in the mod-
ern world.

Heidegger began as a Catholic philosopher. He accepted the challenge of
the modern age. He developed the philosophy of a Dasein that finds itself



thrown under an empty heaven and in the power of all-devouring time, en-
dowed with the ability to design its own life. A philosophy that addresses the
individual in his freedom and responsibility and takes death seriously. The
question about Being in Heidegger’s sense means to release “Dasein the way
one weighs anchor to sail out, liberated, to the open sea.” It is a sad irony of
the history of philosophical effect that Heidegger’s question about Being has
very largely lost this liberating, lightening aspect, and that, if anything, it has
tended to intimidate and cramp thinking. It would be important to relax this
cramp. Then, perhaps, one might also be free enough to let the laughter of the
Thracian maid—who laughed when her master, the philosopher Thales of
Miletus, fell into a well while gazing at the stars—reply to many a miscarried
profundity of this philosophical genius.

A good deal of uneasiness persists to this day about Heidegger’s political
involvement. On philosophical grounds he became, for a while, a National
Socialist revolutionary, but his philosophy also helped him to free himself
from the political scene. He learned a lesson from what he had done, and his
thinking subsequently focused on the problem of the seducibility of the spirit
by the will to power. Heidegger’s philosophical way leads from resoluteness,
via the metaphysics, to the great historical moment, to composure at the end,
and to thinking that is a provident, stewardly intercourse with the world.

Martin Heidegger—a master from Germany.

He truly was a “master” from the school of the mystic Master Eckhart.
More than anyone else, he kept open the horizon for religious experience in a
nonreligious age. He found a way of thinking that remains close to things and
avoids a crash into banality.

He really was very “German,” as German as Thomas Mann’s Adrian
Leverkiihn. The history of Heidegger’s life and thought is, yet again, a Dr.
Faustus story. What emerges is the lovable, the fascinating, and the abysmally
profound element of a specifically German road in philosophy, one that was
to become a European event. And finally, through his political activity he also
had about him something of that “master from Germany” that Paul Celan’s
poem refers to.

Thus Martin Heidegger’s name represents the most exciting chapter in the
history of the German spirit in our century. It has to be told, the good and the
evil, and beyond good and evil.



CHRONOLOGY

1889

1903-1906

1906-1909
1909

1909-1911

1911-1913

September 26: birth of Martin Heidegger, son of Friedrich
Heidegger (August 7, 1852-May 2, 1924), master cooper and
sexton in Messkirch, and Johanna Heidegger, née Kempf (March
21, 1858-May 3, 1927).

Gymnasium in Constance on a scholarship. Accommodation in
the Catholic boarding school, the Konradihaus. Preparation for
a clerical career.

Gymnasium and archiepiscopal convent in Freiburg.

Heidegger enters the novitiate with the Jesuits in Tisis near Feld-
kirch (Vorarlberg, Austria). Discharged on October 13 because
of heart problems.

Study of theology and philosophy at Freiburg. Antimodernist
articles in Catholic periodicals.

Clerical training discontinued. Study of philosophy, the humani-
ties, and natural sciences at Freiburg. Scholarship for the study

of Catholic philosophy. Friendship with Ernst Laslowski. Study
of Edmund Husserl. Logic as a transcendent value of life.



1913

1915

1915-1918

1917
1919
1919
1920
1918—1923

1920

1922
1923
1923
1924
1925
1927

1928
1929

1929-30
1930

1931-32

1933

1934

Doctorate, with a thesis on “The Doctrine of Judgment in Psy-
chologism.”

Habilitation (title of Dozent), with a dissertation on “Duns Sco-
tus’s Doctrine of Categories and Meaning.”

Enlisted for military service (limited fitness; postal censorship
and meteorological service).

Marries Elfride Petri.

Birth of his son Jorg.

Break with the “system of Catholicism.”
Birth of his son Hermann.

Privatdozent and assistant to Husserl in Freiburg. Friendship
with Elisabeth Blochmann.

Start of friendship with Karl Jaspers.

Heidegger’s interpretations of Aristotle excite much attention in
Marburg.

His ontology lectures establish his reputation as the “secret king
of philosophy”

Appointment to Marburg. Moves to his cabin at Todtnauberg.
Friendship with Rudolf Bultmann.

Beginning of love affair with Hannah Arendt.

Arendt leaves Marburg.

Being and Time published.

Appointment to Freiburg as Husserl’s successor.

Inaugural lecture, “What Is Metaphysics?” March: lectures in the
Davos university courses. Debate with Ernst Cassirer.

Lectures on “The Fundamental Concepts of Metaphysics.”

First invitation to Berlin declined.

New Year's Eve at the cabin: Heidegger supports National Social-
ism.

Election to rectorate. May 1: joins the Nazi Party. May 27: recto-
rial address. Organization of the scholarship camp. Propaganda
appearances in Leipzig, Heidelberg, Tiibingen. Cooperation in
Baden university reform (introduction of the fiihrer principle).
October: second invitation to Berlin declined. Summer: last visit
to Jaspers.

Faculty squabbles and differences with governmental and party



1936

1936-1940

1936-1938

1937

1944
1945

1945

1946

1949

1950

1950

1951-52

1952
1953

authorities result in his resignation from the rectorship in April.
Summer: preparation of plans for a Dozentenakademie in Berlin.
End of correspondence with Jaspers. Lecture in Zurich on “The

Origin of the Work of Art.” Lecture in Rome on “Holderlin and

the Essence of Poetry.” Meeting with Karl Lowith.

In several Nietzsche lectures Heidegger critically discusses the
power thinking of National Socialism. Under surveillance by the
Gestapo.

Wrrites his “Beitrige zur Philosophie (Vom Ereignis)” (Contribu-
tions to Philosophy [On the Event]), intended for later publica-
tion.

Heidegger declines participation in the International Philosophi-
cal Congress in Paris.

Called up for the Volkssturm (People’s Militia).

January—February: in Messkirch to sort out and securely store
his manuscripts.

April-June: Philosophical faculty evacuated to Wildenstein Cas-
tle (near Beuron, Danube Valley). July: Heidegger before the
denazification committee. Philosophically interested French
occupation officers make contact with Heidegger. A planned
meeting with Jean-Paul Sartre does not materialize. Correspon-
dence with Sartre. Beginning of friendship with Jean Beaufret.
Jaspers’s expert opinion on Heidegger presented to denazifica-
tion committee. Heidegger banned from teaching (until 1949).
Beginning of friendship with Medard Boss. Letter to Beaufret:
On Humanism.

December: four lectures to the Club zu Bremen (“The Thing,”
“The Framework,” “The Danger,” “The Turn”).

Repeated lectures at the Bithlerhohe spa and to the Bavarian
Academy of Fine Arts.

February: Arendt visits Heidegger. Their correspondence and
friendship resume. Correspondence with Jaspers also resumes.
Heidegger resumes his university lectures.

Arendt’s second visit.

Bavarian Academy of Fine Arts lecture in Munich: “The Ques-

tion of Technology.” Beginning of Heidegger’s postwar career.
Friendship with Erhart Kistner.
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“Gelassenheit” (Composure) address at the Conradin Kreutzer
celebration in Messkirch. March 21: lecture in Cérisy-la-Salle.

Lecture in Aix-en-Provence. Acquaintance with René Char.
Beginning of the Zollikon Seminars with Medard Boss.
Appointed honorary citizen of Messkirch on September 27.
First trip to Greece.

Theodor Adorno’s pamphlet against Heidegger, Jargon of
Authenticity, published.

First seminar at Le Thor; continued 1968, 1969, and 1973 in
Zihringen.

The Spiegel interview (published after Heidegger’s death).
Arendt visits Heidegger. From then on she visits him every year.
The first volume of his Collected Works appears.

Heidegger dies on May 26 and is interred in Messkirch on
May 28.



ABBREVIATIONS

Following are the works by Heidegger cited in the text. The abbreviations shown
have been used for citations from the German works and the published collec-
tions of correspondence. They follow the abbreviations used by the author in the
German edition. A translation of each German title appears here in parenthesis;
where a corresponding published English translation has been cited, that biblio-
graphic information is also given.

GA 1 ff  Gesamtausgabe: Ausgabe letzter Hand (Collected Works: Author’s Fi-
nal Revision), series ed. Hermann Heidegger, Frankfurt.

INDIVIDUAL WORKS BY MARTIN HEIDEGGER

A Aufenthalte (Sojourns). Frankfurt, 1989.

BZ Der Begriff der Zeit. Tiibingen, 1989. ( The Concept of Time, trans.
William McNeill, Cambridge, Mass., 1992.)

D Denkerfahrungen (Thought Experiences). Frankfurt, 1983.

D]J Phinomenologische Interpretationen zu Aristoteles: Anzeige der herme-

neutischen Situation (Phenomenological Interpretations to Aristotle:
Indication of the Hermeneutical Situation). In Dilthey-Jahrbuch fur
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Philosophie und Geschichte der Geisteswissenschaften, vol. 6. Gottin-
gen, 1 989.

Erliuterungen zu Holderlins Dichtung (Explications of Holderlin’s
Poetry). Frankfurt, 1981.

Einfiihrung in die Metaphysik. Ttibingen, 1987. (An Introduction to
Metaphysics. Trans. R. Manheim. New Haven, Conn., 1987.)

Friihe Schriften (Early Writings). Frankfurt, 1972.

Gelassenheit. Pfullingen, 1985. (Discourse on Thinking: A Translation
of Gelassenheit. Trans. John M. Anderson and E. Hans Freund. New
York, 1969.)

Holzwege (Wrong Paths). Frankfurt, 1950.

“Die Herkunft der Kunst und die Bestimmung des Denkens” (The
Origin of Art and the Mission of Thinking). In Petra Jaeger and
Rudolf Liithe, eds., Distanz und Nihe: Reflexionen und Analysen zur
Kunst der Gegenwart (Distance and Proximity: Reflections and Analy-
ses on Present-Day Art). Wiirzburg, 1983.

Kant und das Problem der Metaphysik. Frankfurt, 1991. (Kant and the
Problem of Metaphysics. Trans. Richard Taft. Bloomington, Ind., 1990.)
Logik (Logic). Lectures, summer semester 1934, anonymous notes.
Ed. Victor Farias. Madrid, 1931.

Nietzsche, 2 vols., Pfullingen, 1961. ( Nietzsche, 4 vols. Trans. Joan
Stambaugh, David Farrell Krell, and Frank A. Capuzzi. San Francisco,
1987.)

Die Selbstbehauptung der deutschen Universitat: Das Rektorat. Frank-
furt, 1983. (“The Self-Assertion of the German University.” In Rich-
ard Wolin, ed., The Heidegger Controversy: A Critical Reader. New
York, 1991.)

Sein und Zeit. Tiibingen, 1963. (Being and Time. Trans. John Mac-
quarrie and Edward Robinson. San Francisco, 1962.)

Die Technik und die Kehre. Pfullingen, 1962. (“The Question Concern-
ing Technology.” In David Farrell Krell, ed., Martin Heidegger: Basic
Writings, rev. ed. San Francisco, 1993.)

Uber den Humanismus. Frankfurt, 1981. (“Letter on Humanism.” In
David Farrell Krell, ed., Martin Heidegger: Basic Writings, rev. ed. San
Francisco, 1993.)

Vortrige und Aufsdtze (Lectures and Essays). Pfullingen, 198s.

Vier Seminare (Four Seminars). Frankfurt, 1977.

Wegmarken (Track Markings). Frankfurt, 1978.

Was heisst Denken? Tiibingen, 1984. (What Is Called Thinking? Trans.
Fred D. Neick and J. Glenn Gray. New York, 1968.)



WM Was ist Metaphysik? Frankfurt, 1986. (“What Is Metaphysics?” In
David Farrell Krell, ed., Martin Heidegger: Basic Writings, rev. ed. San
Francisco, 1993.)

ww Vom Wesen der Wahrheit. Frankfurt, 1986. (“*On the Essence of
Truth.” In David Farrell Krell, ed., Martin Heidegger: Basic Writings,
rev. ed. San Francisco, 1993.)

Z Zur Sache des Denkens (On the Matter of Thinking). Tiibingen, 1984.
(On Time and Being. Trans. Joan Stambaugh. New York, 1972.)
VA Zollikoner Seminare (Zollikon Seminars). Frankfurt, 1987.

CORRESPONDENCE AND OTHER DOCUMENTS BY HEIDEGGER

BwHB  Martin Heidegger and Elisabeth Blochmann, Briefwechsel (Correspon-
dence). Ed. Joachim W. Storck. Marbach, 1989.

BwH]  Martin Heidegger and Karl faspers, Briefwechsel (Correspondence).
Ed. Walter Biemel and Hans Saner. Frankfurt and Munich, 1990.

BwHK  Martin Heidegger and Erhart Kistner, Briefwechsel (Correspon-
dence). Ed. Heinrich Wiegand Petzet. Frankfurt, 1986.

S Guido Schneeberger, Nachlese zu Heidegger: Dokumente zu seinem
Leben und Denken (Late Gleanings on Heidegger: Documents on His
Life and Thought). Berne, 1962.

OTHER CORRESPONDENCE

BwA] Hannah Arendt and Karl Jaspers, Briefwechsel (Correspondence).
Ed. Lotte Kohler and Hans Saner. Munich, 198s.

OTHER ENGLISH TRANSLATIONS OF WORKS BY HEIDEGGER

The Basic Problems of Phenomenology. Trans. Albert Hofstadter. Bloomington,
Ind., 1982.

The Fundamental Concepts of Metaphysics: World, Finitude, Solitude. Trans.
William McNeill and Nicholas Walker. Bloomington, Ind., 1995.

History of the Concept of Time, Prolegomena. Trans. Theodore Kisiel. Bloo-
mington, Ind., 1985.

Schelling’s Treatise on the Essence of Human Freedom. Trans. Joan Stambaugh.
Athens, Ohio, 1995.
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TRANSLATOR’S NOTE

The Heidegger literature in English, both primary and secondary, is still ex-
panding, with hitherto untranslated works being translated, existing transla-
tions being revised and reissued, and new critical work being published both
in America and in Britain. Therefore some of the more recent publications
may not yet be listed in library catalogues or available to researchers. While 1
made every effort to verify the English texts of the numerous references in
libraries on both sides of the Atlantic, as well as in online catalogues, it was
sometimes, because of the fluidity of the situation, unavoidable that a quota-
tion be attributed to an edition that is not the most recent.

In-text page citations are to the German editions of Heidegger’s works and
correspondence. When a published English translation is quoted, the refer-
ence appears in the notes; all other translations are my own.






The gale that blows through Heidegger's thinking—like that which still, after
thousands of years, blows to us from Plato’s work—is not of our century. [t comes
from the primordial, and what it leaves behind is something perfect which, like
everything perfect, falls back to the primordial.

HANNAH ARENDT

A truth must be able to depart this world, as one used to put it; otherwise it remains
worldless. The world has become so barren because so many manufactured ideas
are drifting around in it, placeless and imageless.

ERHART KASTNER

Without man, Being would be mute; it would be there, but it would not be
the True one.

ALEXANDER KOJEVE






CHILDHOOD AND SCHOOL

In 1928 Martin Heidegger, by then famous, wrote to the former prefect of the
clerical seminary in Constance where, for some years, he had been a student:
“Perhaps philosophy shows most forcibly and persistently how much Man is
a beginner. Philosophizing ultimately means nothing other than being a
beginner.”

Heidegger’s commendation of beginning is open to many interpretations.
He wishes to be a master of beginning. It was to the beginnings of philosophy
in Greece that he looked for a past future, and it was in the present that he
hoped to find the spot where, in the middle of life, philosophy is always born
anew. This occurs in “mood.” He criticizes any philosophy that professes to
have its beginning in thought. In reality, Heidegger argues, it begins with a
mood, with astonishment, fear, worry, curiosity, jubilation.

To Heidegger, mood is the link between life and thought, and there is some
irony in the fact that in his own case he was much opposed to any investiga-
tion of the connection between the two. He once began a lecture on Aristotle
with the lapidary sentence: “He was born, he worked, and he died.” That is



how Heidegger hoped that people would talk about him. This, no doubt, was
his great dream—to live for philosophy and perhaps disappear within his own
philosophy. That, too, is related to mood, which, perhaps all too quickly, dis-
covers in the present that which is importunate and therefore searches for
what is hidden. Life itself can be importunate. Heidegger’s mood makes him
state that “Dasein is thrown” and Being has “become manifest as a burden,’
for “Has Dasein as itself ever decided freely whether it wants to come into
‘Dasein’ or not, and will it ever be able to make such a decision?” (SuZ, 228).!

Heidegger was fond of the grand gesture, and in consequence one can never
be sure whether he is speaking of Western civilization or himself, whether
Being as such is being discussed or merely his own Being. But if the principle
is valid that philosophy springs not from thought but from mood, then ideas
should be at home not only in skirmish with other ideas but also on the
elevated plateau of tradition. Of course, Heidegger linked up with tradition,
but for reasons which lead back to his own life. These evidently do not allow
him to experience his own entry into the world as a gift or a promising arrival.
It must have been a crash—that is what his mood demands.

But the world into which he felt “thrown” was not that of Messkirch at the
end of the last century, where he was born on September 26, 1889, where he
passed his childhood, and where he was always fond of returning. He felt
“thrown” only when he was ejected from this domestic world that had
shielded him from the presumptions of modernity. It should not be forgotten
that coming into the world is not completed by being born. Several births are
necessary during a human life, and it may well be that one never fully arrives
in the world. But let us, for the moment, stay with his first birth.

Martin Heidegger’s father, Friedrich Heidegger, was a master cooper and a
sexton at St. Martin’s Catholic church in Messkirch. He died in 1924. He was
to see his son break with Catholicism, but he did not live long enough to see
his philosophical breakthrough. His mother died in 1927, and on her death-
bed Martin Heidegger placed his own copy of Sein und Zeit (Being and Time).

His mother came from the neighboring village of Goggingen. Whenever the
cold winds sweep down from the plateaus of the Swabian Alb, the Messkirch
people say: “It’s blowing from Goggingen.” Heidegger’s maternal ancestors
had lived there for generations on a fine farmstead, the Lochbauernhof. In
1662 an ancestor, Jakob Kemp, had received the farm in fief from the Cister-
cian monastery in Wald, near Pullendorf. In 1838 Heidegger’s grandfather



redeemed it for a price of 3,800 guilders. In spiritual matters, however, the
family continued under the guardianship of the Church.

His paternal ancestors were small peasants and craftsmen. They had come
from Austria in the eighteenth century. Local historians have established the
existence of extensive relationships with the Magerle and Kreutzer families.
From one of these emerged the most famous preacher of the seventeenth
century, Abraham a Sancta Clara, and from the other Konstantin Kreutzer, the
composer. There was also a distant connection between the Heideggers and
Conrad Gréber, Martin’s spiritual mentor at the Constance seminary and a
future archbishop of Freiburg.

Messkirch is a small town situated between Lake Constance, the Swabian
Alb mountains, and the Upper Danube—a barren, previously poor region
along the boundary between Alemannia and Swabia. The Alemannic charac-
ter tends to be ponderous, melancholy, and brooding, while the Swabian char-
acter is more cheerful, more open, and also more dreamy. The former inclines
toward sarcasm,; the later toward emotionalism. Heidegger had something of
each in him, and the figures he chose for his patrons were the Alemannic
Johann Peter Hebel and the Swabian Friedrich Holderlin. He saw both as
molded by the region while towering in the great world. This was how he also
saw himself: he wished to “open up to the vastness of the sky and at the same
time be rooted in the dark of the earth” (D, 38).

In a 1942 lecture Heidegger interpreted Holderlin’s Danubian hymn “Der
Ister” Attached to the lecture manuscript was a note that was not sub-
sequently included in the printed text: “It was perhaps inevitable that the poet
Holderlin should become the determining influence on the critical thought of
one whose grandfather was born at the very time when the ‘Ister’ hymn
[was] written—born, according to the records, in ovili (that is to say, in a
sheepfold on a farm), which lies near the bank of the river in the valley of the
Upper Danube, beneath the lofty crags.™

Self-mythicizing? Certainly an attempt to give himself a background he
would have wished to have—the splendor of Holderlin over the Donauhaus at
the foot of Wildenstein Castle below Messkirch. There the Heideggers lived in
the eighteenth century. The house still stands, and its occupants report that
the professor with the Basque beret repeatedly visited the place.

Situated near the Donauhaus and Wildenstein Castle is Beuron with its
famous Benedictine abbey, at one time an abbey of Augustine canons. This
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quiet monastic world, with its large library, its cowsheds and barns, attracted
Martin Heidegger even after he had separated from the Church. In the 1920s,
during breaks between semesters, he occasionally spent a few weeks there in a
monastic cell. Between 1945 and 1949, when he was under a teaching ban,
Beuron Abbey was the only place he appeared in public.

At the end of the nineteenth century Messkirch had some two thousand
inhabitants, most of them engaged in agriculture and the crafts. There was
also a little local industry—a brewery, a bobbin factory, and a dairy. In the
town were the administrative offices of the district, commercial schools, a
telegraph office, a railroad depot, a second-class post office, a district court,
cooperative headquarters, and the administrations of the local castle and its
estates. Messkirch was part of Baden, a circumstance of significance to its
cultural atmosphere.

There had been a vigorous liberal tradition in Baden since the beginning of
the nineteenth century. In 1815 it saw the enactment of a representative con-
stitution, and in 1831 the abolition of press censorship. Baden was a bastion
of revolution in 1848. In April of that year Hecker and Struve called for an
armed rising from nearby Constance. The revolutionary contingents assem-
bled at Donaueschingen. They were defeated, but a year later they briefly
seized power. The grand duke fled to Alsace, and it was only with the help of
Prussian troops that the old conditions were restored. The mood in Baden was
not friendly toward Prussia, and after 1871—when Germany, under Prussia’s
leadership, was united as the German Reich—anything relating to the Reich
retained an unpleasant Prussian taste. In the end, Badensian liberalism came
to terms with the Reich, partly because it had found another adversary—the
Catholic Church.

Ever since 1848 the Church, while otherwise fiercely opposed to it, had
skillfully used the spirit of liberalism for its own ends. It demanded a free
Church in the free state, abolition of state supervision of schools and univer-
sities, independent appointment to ecclesiastical benefits, and independent
administration of Church assets. It held that obedience should be to God
rather than to men. The conflict was exacerbated in 1845 when the Baden
government ordered the arrest of the archbishop of Freiburg. Eventually the
government yielded, realizing that the Church was evidently too firmly rooted
in the customs and attitudes of the population, especially in the countryside
and the smaller towns. This Catholic populism in southwest Germany was
supportive of the Church and hostile to the state, hierarchical but demanding



autonomy in relation to state power. It was anti-Prussian, more regionalist
than nationalist, anticapitalist, agrarian, anti-Semitic, locally rooted, and par-
ticularly widespread among the lower social strata.

The conflicts between Church and state intensified once more when the
Council of Rome in 1870 decreed the dogma of the infallibility of the pope. If,
in the age of nationalism, it was impossible to restore the universal rule of the
Church, then at least the Catholic world was to be effectively screened off
against the state and secularized society.

Against this view there arose an opposition, the so-called Old Catholic
movement, which had its social roots mainly in the national-liberal, Catholic,
educated middle class of southern Germany. These circles did not wish to
become too “Roman” and instead strove to combine Catholic and nationalist
tendencies. Some Old Catholics went even further, hoping for an entire mod-
ernization of the Church—abolition of celibacy, limitation of the veneration
of saints, self-determination of communities, election of priests.

This movement created its own ecclesiastical organization and elected a
bishop but remained small numerically; at no time did it have more than
100,000 members, even though it enjoyed support from the governments,
especially in Baden, where the Old Catholic movement developed vigorously.
In the 1870s and 1880s Messkirch was one of its strongholds. At times almost
half its population was Old Catholic.

Conrad Grober, a committed champion of Roman Catholicism, has
painted a gloomy picture of the Messkirch Kulturkampf period, which ex-
tended into Martin Heidegger’s childhood:

We know from our own bitter experience how much youthful happiness
was destroyed in those years, when the wealthier Old Catholic children
rejected the poorer Catholic children, applied nicknames to their clergy
and to them, beat them up and immersed them in fountain-basins to
rebaptize them. Unfortunately we also know from our own experience
how even Old Catholic schoolmasters divided the sheep from the goats,
pinned the nickname of “black sick” on Catholic students and, using
their fists, made them realize that they could not tread Roman paths with
impunity. Indeed, all but one defected and they were obliged to join the
Old Catholics if they wished to get a definitive post in Messkirch. Even
much later it was still clear that only by changing one’s religion could one
obtain a minor official post in the town on the Ablach.’
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Among the steadfast was Heidegger’s father. He remained with the “Ro-
mans,” even though at first he derived only disadvantages as a result.

The government had granted the Old Catholics the right of codetermina-
tion in the town church of St. Martin. To the Romans this was a desecration of
the building, and therefore they moved out. In 1875, with the active help of
the Beuron monks, they converted an old fruit warehouse into an “emergency
church” not far from the town church. There the cooper’s workshop of Fried-
rich Heidegger, the sexton, was also accommodated, and there Martin was
christened.

The clash between Romans and Old Catholics divided the town commu-
nity into two camps. The Old Catholics were the “good families,” the “liber-
als,” the “modern” people. From their point of view the Romans were a drag
on progress; they were blinkered, backward little people clinging to outdated
ecclesiastical customs. When the Romans processed out into the fields for the
spring and fall blessings of the crops, the Old Catholics remained at home,
and their children threw rocks at the monstrances.

In these conflicts young Martin first experienced the clash between tradi-
tion and modernism, and he felt the hurtful aspect of that modernism. The
Old Catholics belonged to “those at the top,” and the Romans, though supe-
rior in numbers, were bound to feel vanquished. This made their community
rally together all the more closely.

When, toward the end of the century, the number of Old Catholics declined
drastically in Messkirch and the religious conflict abated, the Romans had the
town church, with all its assets and lands, returned to them. The Heideggers
moved back into the sexton’s house on the church square. On December 1,
1895, a solemn divine service celebrated this victory over the “apostates” On
this occasion little Martin unexpectedly found himself playing a leading part.
The Old Catholic sexton found it embarrassing to hand over the church keys
to his successor, and so he simply handed them to the sexton’s small son, who
happened to be playing in the square.

The world of Martin Heidegger’s childhood was the sexton’s small, cower-
ing house on the church square, opposite the towering Church of St. Martin.
The square opens toward the sixteenth-century Fiirstenberg Castle. Through
its great portals the children were able to penetrate to the inner courtyard and
on into the castle park, as far as the garden gate at the distant end, where open
country began with a farm track: “He runs from the princely garden gate to



the Ehnried. The ancient lime trees of the castle park gaze after him over the
wall, no matter whether at Easter time he shows up brightly among the
sprouting crops and awakening meadows or at Christmas disappears under
snowdrifts behind the next hill” (D, 37).

The “sexton’s lads,” Martin and his younger brother, Fritz, had to help with
the church services. They were servers, they picked flowers to decorate the
church, they ran errands for the priest, and they rang the bells. There were—
as Heidegger recalls in On the Secret of the Bell Tower (Vom Geheimnis des
Glockenturms)—seven bells in the tower, each with its own name, its own
sound, and its own time. There was the “Four,” to be rung at four in the
afternoon; the “Alarm Bell,” which roused the town’s sleepers from their
slumber; and the “Three,” which was also the knell. The “Child” rang for
sunday school and for rosary worship; the “Twelve” marked the end of morn-
ing lessons at the school; the “Klanei” was the bell struck by the hour hammer;
and the one with the most beautiful ring was the “Big One”; it would ring on
the eve and on the morning of high holidays. Between Maundy Thursday and
Easter Saturday the bells were silent; instead there were rattles. A cranking
handle set in motion a number of little hammers that struck against hard
wood. A rattle stood in each of the four corners of the tower, and the boy bell
ringers had to work the handles in turn to ensure that the harsh sound went
out in all four directions of the compass. The most beautiful time was Christ-
mas. Toward half past three in the morning, the boy ringers would come to
the sexton’s house, where mother Heidegger had laid the table with cakes and
milky coffee. After this breakfast, lanterns were lit in the front-door passage,
and everyone went out through the snow and the winter’s night to the church
opposite and up into the dark bell tower to the frozen ropes and ice-covered
clappers. “The mysterious fugue,” Martin Heidegger wrote, “in which the
church feasts, the days of vigil, and the passage of the seasons and the morn-
ing, midday, and evening hours of each day fitted into each other, so that a
continual ringing went through the young hearts, dreams, prayers, and
games—it is this, probably, that conceals one of the most magical, most com-
plete, and most lasting secrets of the tower” (D, 65 and 66).

Such was life under the Church’s care in a small provincial town at the
beginning of the century. In Feldweg Heidegger recalls sailing a little boat he
had whittled in the school fountain: “The dreamlike quality of such voyages
was enveloped in a splendor then hardly visible, which lay on all things. Their
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realm was encompassed by mother’s eye and hand ~ Those voyages of our
games knew nothing yet of wanderings during which all shores were left be-
hind” (D, 38).

This splendor then hardly visible lies on all Heidegger’s memories of his
childhood in Messkirch. And this is probably not just the transfiguration of
memory, because his brother, Fritz, experienced those years in a similar way.
“Thus most of us, despite all rascally behavior, enjoyed the bliss of a perma-
nent weightlessness not experienced since.” Fritz spent all his life in the place
of his childhood; there he worked as an official of the local credit bank, and
there he died.

To the Messkirch folk, Fritz Heidegger was a “card.” He was so popular that
even in later years the world-famous philosopher was invariably described as
“Fritz’s brother.” Fritz Heidegger had a stammer, but only—according to
Messkirch accounts—when he was “serious.” Then Heidegger’s term Dasein
(existence) would come out as “Da-da-dasein.” But he spoke without a stam-
mer when he was clowning, as in his popular carnival speeches. On those
occasions he knew no shyness. During the Hitler era he even picked a quarrel
with well-known local Nazis; his popularity protected him. Fritz did not at-
tend any university. The bank official sometimes called himself a “search-
light.” For his brother he typed 30,000 pages of manuscript and kept them in
his bank’s strongroom during the war. In any case, he observed, they could be
read with comprehension only in the twenty-first century, “when the Ameri-
cans have long set up a huge supermarket on the moon.” He had, he said,
helped with the collating and revising of the texts. He would not allow two
ideas in one sentence. You've got to tear them apart, he told his brother.
Through a narrow door things could pass only one at a time. In this case,
therefore, Fritz favored clarity, though otherwise things could not be obscure
enough. One of his favorite phrases was “Let people overlook me, but they are
not to regard me as overseeable!” He appreciated the crazy aspects of philoso-
phy and deplored philosophers’ taking themselves too seriously. Anyone pre-
serving his sense of the crazy can manage quite well with this Da-da-dasein,
he used to say. “Within us, in the innermost corner of our hearts, there lives
something that survives all hardship—joy, that last remnant of that original
craziness that we scarcely surmise any longer.”® Fritz Heidegger had a self-
irony that his brother, Martin, lacked. His comment on his own birth, five
years after Martin’s, was “Life-pain begins for one person today and for an-
other tomorrow. For the little earthworm in Schloss-Strasse it began on Ash



Wednesday—vomiting, tanning, terrible deviation. As is customary on Ash
Wednesday.””

Martin Heidegger later dedicated a book in gratitude to his brother. “For
my unique brother,” he wrote with fine ambiguity.

Their parents were believers, but without fanaticism or rigid confessional-
ism, according to Fritz. Catholic life had so much become part of their flesh
and blood that they had no need to defend their faith or assert it against
others. They were all the more aghast when their son Martin turned away
from the “right road,” the one that was simply the most natural to them.

Their mother was a cheerful woman. “She would often say,” Fritz Heidegger
reports, “that life was so neatly arranged that there was always something to
look forward to.”* She was resolute, at times proud, and did not conceal the
self-assurance of her well-to-do farming origins. She had a reputation for
being hardworking, and she was almost never seen without an apron or a
head scarf. The father was an introverted person, capable of being silent for
days on end, inconspicuous, hardworking, honest. A man of whom the sons
had little to say later.

The Heideggers were not affluent, but neither were they poor. Two thou-
sand marks in immovable assets and a 960-mark income tax assessment (in
1903) put them in the lower middle class. This was enough for a family to live
on, but not enough for the children to receive expensive higher education. At
that point the Church lent a hand. It was the Church’s usual practice to sup-
port gifted youngsters and at the same time recruit future priests, especially in
rural regions.

The parish priest, Camillo Brandhuber, suggested to the parents that, after
Martin’s completion of the Messkirch Biirgerschule (a kind of junior high
school)—there was also a gymnasium (senior high school) in the town
then—they might wish to send their gifted elder son to the Catholic seminary
in Constance, a residential institution for young priests. Brandhuber had
given Martin Heidegger Latin lessons free of charge, thereby enabling him to
go on to senior high school. The prefect of the Constance seminary was Con-
rad Grober. Brandhuber and Grober obtained a grant for Martin from a local
foundation, and in 1903 he entered the Constance seminary and the local
gymnasium. The Heideggers were proud that the Church was going to look
after their son. For Martin, however, this was the beginning of a time of
financial dependence on the Church. Now he owed it a debt of gratitude.

This dependence was to continue over a thirteen-year period, until 1916.

o
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After his Weiss Grant for the Constance seminary (1903-1906), Martin re-
ceived for his final high school years and the first four semesters he studied
theology in Freiburg an Eliner Grant that was tied to training for the priest-
hood. His studies between 1913 and 1916 were financed by the Schitzler
Donation, which imposed on recipients the obligation of preserving the phi-
losophy and theology of St. Thomas Aquinas. Heidegger remained dependent
on the Catholic world beyond the time when, in his mind, he had already
begun to break clear of the Church. He had to adapt, and that made him
ashamed; it was an affront for which he could not forgive what he called the
“system of Catholicism.” This institutional system, with its policy of interest
in public life, became so distasteful to him that one of the reasons he later
sympathized with the Nazi movement was its declared anticlericalism.

In 1903 Messkirch was still a closed world, even though echoes of the
conflict with the Old Catholics lingered on. In Constance, however, only thirty
miles away, the modern age was clearly perceptible.

Constance was a mix of religions. Its great history as a “free Reich city”—a
city not subject to any local prince or ruler, but coming directly under the
emperor—was still reflected in its architectural monuments. There was the
old Merchant Hall, where in the sixteenth century the Council of Constance
had sat, as well as the house where Jan Hus, the Czech reformer, had awaited
his trial. The Dominican monastery where the “heretic” was imprisoned
had meanwhile been turned into a hotel, the Insel-Hotel, or Island Hotel,
whose assembly rooms were the center of the city’s cultural life. It was the
venue for concerts and lectures, which the students enjoyed attending. There
homage was paid to the “modern spirit.” There were discussions about
Nietzsche, Ibsen, atheism, Hartmann’s philosophy of the unconscious, Vaihin-
ger’s “as if philosophy,” and even psychoanalysis and the interpretation of
dreams. There had long been a progressive spirit in Constance; from the days
of Hecker in 1848 the city had remained a bastion of Badensian liberalism.
Glinther Dehn, who attended the Constance gymnasium at the same time as
Heidegger, recalled in his memoirs the thrill he and his classmates had experi-
enced when they discovered that the attendant at the men’s bathing estab-
lishment was a veteran of 1848 who had actually fought on the barricades.
The local paper with the highest circulation, the Abendzeitung, was demo-
cratic, anticlerical, and cautiously anti-Prussian, despite {or perhaps just be-
cause of) a Prussian infantry regiment’s being stationed in the city and the fact



that officers came from all over Germany to enjoy their furloughs in the city
on Lake Constance.

The seminary, Studienhaus St. Konrad, known simply as Konradihaus, had
been closed during the years of the Kulturkampf and only reopened in 1888.
The gymnasium, formerly a Jesuit college, was under state supervision. The
seminarists, in consequence, attended a “temporal” school inspired by a mod-
erately liberal, anticlerical, educational humanism. The modern languages
teacher, for instance, Pacius, was a democrat, a freethinker, and a pacifist,
much liked by the students for his forceful remarks. He annoyed the semi-
narists—who, as budding theologians, were supposed to revere Aristotle—
with his assertion: “Aristotle—who was he, anyway, compared to Plato, that
giant spirit?”® But Protestants, too, did not escape his sharp tongue. “Astrol-
ogy,” he was fond of saying, “according to my researches this superstition goes
back to Melanchthon.” As for the German and Greek master, Otto Kimmig,
Lessing’s Nathan the Wise—an eighteenth-century play preaching religious
tolerance—was the only sacred text he accepted. The influence of these
schoolmasters on their students, including Martin Heidegger, must have been
considerable. “It was not until later that I realized the extent to which these
two teachers led me, as it were unnoticed, out of the Christian world of
ideas—which for them did not exist at all,” concluded Giinther Dehn.'®

The seminarists in the Konradihaus were, as far as it was possible, immu-
nized against the freethinking they encountered at school. They were
equipped with apologetic polish; they were prepared for argument with the
“secular.” They were forever writing essays to show themselves well armed.
There was, for instance, the question of whether man was really capable, by
his own efforts, of attaining humanity and where the limits of tolerance lay;
there was discussion of freedom and original sin; there was examination of
the problem of whether Goethe’s Iphigenie was a pagan Christian or a Chris-
tian German or only a pagan character. As a relief from such controversial
topics there was local history: the history of Reichenau monastery, the cus-
toms and usages of the Hegau—the region north of Lake Constance—and the
prehistoric pile-dwelling folk on the lakeshore. Now and again the seminarists
behaved like other young people in Germany; on sunny days they would set
out with guitars, singing as they marched, to the Mainau, to the Grafengarten
in Bodman, or to the vineyards on the Lower Lake. They rehearsed dialectal
plays, they made music; if their secular classmates boasted of their visits to the
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artistes of the theater, they could report about their latest nativity play. The
seminarists certainly were no wimps. They elected—how else could they act in
Baden?—their own representative body, which had a consultative vote in the
running of their house, and they published a paper which at regular intervals
recalled that Baden had been the first German state to abolish press cen-
sorship.

The seminarists lived under careful, but evidently not intolerant, supervi-
sion. Certainly Martin Heidegger looked back on his years in Constance with-
out anger. To Matthiius Lang, then spiritual prefect of the younger students,
he wrote in 1928: “I think back with pleasure and gratitude to the beginnings
of my student career at the Konradihaus, and I become ever more aware of
how closely all my efforts are bound up with my native soil. I can still remem-
ber clearly the trust I came to feel for you as the new prefect, a trust that has
endured, and that made my time in the seminary one of joy.™"!

Less of a pleasure for the seminarists was their contact with their “free”
fellow students at the gymnasium, especially when they came from better-off
families. These sons of lawyers, officials, and merchants felt superior to the
seminary “capons,” as they called them. After all, the seminarists mostly came
from rural areas and, like Martin Heidegger, from modest or even poor back-
grounds. Dehn, the son of a chief postal director, recalled: “We always treated
the ‘capons’ with some condescension. They were poorly dressed and, as we
thought, also rather unwashed. We regarded ourselves as superior. But that
did not prevent us from thoroughly exploiting them. They were made to
execute their homework most meticulously. During break they then had to
translate for us, which they always did willingly.”'?

The seminarists kept to themselves, so they could better assert themselves;
they were a community rather smiled at by the others. They were barred from
various pleasures of their “secular” classmates, either for lack of pocket money
or because of outright prohibitions. They remained onlookers when for three
days the carnival raged in the crooked little streets and taverns of the city, with
the students representing their own crazy guild, and when summer vacation-
ers poured into the city and the amusement boats with their colorful pennants
sailed out to Meersburg, returning at nightfall with a reeling mass of human-
ity that streamed, singing and roaring, through the lanes of the Old City, the
gymnasium students with their colored caps invariably among them. The day
following such events, the boasting would begin: during the breaks between
lessons there were accounts of experiences and conquests that made the semi-



narists’ ears ring. At grape-picking time the slightly intoxicating Sauser was
served everywhere. The gymnasium students were allowed to attend certain
bars until ten o’clock. There they would meet their teachers over a jug of
wine—a good opportunity for fraternizing, intimacy, and social advantage
that was denied to the seminarists.

When all was said and done, the seminary students belonged to a different
world and they were made to feel it. They had to fight against a sense of
inferiority. Defiance was some help, however, for the outsiders could also see
themselves as the elect.

It is possible that this tension between seminary and cheerful city life, be-
tween the Catholic world and the liberal civilian environment, gave rise even
then in the student Martin Heidegger to a vision of two worlds—here the
strict, persistent, slow world, and out there the fast-living, superficial one,
indulging in momentary stimulations; here painful effort, and out there mere
activity; here the striking of roots, and out there untrammeled behavior; the
ones making things too hard for themselves, with the others seemingly taking
the more comfortable path; the ones being profound, the others being frivo-
lous; the ones remaining faithful to their own ego, while the others lose them-
selves in dissipation. This pattern would later become famous in Heidegger’s
philosophy under the concepts of “authentic being” and “inauthentic being.”

In the autumn of 1906 Martin Heidegger switched from the Konradihaus
in Constance to the archiepiscopal seminary of St. George in Freiburg, where
he attended the renowned Bertold gymnasium. The grant from the Messkirch
local foundation no longer covered the cost of the Constance institution. But
Conrad Gréber and Camillo Brandhuber, those enterprising mentors of the
sexton’s son, had opened up another source of funds—the Eliner studentship.
This grant had been established in the sixteenth century by Christoph Eliner,
a theologian from Messkirch. Local candidates in theology were to be spon-
sored by it, the condition being that they attended the gymnasium and the
university of Freiburg.

The move from Constance to Freiburg had the character of a promotion.
Without rancor Martin left Constance, which he always held in fond memory.
Even in later years he would attend the reunions of the Konradihaus alumni.
He developed no similar feelings of attachment for the Freiburg seminary. As
he was to spend nearly all his life in that city, he would have to create some
distance between the seminary and himself. Here he would turn away from
Catholicism, which in Freiburg cast a particularly massive shadow. The min-
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ster, completed in the High Gothic period, towers over the city. Like a mighty
ship it lies at the foot of the ranges of the Black Forest, as though about to sail
out into the bay of the Breisgau.

Until World War II Freiburg’s Old City, clustering around the minster, re-
mained almost completely intact. There were still numerous little streets radi-
ating from the minster square, some of them hemmed by canals. The
seminarists were accommodated near the fine residences of the clergy.

When young Martin Heidegger came to Freiburg, the city essentially still
had the appearance that Sulpiz Boisseré had described to Goethe in a letter a
century earlier: “About Freiburg 1 would have to write a whole book to you,
this is a place of places, all that is old is so beautifully and lovingly maintained,
a wonderful situation, in every street a crystal-clear stream, in every street an
old fountain, .  grapes growing all around; all the ramparts, formerly for-
tifications, are planted with vines.”"

Martin was a keen student at the Bertold gymnasium. His intellectual am-
bition still sought an ecclesiastical field of activity. After graduation he in-
tended to join the Jesuit order. His teachers supported this intention. The
principal of the seminary wrote in his graduation report in 1909: “He is
gifted, diligent, and of good moral character. He had already attained a certain
maturity when he came to us, and he was used to studying on his own initia-
tive; indeed his studies in German literature, an area in which he proved to be
extremely well read, were sometimes pursued at the expense of his other
subjects. Since he is quite sure he wishes to pursue a theological career and
favors the life of a religious order, he will probably apply for entry to the
Society of Jesus.”"

Unlike some of his classmates, young Heidegger was not attracted to the
“modern” intellectual trends of the age. The young authors of naturalism,
symbolism, or art nouveau had not yet appeared on his personal reading list.
About the stimuli he received at school, Heidegger had this to say in the
curriculum vitae he composed for his habilitation in 1915:

In my first year in Freiburg the emphasis in mathematics shifted from
simple problem-solving towards a more theoretical approach, and my
natural liking for this subject now became a really serious interest, which
soon extended to physics as well. I also derived a lot of stimulation from
my classes in religion, which prompted me to read widely on the biologi-
cal theory of evolution. In my final year at school it was primarily



through the lectures on Plato that I was introduced in a more con-
scious way to philosophical problems, albeit not yet with any theoretical
rigor.'

Religious instruction, of all things, aroused his interest in the (then espe-
cially antireligious) theory of biological evolution. He was evidently attracted
to intellectually dangerous spheres, where his Messkirch faith would have a
difficult time. However, he was not afraid of intellectual adventure, for he still
felt firm ground, the ground of faith, beneath his feet. Thus on September 30,
1909, he entered the Society of Jesus as a novice at Tisis near Feldkirch, in the
province of Vorarlberg in western Austria. A mere two weeks later, however,
on expiry of his probationary period, he was dismissed. Apparently, according
to Hugo Ott, Heidegger had complained of heart trouble and had therefore
been sent home for medical reasons. Two years later these pains would recur,
causing him to discontinue his training as a priest. Perhaps his heart was
rebelling against his head.
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IDEALISM AND MATERIALISM:
GERMAN PHILOSOPHY IN THE

NINETEENTH CENTURY

Rejected by the Jesuits, Martin Heidegger applied for admission to the
Freiburg Theological Seminary. For this he may well have had financial rea-
sons. His parents could not pay for his studies, and the Eliner studentship,
which he had been receiving since his time at the Freiburg gymnasium, was
tied to the study of theology.

Heidegger embarked on his new course of study in the winter semester of
1909. In his Lebenslauf of 1915 he wrote: “The lectures in philosophy pre-
scribed at the time failed to satisfy my needs, so I set out to study the scholas-
tic textbooks on my own account. They gave me a certain formal training in
logic, but in philosophical terms they failed to give me what I was looking
for!

Only one Freiburg theologian received special mention from him, and in
later years, too, Heidegger would always refer to him as his teacher—Carl
Braig. As a final-year high school student he had already studied Braig’s com-
pendium, On Being: Outline of Ontology (1896), and through it familiarized
himself with some basic concepts of ontological tradition. It was also Braig



who first encouraged him to examine Hegel and Schelling critically; on the
walks on which Heidegger was allowed to accompany his teacher, he came to
know Braig’s “penetrating kind of thinking” (Z, 82). Braig, Heidegger recalled
fifty years later, had the knack of turning ideas into a living present.

Carl Braig was a theologian of antimodernism. Ever since the papal encycli-
cal Pascendi domini gregis of 1907, which had declared war on “modern-
ism"—De falsis doctrinis modernistarum—"“modernism” and “antimod-
ernism” had become the banners of an intellectual battle not only within
Catholicism. The antimodernists were not simply out to defend the Church’s
dogmas (such as that of immaculate conception) or the principles of clerical
hierarchy (such as the pope’s infallibility). That was how their opponents were
fond of depicting them, regarding antimodernism as nothing but a dangerous
or possibly ludicrous conspiracy of obscurantists against the scientific spirit of
the age, against enlightenment, humanism, and progressive ideas of every
kind.

Carl Braig was an illustration of the fact that one could be an antimodernist
without becoming an obscurantist. His was a shrewd mind, discovering the
unreflected prerequisites of faith in their numerous variants in the modern
scientific attitude. That which believed itself to be without faith and without
assumptions he wished to rouse from its “dogmatic slumber.” The so-called
agnostics, he argued, also had a faith, albeit a particularly primitive and home-
spun one: belief in progress, in science, in biological evolution that favors
mankind, in economic and historical laws. Modernism, according to Braig,
was “blinded to anything that is not its Self or serves its Self”;? the autonomy
of the subject had become a self-erected prison. Braig criticized modern civili-
zation for its lack of respect for the inexhaustible secret of a reality of which
we ourselves are a part and which surrounds us. If Man arrogantly places
himself at its center, he is ultimately left only with a pragmatic relationship to
truth: Truth, in that case, is what serves us and what brings us practical suc-
cess. This is refuted by Braig: “Historical truth, like all truth—and the most
brilliantly victorious is mathematical truth, the strictest form of eternal
truth—comes before the subjective ego and exists without it . . . As soon as the
ego of reason regards the reasonableness of things, they are not in truth . . .
and no Kant . . . will change the law that commands man to act in accordance
with things.”

Braig in fact wishes to go back beyond Kant, but with Hegel, who had
remarked on the excessively cautious Kant that fear of error was itself error.
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Braig encourages a crossing of the transcendental boundaries: Can we be
certain that only we discover the world? Why should not the world discover us
for itself? Do we perhaps recognize only because we have ourselves been rec-
ognized? We can think God—so why should we not be God’s thoughts? Braig,
often rather rudely, smashes the cabinet of mirrors in which he sees modern
man to be imprisoned. Braig pleads openly for what may seem a premodern
realism, spiritually and empirically. He justifies it by pointing out that, since
we know about boundaries, we have already crossed them. By recognizing
recognition and perceiving perception we are already moving in the sphere of
the absolutely real. We must separate ourselves, Braig argues, from the abso-
lutism of the subject in order to become free for the reality of the absolute.

It was in this arena of the modernist conflict that young Martin Heidegger
made his first appearance. He had meanwhile become a member of the Gral-
bund (League of the Grail), a strictly antimodernist faction of the Catholic
youth movement whose spiritual leader was the Viennese Richard von Kralik,
a zealot for the restoration of a pure Catholic faith, as well as of the ancient
Holy Roman Catholic Empire of the German nation. Its center was to be
Habsburg, not Prussia. Clearly this was also a political concept for central
Europe. The members of these circles dreamed of the romantic Middle Ages
of Novalis and placed their trust in Stifter’s “gentle law” of loyally preserved
origins. The same circles, however, were also quite ready to defend such ori-
gins very robustly against modern presumptions and temptations. An occa-
sion to do so arose for young Martin Heidegger in connection with the festive
consecration of a monument to Abraham a Sancta Clara in August 1910 at
Kreenhainstetten, a small village near Messkirch.

Messkirch local patriotism had always honored the memory of Abraham a
Sancta Clara—who was born at Kreenhainstetten in 1644 and died in Vienna
in 1709 a greatly revered court preacher—with articles in the local press and
small ceremonies on round-figure anniversaries. Since the beginning of the
century, however, a strident, polemically ideological aspect had entered this
cozy local tradition. The antimodernists of southern Germany had chosen
Abraham a Sancta Clara as their role model. They invoked him in their po-
lemics against the liberal trend in Catholicism. In the writings of the famous
Augustine monk it was easy to find strong words against pleasure-seeking and
depraved urban life, against spiritual pride that no longer bowed to the re-
vealed teachings of the Church, against the love of extravagance of the
wealthy, but also against the so-called cupidity of “money-lending Jews.” This



preacher had taken the side of the small and poor people, and proudly admit-
ted to his lowly origins. Not everyone born under a straw roof had his head
full of straw, was one of his frequently quoted sayings. Abraham a Sancta
Clara was Christian-Socialist, populist, crude, pious without being a bigot,
rooted in his native soil, and also anti-Semitic—exactly the right mixture for
the antimodernists.

The unveiling of his monument on August 16, 1910, was a great public
event. Martin Heidegger had come over for it from Freiburg. The village had
decorated itself with flowers. Streamers with sayings of the preacher were
hanging from windows and were stretched across the village street. A proces-
sion set itself in motion, led by mounted heralds in historical costume of the
time of Abraham a Sancta Clara, and including the monks from Beuron,
ecclesiastical and civil dignitaries, schoolchildren with bright little flags, girls
wearing flowers, the locals in regional costume. There was a band playing,
speeches were made, poems and sayings of Abraham a Sancta Clara were
recited by pupils of the Messkirch Biirgerschule.

These events were reported in the article Heidegger wrote for Allgemeine
Rundschau, a Catholic conservative weekly published in Munich, a text that
Heidegger thought worthy of inclusion in his Collected Works. “The natural,
fresh, and healthy, at times coarse, accent lends the event its specific imprint.
The undemanding village of Kreenhainstetten, with its tough, self-assured,
reserved inhabitants, rests sleepily in a gentle valley. Even the church tower
is an odd man out. Unlike its brethren, it does not look freely into the land,
but with its awkward heaviness has to bury itself among the black and red
roofs Thus simply, clearly, and truthfully unrolled the unveiling cere-
mony” (D, 1).

It should not be forgotten that Martin Heidegger, when he wrote these
sentences, had already sniffed city air—in Constance and, since 1906, in
Freiburg. He knew what distinguished him from those who moved with as-
surance and skill in a bourgeois environment, fashionably dressed, versed in
questions of the latest literature, art, and philosophy. He focuses on the differ-
ence between his own world, that of Messkirch and Kreenhainstetten, and the
world outside—a hint already of the difference between autonomous and
nonautonomous being. One may therefore read a kind of self-portrait of the
author into his lines about the unveiling of the monument. The church tower
is an “odd man out,” just as Heidegger is. The others are “looking freely into
the land,” but he is forced by his “awkward heaviness” back into the ground
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from which he comes, “tough, self-assured, and reserved” as the locals. He
would wish to be like those folk, but also like Abraham a Sancta Clara. The
preacher had something of the “people’s soundness in body and soul”; he had
impressed by his “original Catholic force,” his “loyal faith and love of God,”
but he had also shown himself well versed in the sophisticated intellectual
culture of his day; he had mastered it without letting it master him. That was
why, according to Heidegger, he could afford his “fearless striking at any mun-
danely overrated concept of life on this earth.” Abraham a Sancta Clara knew
what he was talking about. He was not one to bark at the grapes because they
hung too high.

Young Heidegger argues against the “decadence” of his age. What does he
accuse it of? Of a “stifling sultriness,” of being a period of “outward culture,”
of “fast living,” of an “all-overturning innovation mania,” of “momentary
excitements,” and predominantly of “the mad leaping over the more pro-
found spiritual content of life and art” (D, 3).

That is the usual conservative critique of culture. Such views are held and
expressed not only in the League of the Grail; similar polemics against su-
perficiality, the chase after cheap effects, fast living, and innovation mania
are found also with Langbehn and Lagarde. It is striking, however, that anti-
Semitism, normally notorious in such contexts, is absent in young Heidegger.
This is the more remarkable as the financing of the Kreenhainstetten monu-
ment had been initiated by Karl Lueger, the mayor of Vienna, who owed his
popularity to his anti-Semitism. Interesting, moreover, is the assurance with
which Heidegger speaks of the “transcendental value of life,” which he regards
as betrayed in all these manifestations of his day. What should be understood
by that term is explained in other articles (found by Victor Farias) written by
Heidegger between 1910 and 1912 for the journal Der Akademiker, a monthly
of the integralist Catholic University Students’ Union.

In the journal’s March 1910 issue he presented the autobiography of the
Danish writer and essayist Johannes Jorgensen. Life’s Lie and Life’s Truth was
the title of the book. It described the author’s spiritual progress from Darwin-
ism to Catholicism, depicted as a road from despair to security, from pride to
humility, from unbridledness to living freedom. To the young Martin Heideg-
ger this was an exemplary and therefore instructive road, because it traversed
all the follies and temptations of modernity before finally coming to rest in
the tranquility and salvation of religious faith, in the “transcendental value of
life.” Here a person frees himself of the great illusion of modernity, which



hopes to bring the “I to unlimited development”; here someone at last dem-
onstrates in his own person that he who places his faith in himself places it in
nothing.

In our day one speaks a great deal of “personality”  The artistic per-
sonality is coming into prominence. So now we hear of such interesting
men: Oscar Wilde, the dandy, Verlaine, the “genial drunk,” Gorky, the
great vagabond, the Nietzschean superman. And if, when one of them
were, in a moment of Christian grace, to become conscious of the Big Lie
of his rootless life, the altars of the false gods would be shattered, they
would then call it “insipid and disgusting.”

Later, in 1930, in his famous lecture “On the Essence of Truth,” Martin
Heidegger would say: “Freedom will make us true.” In these youthful articles
the exact opposite applies: Truth will make us free. And this truth is not
something that man could arrive at on his own and from within himself, but
something he receives from the living community of faith and its traditions.
Only here does the “great happiness of possessing the truth” exist, one that no
one can attain on his own. Young Heidegger represents the believing realism
of his teacher Carl Braig. The Protestant-pietist piety of emotion is still too
subjective for him. In a review of F. W. Foerster’s Authority and Freedom:
Reflections on the Cultural Problem of the Church he polemicizes against nar-
cissistic indulgence in “experiences,” against the impressionism of ideologies
that reflect only “personal moods” but no objective content. Heidegger’s stan-
dard argument against “ideologies” was that they adjusted to the requirements
of life. But anyone striving for truth acts the other way around—he subjugates
life to the command of his insights. To young Heidegger it is evidently a
crucial criterion of truth that it is not to be had easily, that it can be attained
only with the “art of self-grabbing and self-renunciation.” Truth is recognized
by the fact that it resists us, challenges us, and transforms us. Only he who can
set himself aside, who “also attains his spiritual freedom toward the world of
urges, will find the truth. It is an exaction of the spirit of unlimited autono-
mism.” It illumines, but it is not spontaneously evident. Self-conceit must
bow to “religious-moral authority. It is already an almost crushing fact that
most people turn out to be for themselves, not interested in discovering the
truth or attaining it; they would rather be nailed to the cross and remove every
justification for an individualistic ethic.”®
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This argument is worth remembering, for Heidegger will be seen to adhere
to it. Exaction and discomfort remain criteria of truth, even though later the
supposed possession of truth under the tutelage of the faith becomes to him
an easy way out and hence a betrayal of truth. The difficult and unpalatable
element that one should demand of oneself is therefore the (previously sus-
pect) freedom that faces up to its metaphysical homelessness and has no need
of protection by the rigid truths of a believing realism.

Heidegger’s invectives against the “cult of personality” are not free from
resentment, as he cannot conceal the fact that he himself lacks that vilified
personal polish. This Church-supported theological candidate makes a some-
what gauche impression in the middle-class environment of the gymnasium
and the university. His movements in the nonphilosophical arena would al-
ways lack assurance. The “lower-class smell” clings to him. Even in the 1920s
in Marburg, when he was by then the secret king of philosophy in Germany,
many colleagues and students—unless they knew him personally—would
take him for the heating engineer or the janitor. For the time being he totally
lacked the “interesting element” against which he polemicized. Because he
could not yet act the part that could be effectively produced, he avoided the
social stage where instant effect was important. The impressive posing and
stage management of the young Nietzsche followers, who would loll about in
cafés, was contemptuously described by him as “Cesare Borgia enthusiasm.”
Whatever can be performed easily, whatever is carefree and spontaneous, is
suspected by him of superficiality. This is the attitude of someone who has not
yet found a suitable setting for his spontaneity and for whom what is his
“own” becomes an inevitable burden out there among the others. If he sur-
rounds “truth” with the halo of the difficult, the hard, and the recalcitrant,
then this is a reflection of the opposition he himself feels out there from the
“secular ones,” an opposition against which he must assert himself. At home,
by contrast, this truth of the faith loses all heaviness and burden. Thus his
review of the Jorgensen book concludes with lyrical praise of the security of
the Catholic homeland: “[Jorgensen|] saw in the old German cities the shaded
bay windows, the familiar images of the Madonna mounted on houses. He
heard the murmuring of sleepy springs and eavesdropped on melancholy folk
songs. The German June evening, in which one might be lost in dreamy
silence, hovers over his beloved books. The convert’s God-filled and fulfilling

longings for home might well constitute the most powerful impetus for his
art”*



In this world Catholic truth is still at home. It is a world that is the spitting
image of the Messkirch world. Here faith is still part of the order of life, and
one receives it without having to force oneself into “self-grabbing and self-
renunciation.” But when one moves out with one’s faith into an alien environ-
ment, then discipline and logic must sustain it. In front of every faith there is
an abyss opening. How can one cross it? Young Heidegger put his trust in
tradition and discipline. Later it would be determination, decisiveness. Later
still he would rely on imperturbability.

In about 1910 Heidegger still believes that the Church’s “treasure of truth”
is a gift, and not a savings account which one can dispose of freely. Nor is
belief in that treasure of truth a mere emotion. To Braig and his disciple
Martin Heidegger, purely emotional religion, in the manner of Schleier-
macher, is a concession to modern subjectivism. Faith is not a sentimental
comfort but a tough challenge. Small wonder that the enlightened world per-
ceives it as an unacceptable demand—because faith, in effect, is just that. It
demands, for instance, that, for the sake of “truth,” the psycho-logic of “living
it up” be renounced. Young Heidegger wrote: “And do you want a spiritual
life? Do you want to gain your happiness? Then die, kill the base things in you,
work with supernatural grace and you will be resurrected.””

This turning to God lacks all cozy mildness. It wishes to make life difficult
for itself; it will not allow any mollycoddling by Schleiermacher-like emotion,
nor does it wish to degenerate into an asylum of mere inwardness. Heidegger
was seeking God’s spirit elsewhere on earth. Braig’s remark—"the most bril-
liantly victorious is mathematical truth, the strictest form of eternal truth”—
had shown him the way. He therefore wrote in Der Akademiker: “A strong,
ice-cold logic opposes the delicate modern soul. ‘Thought’ can no longer let
itself be forced into the unchanging eternal bounds of logical principles. But,
of course, we already have them. To the rigorously logical thinking, hermeti-
cally sealed against every affective influence of the spirit, to every genuine
presuppositionless scientific work belongs a certain depth of ethical power,
the power of self-control and self-renunciation.”®

To Heidegger this is the same strength that is needed for the self-conquest
of faith. The authoritarianism of faith and the objectivity of strict logic are
one and the same to him. They are different ways of participating in the
eternal. Yet even so this involves emotions, moreover very exalted ones. Only
in the strict disciplines of faith and logic is there fulfillment of the craving for
“complete and final answers to the questions of Being. It sometimes flashes so
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abruptly that on some days there is left only a weight of lead on the tortured,
rudderless soul.”

When Heidegger, in his Lebenslauf of 1915, referred to his “training in
formal logic,” as though this had been propaedeutic, this was an under-
statement. To him, formal and mathematical logic was a kind of worship; he
allowed logic to take him into the discipline of the eternal, and there he found
stability on the swaying ground of life.

In 1907 Conrad Gréber had made a present to his pupil of Franz Bren-
tano’s dissertation, “On the Manifold Meaning of Being According to Aris-
totle” In it Heidegger found what he was to call “strict, icily cold logic,”
something for strong intellects that do not wish to live only by their opinions
and emotions. It is significant that Gréber, a strictly observing churchman,
should have chosen this particular book. Franz Brentano, born in 1838, the
nephew of Clemens Brentano, the well-known writer of the romantic move-
ment, was a philosopher who, as a Catholic priest, originally subjected phi-
losophy to faith, but who, after the “Infallibility Council” of 1870, came into
conflict with his superiors. Eventually he left the Church and married, and in
consequence had to resign his professorship in Vienna. He taught at the uni-
versity as a Privatdozent—an unsalaried assistant professor—until 1895,
when, almost blind, he retired to Venice.

Brentano was Husserl’s teacher and hence one of the founding fathers of
phenomenology. The question that agitated Brentano was the nature of God’s
existence. If there is a God, what does “there is” mean? Is he an idea in our
head? Is he outside in the world as its quintessence, as its highest being? In
subtle analysis Brentano discovers that there is a third category, between the
subjective idea and the “in-itself” of things—the “intentional objects.” Ideas,
according to Brentano, are not purely internal, but are always ideas “of some-
thing.” They are the awareness of something that is, something that exists, or,
more accurately, something that offers itself and presents itself to one. These
intentional objects are something, in other words: they cannot be dissolved
into the subjective actions through which we enter into relation with them. In
this manner Brentano prepares an entire separate world of what is, 2 world
occupying an intermediate position in the customary subject-object pattern.
It is in this world of intentional objects that Brentano also places our relation
to God. Here “there is” a God. The awareness of God cannot be verified by real
objects of our experience, nor, on the other hand, is it based on abstract
general concepts, such as the “supreme Good,” the “supreme Being,” and the



like. Brentano undertakes the examination of Aristotle’s concept of existence
in order to show that the believed God is not the God whom we try to attain
by way of abstraction from the fullness of what exists. With Aristotle Brentano
demonstrates that, strictly speaking, there is no Whole. There are only discrete
objects. There is no such thing as dimension in itself, there are only objects
with dimension. There is no love, but only the many separate events of love.
Brentano warns against falsely ascribing substance to conceptual things. Sub-
stance resides not in the general concepts but only in specific individual ob-
jects. These are of intensive infinity because they stand in infinitely numerous
relations and can therefore be determined in an infinite number of respects.
The world is inexhaustible but offers itself only in specificity and in the mani-
fold gradations of the kinds of existence. To Brentano’s way of thinking, God
is in the detail.

Linking up with Aristotle, Brentano’s work maps out the territory of the
thinkable; in consequence, faith, which remains mandatory to him, is spared
deceptive logification. It rests on a different basis from justification, even
though—Brentano’s dissertation suggests—it may one day be possible to de-
scribe precisely just what really occurs in the act of faith, in contrast, for
instance, to judgment, imagination, or perception. These are the outlines of
the phenomenological program for the next few years.

Reading Brentano was a tough task for Martin Heidegger. He records how,
in the semester vacations in Messkirch, he struggled with the text. “When the
riddles crowded upon one another and no way out was in sight, the Feldweg
[path through the fields] helped.” There, on a bench, matters once more
seemed straightforward. “The vastness of all grown things around the Feldweg
provides World. Only in what is unuttered in their language is God”
(D, 39).

By way of Franz Brentano, Heidegger came to Edmund Husserl. His Logical
Investigations, published exactly at the turn of the century, became a personal
cult book for Heidegger. After borrowing it from the university library, he
kept the book in his room for two years. No one else seemed to ask for it,
which gave him a sense of indulging in a solitary but also an exclusive passion.
Even fifty years later, whenever he thought of the book, he raved about it: “I
remained so fascinated by Husserl’s work that I read in it again and again in
the years to follow The spell emanating from the work extended to the
outer appearance of the sentence structure and the title-page” (Z, 81).1°

In Husserl’s work Heidegger found a vigorous defense of the assertion of
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logic against its psychological relativization. In an essay in 1912 he defined his
position: “Fundamental for the realization of the absurdity and theoretical
barrenness of psychologism is the distinction between the psychic act and its
logical content, between real thought processes occurring in time and their
ideal extratemporal identical meaning—in short, the distinction between
what ‘is’ and what ‘applies’” (GA 1, 22).

With this differentiation between “psychic act” and “logical content”
Husserl at the beginning of the century had cut the Gordian knot of the
psychologism argument—admittedly in such a subtle way that only few peo-
ple, among them young Heidegger, realized what had happened. On the sur-
face this looked like a problem for professional philosophers, but in fact these
controversies reflected the opposing trends and tensions of the period.

Philosophy in about 1900 was in deep trouble. The natural sciences, in alli-
ance with positivism, empiricism, and sensualism, were stifling it. The trium-
phalism of the sciences was based on an exact knowledge of nature and on a
technical command of nature. Organized experience, experiment, formula-
tion of a hypothesis, verification, the inductive process—these had become
the components of the logic of scientific research. The ancient and venerable
philosophical question of “what something is” was no longer being asked. It
was known to lead into infinity, and because there was no longer any interest
in the infinite, the question was dropped. To those modern scientists who
began to see themselves as agents of a research process, the question of “how
something functions” was much more promising. This might lead to some-
thing definite, along with the prospect that objects, and perhaps also people,
might be made to work in accordance with these concepts.

Reason, of course, by which this entire process is set in motion, is itself part
of nature. It should therefore be possible—this was the ambitious program—
to explore it by the same methods as “external” nature. Toward the end of the
nineteenth century, therefore, in conjunction with the disciplines of physiol-
ogy and brain chemistry, there emerged a kind of “natural science” of the
psychic—experimental psychology.

The principle of this research approach is to pretend ignorance and to act
as if one knows nothing about the psyche, as if it could be observed from
without, positivistically and empirically. Scientists want to explain, not to un-
derstand; they look for regularities, not for meaning, because comprehension



would turn one into an accomplice of the subject under investigation. This,
however, prevents one from having the psyche in front of one in neat isola-
tion. The approach to experimental science, in psychology as elsewhere, calls
for an aseptic object, as it is not the “meaning” but the “mechanism” of the
psychic that is to be analyzed—the laws of the conversion of physiological
stimuli into idea-images, the regular association structures in the idea com-
plexes, and ultimately the laws of thought themselves: that is, logic.

From this perspective, logic appears to be a natural process in the psyche.
And that is the “problem of psychologism.” The naturalists of the psychic
elevate this logic, this mechanism of thought, into a natural law of thought,
meanwhile overlooking the fact that logic does not empirically describe how
we think, but how we ought to think if we wish to arrive at judgments with a
claim to truth—which, after all, is what science claims for itself. By analyzing
thought as a natural psychic event, science entangles itself in a tricky contra-
diction. It examines thought as an event occurring according to laws; if, how-
ever, it studied itself more carefully, it would be bound to notice that thought
is not a process evolving according to laws. Thought is not determined by laws
but is merely tied to certain rules. In the wide field of the thinkable, logic
appears not as a natural law but as something that applies if we allow it to
apply.

The concept of law is, of course, ambiguous. It describes something that
occurs regularly and inevitably in just the way it does occur, and it also de-
scribes a mechanism that claims to prescribe a certain course to an occur-
rence. In the former case these are laws of Being; in the latter they are laws of
what should be. In one case they describe what is, in the other they prescribe.

Husserl’s investigations aim at freeing logic from naturalism and bringing
out once more its normative—that is, spiritual—character. Of course the logi-
cal work takes place within the psyche, but it is a normative product of the
psyche and not a natural law of a psychic process.

This clarification, however, is immediately followed by the next problem—
that of the relation between the psychic act and its product, between the
genesis of thought and the validity of the thought content.

The calculating process of “twice two is four” is a psychic act, but “twice
two is four” is valid also if the psychic act is not performed. The arithmetical
result claims validity regardless of whichever head happens to be performing
this calculation. Anyone calculating or performing any other logical operation
arrives—this sounds very Platonic already—at a participation in a trans-
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subjective realm of the spirit. The meaning and application spheres there
accumulated are actualized and called upon whenever any actions of thought,
which can be described as psychic events, are performed.

However, the formulation that logic is not the natural law of thinking but is
part of an ideal sphere of validity can lead to misunderstanding, because it
suggests that this may simply be a pragmatic agreement. In actual fact, we did
not agree on the logic of syllogisms and then declare it to be “correct”; it is
correct. All men are mortal—Socrates is a man—hence Socrates is mortal.
This manner of concluding is evidently correct; it is valid. However, this does
not necessarily mean that the judgments thus arrived at are empirically cor-
rect; that would depend on whether or not the premises (“All men are mor-
tal ") are correct. We may use the correct manner of concluding and yet
arrive at any number of false judgments (if all men were officials, Socrates
would be one too). We cannot therefore state that we have become accus-
tomed to concluding by syllogism because this has led us to successful cogni-
tion. Indeed it need not lead us to successful cognition in the empirical sense
at all; far more often, it misleads us. These conclusions, therefore, are not
confirmed by experience, but, like any logical operation, they are simply self-
evident.

The more one immerses oneself in this evidence of logic, the more mysteri-
ous it becomes. From a simple analysis of the syllogism one suddenly finds
oneself in the magic realm of a spirit that triumphs over all attempts to reduce
it pragmatically, biologically, naturalistically, or sociologically.

Yet the epoch since the middle of the nineteenth century, under the impact
of the practical successes of the empirical sciences, had developed a veritable
passion for reduction, for driving the spirit out from the sphere of knowledge.

Nietzsche had described that century as “sincere” and “honest,” though in a
plebeian manner. It was “more subservient to reality of every kind, more
true”!! It had torn loose from the “domination of ideals” and instinctively
looked for theories everywhere that could justify “subjection to the real”
Nietzsche was referring to the philistine and fainthearted aspect of that real-
ism. In fact, however, a realism had been triumphant since the middle of the
century that subjected itself to reality only in order more completely to com-
mand and reshape it to its own liking. The “will to power,” with which
Nietzsche had credited the “free spirit,” triumphed not in the elevated regions
of “supermen,” but in the busy, antlike activity of a civilization that had scien-
tized its practical reason. This applied to the bourgeois world, but it also



applied to the workers’ movement, whose battle cry was, “Knowledge is
power.” Education was to lead to social advancement and provide resistance
to deception of any kind. If someone knows something he cannot be fooled
quite so easily; the most impressive aspect of knowledge is that one need not
let oneself be impressed any longer. A gain of sovereignty is promised, and the
need to bring things down to one’s own, rather pitiful, level is being satisfied.

It is astonishing how, ever since the middle of the nineteenth century, after
the idealistic flights of the absolute spirit, there has suddenly been a universal
desire to make Man “small.” That is when the thought pattern of “Man is
nothing other than . . .” began its advance. To the romantics the world would
burst into song if only one uttered the magic formula. The poetry and phi-
losophy of the first half of the century was the breathtaking project of discov-
ering and inventing ever-new magic formulas. The age called for exuberant
meanings.

The matadors in this magical arena were “reflection athletes,” but they did
appear at the moment when the realists, their minds on facts, and armed with
the formula “nothing other than )" were standing in the door, like naive
children who had romped about and thrown everything into a chaos; but now
it was tidying-up time, now life began in earnest. The realists would see to it
all. This realism of the second half of the nineteenth century would achieve
the trick of thinking of Man as “little” but doing great things with him—pro-
vided one wishes to describe the scientized civilization, from which we are all
benefiting, as “great.”

The project of modernism begins with an attitude that rejects anything
extravagant and fantastic. But even the most extravagant fantasy would have
been unable, at that time, to imagine the monstrosities that the spirit of posi-
tivist disenchantment was yet to produce.

German idealism had been drained by a robust kind of materialism about
the middle of the century. Breviaries of disenchantment suddenly became
best-sellers. There was Karl Vogt with his Physiological Letters (1845) and his
polemical tract Simple Faith and Science (1854); there was Jakob Moleschott’s
Circulation of Life (1852), Ludwig Biichner’s Force and Matter (1855), and
Heinrich Czolbe’s New Description of Sensualism (1855). This ethos of a mate-
rialism of force and urge and glandular function was characterized by Czolbe:
“It is indeed no proof of humility, but rather of arrogance and vanity, to
improve upon the world we know by imagining a supersensuous world, and
to wish to exalt man into a creature above nature by the addition of a supra-
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sensuous part. Yes, certainly, dissatisfaction with the world of phenomena—
the deepest root of supersensuous ideas—is not reason at all, but rather moral
weakness.” 12 Czolbe concludes with the advice: “Be content with the world as
it is”> But what, to such an approach, was the “world as it is”? The world of
Becoming and Being—nothing other than a swirling of molecules and trans-
formations of energy. What was holding sway was the world of the atomist
Democritus. There was no need any longer for the nous of Anaxagoras or the
ideas of Plato; there was no need for the God of the Christians, for the sub-
stance of Spinoza, for the cogito of Descartes, for the I of Fichte, for the spirit
of Hegel. The spirit that lives in Man was nothing but a cerebral function.
Ideas were to the brain as gall was to the liver or urine to the kidney. These
ideas were “a little unfiltered,” remarked Hermann Lotze, then one of the few
survivors of the once numerous tribe of metaphysical philosophers. It was
also Lotze who—unsuccessfully—pointed out to the materialists the folly of
their salto mortale. He recalled Leibniz, who had long settled the whole mate-
rialist problem, especially the relation between awareness and body, in his
discussion with Hobbes. If one thing is based on another, this does not mean
that it is identical with it; for if it were, it would not be different from it, and it
could not therefore be based on the other. Human life, Leibniz said, was based
on breathing, but this did not mean that it was just air.

The victorious advance of materialism was not halted by clever objections,
more especially because it had a metaphysical admixture: belief in progress. If
we analyze objects and life down to their most elementary components,
then—this belief in progress claims—we shall discover nature’s secret of op-
eration. Once we discover how everything is done, we shall be able to copy it.
At work here is an awareness that is out to discover all secrets, including those
of nature, which—by means of experiment—has to be caught red-handed. If
one knows how it operates one can show it which way to continue.

This mental attitude also gave nourishment to Marxism in the second half
of the nineteenth century. In laborious and painstaking work, Marx had dis-
sected the body of society and separated its soul—capital. In the end it was no
longer entirely clear whether the messianic mission of the proletariat—Marx’s
contribution to German idealism—would even stand a chance of prevailing
against the unshakable law of capital—Marx’s contribution to the post-1850
spirit of determinism. Marx, too, wishes to discover all secrets; this he does
through a critique of ideology. For the ideology critics, ideas are not—as
believed by the large crowd of philosophizing physiologists and zoologists—



sweated out by the brain, but by society. The ideology-critical sociologist simi-
larly tries to strip the magic from the astonishing secretions of the mind. The
campaigns of materialism are directed against validity.

In 1866 a striking critique of this attitude was published—F. A. Lange’s
classic History of Materialism. It did not exactly remain without effect.
Nietzsche was greatly influenced by it, and even though his philosophy later
detonated as a “life philosophy,” blowing apart many particularly massive
chunks of materialism, it was Lange who had lit the fuse. Neo-Kantianism,
which will be discussed later because young Heidegger moved in its circles,
was likewise set in motion by Lange.

Lange’s fundamental idea is the restoration of that neat Kantian differentia-
tion between a world of phenomena that we can analyze by laws, a world to
which, as objects among objects, we ourselves belong with part of our being,
and a world that reaches into us, which used to be called “spirit” and by Kant
was called “freedom” with reference to the internal man, and the “thing in
itself” with reference to the external world. Lange recalls Kant’s definition of
nature: nature is not where the laws which we call laws of nature apply, but the
other way about. To the extent that we view something from the angle of such
“laws,” we ourselves constitute it as the appearance of “nature”; to the extent
that we view it from the angle of spontaneity and freedom, we are dealing with
“spirit.” Both viewing angles are possible and necessary, and, most important,
they are not convertible. We can analyze ourselves as a thing among things; we
can, as Hobbes has deliberately done, view ourselves as a machine—but it is
we who choose that perspective. We are free to make ourselves into machines.
We are part of the world of phenomena—that is, nature according to the law,
a thing among things—yet at the same time each person experiences within
himself the spontaneity of freedom. Freedom is the secret of the world reveal-
ing itself to us, the back of the mirror of phenomena. The “thing in itself™—
that is ourselves in our freedom; the core of all determination is the
dimension in which we can determine ourselves.

This Kantian double perspective—Man is a thing among things and also
freedom—is once more brought into play by E A. Lange. Materialism as a
research method in the natural sciences, Lange states, is entirely to be wel-
comed. Scientific experience must act as if there were only material reality. It
must not, when it can make no further progress with its explanations, invoke
the “spirit” as a stopgap. “Spirit” is not a link in a causal chain; instead it is the
other side of the causal chain. It is possible to pursue the scientific physiology
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of the psychic, but it should not be forgotten that this will not touch upon the
soul itself but only on its material equivalents. Lange criticized not only scien-
tific methods but also the false awareness and poor philosophy that accompa-
nied them—more particularly the idea that analysis could exhaust the res
extensa of the human. If one thinks in spatial categories it is very easy to
believe that everything that exists must be shown up at a particular point in
space or in a spatially representable structure.

It was Lange’s great achievement to have demonstrated that, just as there is
a boiling point of idealism, where all spirit evaporates, so there is a freezing
point of materialism, where nothing moves anymore—unless, of course, one
cheats by introducing the spirit incognito, for instance in the form of the
“vital force,” which no one can define. Against idealist evaporation and the
materialist freezing point, Lange pleads for a compromise of both spirit and
matter.

Lange champions a cut-price metaphysics. To him it is a poetical creation of
concepts, an inspiring mixture of poetry and knowledge. The same is true of
religion. If it claims to possess knowledge of God, the soul, and immortality,
then it lays itself open to scientific criticism and cannot prevail. A tactical
retreat is necessary. The “standpoint of the ideal” cannot base its pride on
recognizing truth, but only on creating values and thereby transforming real-
ity. For empiricism there is truth, for the spirit there are values. Nietzsche
would put an end to Lange’s peaceful coexistence of truth and value by simply
going one step further and offering the value of truth for discussion. Lange
had wished to save the values from the assault of truths; with Nietzsche,
conversely, the truths are swallowed up by the vitalism of values. At that point
truth is only the illusion with which we are comfortable and which benefits us.
Others, by contrast, will define values as mere states of affairs occurring
within cultures—what Heinrich Rickert calls “state of value.” They can be
described from a cultural perspective, or one can talk about them in historical
perspective. Validity is valid only when it has become a fact. Valid is only what
has been valid. This will become the punch line of historicism.

Lange was seeking a compromise—materialism was to share power with
the world of the spirit:

Who will refute a Mass of Palestrina, or who will convict Raphael’s Ma-
donna of error? The “Gloria in Excelsis” remains a universal power, and
will ring through the centuries so long as our nerves can quiver under



the awe of the sublime. And those simple fundamental ideas of redemp-
tion of the individual man by the surrendering of his own will to the will
that guides the whole; those images of death and resurrection which
express the highest and most thrilling emotions that stir the human
breast  those doctrines, finally, which bid us to share our bread with
the hungry and to announce the glad tidings to the poor—these will not
forever disappear in order to make way for a society which has attained
its goal when it owes a better police system to its understanding, and to
its ingenuity the satisfaction of ever-fresh wants by ever-fresh inven-
tions.!

This idealism is intended to restore an equilibrium to a civilization driven
by science and technology. It is an idealism “as if,” because the values here
recommended have lost their old dignity and viability since the self-made
element was discerned in them. The idea, in fact, is only an idol, it sparkles
with the false brilliance of the artificial. Evidently the idealists can hold on to
the good and beautiful only in an attitude of involuntary frivolity. They utter
their dogma with the smile of augurs who make others believe rather than
believing themselves. A philosophical best-seller at the end of the century,
giving eloquent expression to this educated-middle-class frivolity, was Hans
Vaihinger’s Philosophy of “As If” In it the values are described as useful
fictions. They are mere inventions, but if they help us with the theoretical and
practical mastery of our life’s tasks, then they acquire a significance that nor-
mally we call “objective.”

This “as if” pervaded the entire Wilhelminian epoch. There was widespread
delight in the nongenuine. Impressive was what looked impressive. Every ma-
terial used tried to pretend more than it was. It was the era of fake materials.
Marble was painted wood, gleaming alabaster was plaster of Paris; the new
had to look old: Grecian columns on the stock exchange, a factory in the form
of a medieval castle, a newly built ruin. Historical association was in fashion.
Courthouses suggested the Doge’s Palace; a bourgeois living room contained
Luther-style chairs, pewter tankards, and Gutenberg Bibles that turned out to
be sewing boxes. Kaiser Wilhelm himself was not quite genuine either; his will
to power was more will than power. The “as if” called for stage sets—indeed it
lived by them. No one realized this better than Richard Wagner, who pulled
out all the stops of theatrical magic to redeem his age—a time-limited re-
demption, a redemption “as if.” All this went alongside a very reality-oriented
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frame of mind. Just because this was so effective it had to be dressed up a little,
adorned, draped, chiseled, and so on, to make sure the whole thing looked
good and was valid. After all, official German policy also went all out for
validity or standing—Germany’s standing in the world. If one is seen to have
standing, he saves himself the trouble of having to become something.

This mixture of efficiency in the real world and an “as if” attitude opened
the door to Germany for the Anglo-Saxon pragmatism of a William James
and Charles Peirce. Pragmatism, of course, pleads for disarmament in matters
of truth. Truth is pulled up from its anchoring in the realm of ideas and
downgraded to a social principle of self-regulation of processes. The criterion
of truth is practical success—and the same applies to so-called values. Their
reality is tested not in the ominous and never sufficiently demonstrable agree-
ment with some ideal Being, but in its effect. The spirit is what it accom-
plishes. Pragmatism replaces the correspondence theory of truth with the
theory of efficiency. One need no longer be afraid of error. For one thing,
following the abandonment of the objective truth criterion, error loses its
ontological sinfulness—truth can now be defined as a useful error. And for
another, error is part of the trial procedure. If a dog with a long stick in its
jaws wants to get through a door, he will twist and turn his head until he
achieves his goal. That is the method of trial and error. Just as the dog gets
through the door, so Man gets through the gate of truth, which by then,
however, is no longer what it used to be—it has lost its venerable pathos. What
matters now is practical interests, not the need for certainty—clearly an atti-
tude that still contains, incognito, a good deal of the religious. Pragmatism
replaces the examen rigorosum of metaphysics with a practical test on the spot.
It loosens the Teutonic tension that always aims at the whole, and it encour-
ages unconcern by its moral principle of “our errors are leading us upward.”
“Our errors,” William James says, “are not such terribly important things in
the end. In a world where, despite all care, we cannot avoid them, a certain
measure of carefree frivolity seems healthier than exaggeratedly nervous
fear.” 14

This carefree attitude was supported by another powerful tendency at the
time: the biology of evolution based on Darwin’s discoveries. This teaches
that, like ourselves, nature, too, proceeds by the trial-and-error method. Mu-
tations are faulty transfers of genetic information. Variants emerge in the
chain of species, a variability through accident. Selection is based on success-
ful adaptation. That which proves itself is preserved. In this way—through



accidental mutation plus natural selection in the struggle for survival—nature
hits its target without aiming. Therefore nature, too, is led upward by its
errors. The law of mutation and selection thus seemed to have solved the
Kantian problem of natural teleology without telos. Blind chance produces a
nature whose results look as if it had pursued a goal. God does not throw
dice—perhaps not, but nature was believed to have been caught out playing
dice. Evolutionary biology, then, seemed a grand legitimation of the method
of attaining order through anarchy and achieving success through error, lend-
ing almost insuperable evidential force to the axiom that truth is nothing
other than practical success.

Toward the end of the century Werner von Siemens impressively presented
what he called the spirit of the “scientific age” at the Circus Renz, Berlin’s
largest assembly hall. It was a gala performance for the festive assembly of
scientists who had come to welcome the new century:

Therefore, gentlemen, we will not be shaken in our belief that our re-
search and inventive activity leads mankind to higher levels of culture,
ennobling it and making it more accessible to ideal aspirations, that the
impending scientific age will diminish its hardships and its sickness, en-
hance its enjoyment of life, and make it better, happier, and more content
with its fate. And even though we may not always see the road ahead
clearly, the road leading to these better conditions, we will nevertheless
hold on to our conviction that the light of the truth we are exploring will
not lead us astray, and that the wealth of power it brings to mankind
cannot diminish it but is bound to elevate it to a higher level of exis-
tence.'

The prerequisites of success are spiritual abstention and curiosity about
what lies close, the invisible not in the beyond but in this world—for the
microscopic study of the cells and the macroscopic study of electromagnetic
waves. In both cases research penetrates into the realm of the invisible, pro-
ducing visible results, for instance in the struggle against pathogenic microbes
or in earth-girdling wireless telegraphy. Many a dream of metaphysics—sov-
ereignty gained with regard to the body, the overcoming of space and time—
have become technological reality.

As physics learns to fly, so the superfliers of metaphysics crash and have to
continue on the ground. What they are able to do there is modest enough, as
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the example of the neo-Kantians shows. One of them, Paul Natorp, in 1909
defined the task of philosophy thus: “It is nothing other than a methodical
effort by science to achieve self-transparency. In philosophy, science realizes its
own principles, procedures, and value orientations.” Natorp calls this the
“signposting of science  not from the outside, but through elucidation of
the inner law of the path which science has always described and unremit-
tingly continues to describe.”* This binds philosophy to an objective that is
the exact reversal of its beginnings:

At first philosophy hid in her womb the germs of all sciences; but once
she had given birth to them and given them motherly care during their
infancy, and once they had, under her tutelage, become mature and great,
she is not averse to watching them go out into the big world in order to
conquer it. For a while she watches them with loving care, perhaps now
and again with a soft warning word that neither can nor wishes to restrict
their newly won independence; eventually, however, she quietly with-
draws to her retirement corner, from where one day, scarcely noticed and
scarcely missed, she will have vanished from the world."”

Wilhelm Windelband, Natorp, Rickert, and Hermann Cohen were called
neo-Kantians because they advised the modern natural sciences to apply
Kant’s methodical reflection, and because on the question of the justification
of ethical norms they also went back to Kant. They represented a massive
philosophical current until World War 1. Despite much acuity and polemical
spirit in detail, the group as a whole was on the defensive against the superior
strength of the scientific spirit of the day. It was a philosophy that hoped it
would, after the end of philosophy, be able to live on in its “children,” the
sciences. However, as Natorp conceded, things were not yet looking “hopeful”
with regard to “philosophy in the sciences.” There was still a lot of ideological
ballast and smuggled speculative stuff in the baggage of empirical and exact
scientists who were claiming the prestige of science for the childish and simple
faith they had preserved. The zoologist Ernst Haeckel was one such scientist.
From Darwin’s evolutionary biology he distilled a monistic view of the world
and the universe, with which he claimed to have solved the “riddle of the
universe”—the title of his best-seller in 1889.

The neo-Kantians wanted to be the conscience of science in a double
sense—a methodological conscience and an ethical conscience, because that



was their second specialty, the problem of value. The question was, How can
that process be scientifically analyzed which—unlike in the natural sciences—
is not a case of something becoming something, but of something being re-
garded as something? To the neo-Kantians, culture was the quintessence of the
sphere of values. The material substance of a sculpture, for instance, can be
analyzed physically, chemically, and so on, but one will not thereby have un-
derstood what that sculpture is, because it is what it signifies. This significa-
tion is valid and is realized by everybody who does not regard the sculpture as
a heap of stones but as art. In all cultural processes, Rickert argues, there is
“incorporated some value recognized by Man.”’® Nature and culture are not
separate spheres, but nature becomes a cultural object to the extent it is linked
to values. Sexuality, for instance, is a value-free biological occurrence; cultur-
ally appropriated it becomes a very valuable event: love. Human reality is
interwoven with value-creating processes. There is nothing mysterious about
this; the world of values does not float over our heads, but everything that
Man handles receives a value accent in consequence. A state of affairs thus
becomes a “state of values.” States of affairs are susceptible to explanation;
states of value can only be understood. Human society altogether resembles
King Midas—everything it touches, everything it draws into its spell, receives
value.

Value philosophy was an obsession with the neo-Kantians. Engrossed in the
mysteries of validity, those academic philosophers overlooked what was more
valid than anything else: money. It was an outsider, Georg Simmel, who, at the
beginning of the century, presented the inspired masterpiece of all value phi-
losophy—the Philosophy of Money.

Simmel describes the transition from robbery to barter as the crucial event
of civilization. He therefore calls civilized Man “the exchanging animal.”*
Barter absorbs violence, and money universalizes barter and exchange.
Money, originally a material object, becomes the real symbol of all goods for
which it may be given in exchange. Once money exists, everything it comes
into contact with gets bewitched. It can now be appraised according to its
value, no matter whether it concerns a pearl necklace, a funeral oration, or the
mutual use of the sexual organs. Money is the truly existent transcendental
category of socialization. The equivalence relations provided by money ensure
the inner cohesion of modern society. Money is the magic means that trans-
forms the entire world into a “commaodity” that can be taxed according to its
value and hence also utilized.

w
N

WSITVIdALVIN ANY WSITVIAI



But how does something become money? The simple answer, though of
incalculable consequences, is by becoming something that has validity. This
something that has validity can then be employed to pay someone else for
something that one desires. The rate of exchange is always accurately calcula-
ble; what remains obscure is from where that rate actually derives. Some say
from work, others from the marketplace, others yet from demand, and others
still from scarcity. Certainly the validity of money does not reside in its mate-
rial nature; more probably it is social spirit turned into material power. The
circulation power of money has outstripped the spirit of which it used to be
said that it bloweth where it listeth.

Simmel’s spirit, however, like money, penetrates into the most remote cor-
ners of social life. Simmel manages to link everything to everything. If money
creates a common value term for things as disparate as a Bible and a bottle of
brandy, then Simmel discovers in it a link with Nikolaus von Kues’s concept of
God; to him God means the “coincidentia oppositorum,” the point at which
all opposites are united.

In so far as money becomes the absolutely commensurate expression and
equivalent of all values, it rises to abstract heights way above the whole
broad diversity of objects; it becomes the center in which the most op-
posed, the most estranged and the most distant things find their com-
mon denominator and come into contact with one another. Thus,
money actually provides an elevated position above the particular and a
confidence in its omnipotence, just as we have confidence in the omnipo-
tence of a highest principle.?

Analysis of the power of validity, also in the case of money, cannot, there-
fore—as Simmel’s example shows—do without reference to the metaphysical
stock of concepts.

Thus during the antimetaphysical period prior to 1914, the sphere of valid-
ity, even if it was that of money, was a refuge for the remnants of metaphysics.
And the same—to return to our point of departure—applies to Husserl, who
defends the psychology-free validity of logic like a Platonic realm of ideas
against the moles of naturalist psychology.

The young Martin Heidegger finds himself in a similar defensive position.
He, too, along with Husserl (and with Emil Lask), discovers his metaphysical
remnants in the mystery of validity, in the sphere of pure logic that resists all



temptations of relativization through biology or psychology. In that sphere
the “transcendental value of life” remains intact for him. But there is still some
lack of clarity about the connection between logic and the life of the soul. In
his 1912 essay “Recent Investigations into Logic,” Heidegger calls the psychic
the “operational basis” of logic, but some “peculiar, perhaps never entirely
explicable problems” remain.

By means of logic Heidegger is hoping to snatch a corner of superindi-
vidual validity; this means a lot to him, as he wishes to believe in the objective
reality of the spirit. The spirit should not be just a product of our heads. But
he also wants to concede independent reality to the external world. It should
not evaporate into a chimera of the subjective spirit, because anything like
that would be the cognition-theory version of the “boundless autonomism of
the ego” that he had criticized. Heidegger wants to avoid both the crash into
materialism and the false ascension of subjective idealism. His first tentative
philosophical steps are guided by a “critical realism” that asserts that “only he
who believes in the determinacy of a real nature will turn his efforts toward its
cognition” (GA 1, 15). And he is guided by the possibility of an objective
spirit.

Such spirit he finds in the evident “treasure of truth” of the Church, but
this does not satisfy the philosopher. Hence his second place of discovery:
logic and its objective validity.

During his first few years of study we observe Martin Heidegger seeking a
philosophy with which he can assert himself in the arena of modernism and
which, simultaneously, will permit him to remain under the sky of Messkirch.
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CAREER PLANNING AND CAREER PROBLEMS

Heidegger’s first philosophical essays, “The Relativity Problem in Modern
Philosophy” and “Recent Investigations into Logic,” do not betray the fact that
they were written in what was for him a time of crisis and upheaval. He argues
in favor of the principle of a reliably identifiable reality and a metaphysical
durability of logic at a moment when the plans for his personal life begin to
rock. The year was 1911.

After three semesters at the seminary, while studying theology, his heart
began to act up again. Perhaps he had “overexerted himself,” as he recorded in
his 1915 Lebenslauf, or perhaps his body was rebelling against the wrong kind
of work. At the suggestion of the seminary physician, Martin was released in
February 1911 for a few weeks of “absolute rest” in Messkirch. His superiors
had gained the impression that the physical constitution of the talented theol-
ogy student was not sturdy enough for later employment in the service of the
Church.

Heidegger spends the whole of the summer with his parents in Messkirch.
He does not know what road to take. His mood is gloomy; he seeks relaxation



in poetic attempts. In these his career doubts are dramatically magnified into
“Gethsemane Hours”—the title of a poem published in Allgemeine Rundschau
in April 1911:

Gethsemane hours of my life,
in the dim light

of doubt and despair

how oft have you seen me!

My tearful cries were never in vain.
My youthful being,

weary of lamentation,

trusted only in the angel of mercy.!

Hugo Ott discovered this poem, as well as the letters of Ernst Laslowski, a
history student in Heinrich Finke’s Catholic Studies department at the Uni-
versity of Freiburg. In Laslowski, who came from Upper Silesia and studied
for a few semesters in Freiburg, Martin Heidegger had found a committed
friend who admired him at an early age. Laslowski wrote: “If only your father
could support you for the three to five semesters you will need to get your
doctorate and prepare for your habilitation, I'm sure the money could be
found from somewhere.”? But his father was simply unable to pay. The son of
humble parents would have to remain under the care of the Church or strug-
gle through in some other way.

In his correspondence with Laslowski the alternatives are examined. Was
Martin to stick with theology and therefore with the clerical profession? Las-
lowski advises in favor. Martin would be provided for; he would only have to
overcome the doubts of his superiors that he was not up to much physically.
He would be able, without interference, to take his doctorate and establish
himself as an associate professor. In the meantime, perhaps, an intermezzo in
a rural parish for “maturing.” After that he would undoubtedly make a bril-
liant career as a theologian.

Such visions are flattering, but Heidegger already knows that what fasci-
nates him about theology is not the theological but the philosophical aspect.
The second possibility is that of concentrating entirely on philosophy while
remaining in the Catholic environment. The “Church’s treasure of truth”
would remain entirely untouched. Indeed, philosophy might be employed to
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protect it. Even though faith does not need any philosophical grounding, it
would be possible philosophically to refute the antimetaphysical presump-
tions of a falsely understood scientific attitude. Most of the time these scien-
tists were not aware of the extent to which they borrowed from metaphysics
when they assigned truth to their theorems. If one could prove that the “tran-
scendental value of life” is contained even in pure logic, then the Church, with
its treasure of truth, would stand on a less hopeless foundation. If he were to
turn toward a thus understood Catholic philosophy and apologetics, it might
perhaps be possible to win sponsors among institutions and publications of
the Catholic world, such as the Albertus Magnus Association or the Gorres
Society for the Promotion of Learning. Laslowski recommends that he make
contact with the Catholic philosopher Clemens Baeumbker, who is teaching in
Strasbourg. Baeumker is president of the Gorres Society and publisher of the
Philosophisches Jahrbuch, der Girres-Gesellschaft, the philosophical annual of
the Gorres Society, and devotes himself primarily to the promotion of young
Catholic students of philosophy. The prospects for Catholic philosophers are
not favorable. They are not taken quite seriously by the rest of the philosophi-
cal world, and there are few professorships in the subject.

There is a third, the most modest, option—to study a school subject, take
the state examination, and become a teacher. Heidegger considers it seriously:
the prospect of an assured livelihood is tempting. The only subjects he would
consider are the natural sciences.

Heidegger makes his decision after this difficult summer in Messkirch. He
breaks off his theological studies. For the winter semester of 1911-12 he
enrolls in the science faculty of the University of Freiburg, choosing the sub-
jects mathematics, physics, and chemistry, though continuing his philosophi-
cal studies with undiminished zeal. He enters into contact with Clemens
Baeumker, who publishes his essay “The Relativity Problem in Modern Phi-
losophy” in the Philosophisches Jahrbuch in 1912, and with Josef Sauer, profes-
sor for history of art and Christian archeology at the University of Freiburg
and publisher of the Catholic Literarische Rundschau (Literary Review). In
that journal Heidegger’s “Recent Investigations into Logic” was published in
several installments during the same year.

In a letter to Sauer of March 17, 1912, Heidegger sets out his own research
program. Sauer must have read with some astonishment about the young
student’s intention of cooperating in the “religious and cultural development
of our Church: If the whole undertaking is not to become a sterile exercise in



fault-finding, a scholastic exposure of contradictions, then the problem of
time and space must at least be brought close to a preliminary solution by
applying to it the principles of mathematical physics.”?

How the Church might be helped by an orientation toward the time prob-
lem of modern physics probably remained a bit of a mystery to the philo-
sophically rather uninformed Josef Sauer; nevertheless he was pleased with
Heidegger, whose articles on logic had aroused considerable attention in
Catholic circles. Heidegger learned about this from Laslowski, who on January
20, 1913, wrote to him: “My dear fellow, I have the feeling that you are des-
tined to become one of the truly great, and the universities will be falling over
each other to get you. Anything less would be inadmissible.” Of course, Las-
lowski pointed out, “Catholicism doesn’t fit in at all with the whole modern
philosophical system.”* He should not allow himself to be pigeonholed and
shoved into the Catholic category. He should publish also in nonconfessional
journals.

The difficulties of this balancing act—keeping the favor of the Catholic
environment without becoming labeled a Catholic philosopher—are dis-
cussed at length in the correspondence of the two friends. “I suppose you'll
have to start out as a Catholic. But this really is a confoundedly vexed ques-
tion,” Laslowski wrote. It would be best to cover himself for the time being.
This would, moreover, have a favorable side effect: “You surround yourself
with an air of mystery for a time, to arouse people’s curiosity. Things will be
easier for you after that.™

The enterprising Laslowski, probably a little in love with Heidegger, kept his
ears open for vacant chairs in Catholic philosophy. On a visit to the Campo
Santo Teutonico in Rome, where he meets the Privatdozent Engelbert Krebs, a
priest and theologian from Freiburg, he promotes his friend. Krebs, Heideg-
ger’s senior by eight years, cannot do much for him, as he still has to make a
career for himself. But Heidegger immediately gets in touch with him when,
in 1914, Krebs returns to Freiburg from his stay in Rome. This develops into
an amicable relationship that ends only when Heidegger breaks with the “sys-
tem of Catholicism.”

Laslowski also helps Martin find money. In his Catholic student fraternity
in Breslau there is an old alumnus from whom, with the assurance that
Heidegger is the great philosophical hope of German Catholics, he extracts a
private loan. With that money, plus a small grant administered by the Univer-
sity of Freiburg, plus the income from some private tutoring, Heidegger man-
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ages to cope during the year following the termination of his theological
studies. In the summer of 1913 he receives his doctorate of philosophy with
the thesis, “The Theory of Propositions in Psychologism.”

In his thesis Heidegger proves himself to be a diligent and attentive disciple
of Husserl, whose “Logical Investigations” have had a marked effect on him.
With Husser!] he argues against the representatives of psychologism—that is,
against the attempt to explain logic through psychology. Highly esteemed
philosophers, such as Theodor Lipps and Wilhelm Wundt, are critically exam-
ined by the self-assured young scholar. This discussion of psychologism com-
pels him, for the first time, to reflect on the great problem that is later his
main concern—time.

Thought as a psychic act occurs in time; it requires time. “The logical
content of thought, however,” Heidegger claims, “is valid regardless of time.
The logical is a ‘static’ phenomenon, standing beyond any development and
change, something that does not become, or arise, but is valid; something that
can at most be ‘grasped’ by the judging subject, but is not altered by that
grasping” (FS, 120). As yet, time for Heidegger has not become that force of
Being that draws everything into its motion; as yet there is a “beyond it.” But
what, Heidegger asks, is the “meaning” of this logic? “Perhaps we stand here
before something ultimate, irreducible, of which any further elucidation is
impossible, and about which any further question inevitably reaches dead-
lock” (FS, 112).

Static logic is bound to get into a state of tension with a dynamic reality, one
that unrolls in time. Heidegger examines this in the example of a problem that
is significant for his later philosophy—the question of the “Nothing” He
examines negation in the act of statement. We can say, “The rose is not yellow”
or “The teacher is not here.” This “not” therefore means only that a certain
something that we expect or to which we refer is not present. Lacking is the
yellow of the rose or the presence of the teacher. From this lack, this “not,” we
can then abstract a “nothing”—but only as a thought-thing. Such a “nothing”
therefore exists only in the act of statement, but not in reality. What applies
here is “If something does not exist, then I cannot say: it exists” (FS, 125).

In his 1929 lecture “What Is Metaphysics?” Heidegger will place the origin
of all metaphysics, including his own, in the experience of the Nothing. “The
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Nothing is more primordial than the No and negation,” it erupts in “deep



boredom, in the abysses of existence” (WM, 29). He will describe this Nothing
as a Something that places the whole world of the Being into a questionable,
and also alarming, mysterious state.

Although young Heidegger undoubtedly knows this mood, he does not yet
include it in his philosophy; he is still the young academic who hopes to
become someone and who therefore remains on academic ground. As yet he
holds to the principle that the Nothing is found only in statement but not in
reality. He does so by using arguments that the logical positivist Rudolf Car-
nap will later use against him and his philosophy of the Nothing.

But as young Heidegger, unlike Carnap, is a logician for metaphysical rea-
sons, the discovery that the Nothing is found only in our statements—that is,
only in our mind—will not prevent the ontological career of the Nothing,
because whatever is in our mind is, ipso facto, an aspect of the great Being.
Through us negation, the Nothing, comes into the world. Thus the modest
semantics of negation grow into the impressive ontology of Being and Noth-
ing. And this Nothing is no longer the cool “Not” of statement; it is a Nothing
of angst. However, this mood does not yet find expression in Heidegger’s
philosophical attempts of 1912. He still treats the alarming aspects of reality
in a rather cavalier fashion, for instance in the discussion of “impersonal
statement” inherent in subjectless sentences: “We say, ‘It lightens.” Who light-
ens? Am I trying to formulate a quality, a momentary state, of some mysteri-
ous ‘it, or has the statement a different meaning altogether?” (FS, 126). Who
or what is this It that lightens here? Before getting too profound, as later on
such occasions, Heidegger chooses the example of “It thunders.” He writes:
“If, for instance, in an army exercise, | hasten with a friend behind a rapidly
advancing battery, which has gone into firing position, and, at the moment
when we hear the thunder of the guns, say, ‘Hurry up, it’s thundering already,
then it is entirely certain what is thundering; the meaning of the statement lies
in the thundering, in what is now (already) happening” (FS, 127).

Heidegger examines the “impersonal statement” because he wishes to dem-
onstrate that, in certain conditions, neither “psychological investigation” nor
the “unambiguous determination and clarification of the meaning of the
words” brings out the content of a statement, but that it is necessary to know
and understand the context of the action situation. A few years later Heideg-
ger will make this same pragmatism of everyday life the arena for his existen-
tial question. For the time being he comes up against it once—in the
thundering. We are on the eve of war. For a brief moment, in the example of
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the military exercise, the so-called world of life bursts into the strictly her-
metical analyses.

On July 23, 1913, Heidegger passes his doctoral exam before the philo-
sophical faculty with the overall grade of summa cum laude. His supervisor is
Professor Arthur Schneider, holder of the Chair of Catholic Philosophy, who
that summer accepts a call to the Reich University of Strasbourg. In Professor
Heinrich Finke, a Catholic historian with a great reputation and with
influence in the department, Heidegger finds a patron who raises the twenty-
four-year-old’s hopes of Schneider’s now-vacant chair. Meanwhile the theo-
logical Privatdozent Engelbert Krebs is holding the chair on an acting basis
and similarly hopes to be appointed to it. Krebs and Heidegger, who have an
amicable relationship, become rivals. On November 14, 1913, Krebs records
in his diary: “This evening between five and six he [meaning Heidegger] came
to see me and told me how Finke had urged him to do his thesis on some
aspect of the history of philosophy, and that Finke had clearly given him to
understand that as long as the chair remained vacant Heidegger should seek
to qualify as a lecturer as soon as possible, thereby making himself available as
a candidate. So it may be that in my present caretaker role I am simply keep-
ing the chair warm for Heidegger™

For the time being the rivalry does not impair their friendship. After his
first visit to Heidegger Krebs records: “An acute mind, modest but assured in
his demeanor.”” He is so impressed by their conversations that he is prepared,
without envy, to accept Heidegger as the worthier successor to Schneider’s
chair. “A pity,” he notes in his diary toward the end of 1913, “he was not this
far on two years ago. We could do with him now.”®

Krebs and Heidegger help each other with their scholarly work. Krebs has
to give lectures on logic, about which he knows little. Heidegger prepares his
lessons with him. “He helps me more than perhaps he himself realizes,™
writes Krebs, who in turn helps Heidegger with his knowledge of the history
of scholasticism.

Heidegger had chosen the subject of his habilitation thesis from this arca.
Originally he had hoped to continue his logical research and work on the
“Nature of the Number Concept,” but as he now has hopes of a Catholic chair
he turns to scholasticism. Besides, a scholarship he successfully applied for in
1913 stipulates that he work on such subjects. This is a well-endowed grant
from the Foundation in Honor of St. Thomas Aquinas, established by the
Schitzler family of Augsburg industrialists.



On August 2, 1913, in applying for this grant to the Freiburg Cathedral
Chapter, Heidegger had written: “The obedient undersigned makes bold to
submit a humble request to the Reverend Cathedral Chapter . . . for the award
of a grant. The obedient undersigned intends to devote himself to the study of
Christian philosophy, and to embark on an academic career. Since the writer
lives in very modest circumstances he would be deeply obliged to the Rever-
end Cathedral Chapter "' And so on. Such humbling letters leave a sting in
those who write them, or have to write them. It is hard to forgive those to
whom one has had to come as a supplicant. Despite, or perhaps because of,
the fact that the reverend gentlemen supported him, he will not speak of them
kindly in future. The church of the common people in Messkirch was some-
thing different. That was home, there he felt he belonged all his life. Whenever
he was in Messkirch he would attend divine services at St. Martin’s Church up
into his old age, seating himself in the choir stalls where he had sat as a boy
bell ringer.

As Heidegger was then still regarded as a highly promising Catholic phi-
losopher, the Cathedral Chapter granted him a scholarship of 1,000
reichsmarks per semester—an amount that a student could live on comfort-
ably. In his letter of grant, the suffragan bishop Julius Knecht expressly re-
called the purpose of the foundation: “Trusting that you will remain true to
the spirit of Thomist philosophy, we are pleased to award you a grant.”

For three years, until the summer of 1916, Heidegger receives the grant; for
three years he is tied to Thomism and scholasticism in a manner in which
duty and inclination are not always easily distinguishable—not even to him-
self. In his third application for the grant in December 1915 Heidegger writes:
“The obedient undersigned ventures to think that he can show something at
least of his lasting gratitude for the valued trust placed in him by the Reverend
Cathedral Chapter by dedicating his scholarly lifework to the task of harness-
ing the intellectual and spiritual potential of scholasticism to the future strug-
gle for the Christian-Catholic ideal.”'?

Heidegger’s philosophical ambitions are still surprisingly modest. In Lebens-
lauf he describes the interpretation of the medieval thinkers as his future
“life’s work.” Admittedly he intends to use the ideas discovered there for topi-
cal argument, for the “struggle for the Christian-Catholic ideal.” Nevertheless
there is nothing in his philosophical essays that suggests that a world war has
meanwhile begun or that hundreds of thousands have meanwhile died on the
battlefields while the philosophy of life triumphs.
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After the materialism and mechanism of the late nincteenth century,
against which Husserl’s and hence also Heidegger’s early philosophy of logic
had been aimed, one would expect Lebensphilosophie (life philosophy) in its
many variants to have become the great challenge to Heidegger. But only the
term “liquefaction” suggests that he has made contact with life-philosophy
themes. Liquefaction was a life-philosophy obsession of the age.

A few years previously, life philosophy had still been something for “sensi-
tive modern souls”—therefore not for Heidegger. In an article for Der
Akademiker in 1911 he had written: “Philosophy, in truth a mirror of eternity,
today only reflects subjective opinions, personal views and wishes. Anti-intel-
lectualism allows philosophy to become no more than ‘inner experience’; one
has turned it into impressionism .  Today, world views are cut out of ‘life,
rather than the other way around.”'? This strong reservation against life phi-
losophy did not, in Heidegger, stem only from his Catholic “transcendental
value of life,” but came also from the school of the neo-Kantian Heinrich
Rickert, under whose supervision Heidegger intended to write his habilitation
thesis. And Rickert, whom Heidegger followed in this respect, later summed
up his judgment on life philosophy in these words: “As researchers we have to
master and consolidate life in conceptual terms, and must therefore advance
from mere live fidgeting to a systematic world order.'*

Lebensphilosophie, though opposed at the time by academic philosophers and
hence also by young Martin Heidegger, had become the dominant intellectual
current outside the universities. “Life” had become a central concept, much as
Being, nature, God, and ego had carlier on, a battle concept facing two fronts.
On the one hand, it was directed against the new “as if” idealism cultivated not
only by the neo-Kantians in the German universities but also by middle-class
moral conventions. Life stood against the laboriously deduced, or perhaps just
thoughtlessly handed-down, eternal values. On the other hand, the slogan of
Life was directed against a soulless materialism, the legacy of the late nine-
teenth century. Admittedly, neo-Kantian idealism had been an answer to ma-
terialism and positivism, but—so Lebensphilosophie claimed—a feeble one.
One renders a poor service to the spirit if one dualistically separates it from
material life, for that way it cannot be defended. Instead, the spirit has to be
carried into material life itself.

For the life philosophers, the life concept becomes so elastic that everything



fits into it—soul, spirit, nature, Being, dynamism, creativity. Life philosophy
replays the Sturm und Drang protest against the rationalism of the eighteenth
century. Then “Nature” had been the battle cry. Now the life concept has the
same function. Life is a wealth of shapes, a treasure-house of invention, and
an ocean of possibilities, so infinite and adventurous we no longer need any
“beyond.” There is enough of it in this world. Life is departure for distant
shores and, at the same time, something quite close, one’s own shape-de-
manding vitality. Life becomes the slogan of the youth movement, of the
neoromantic movement, and of pedagogical reform ideas.

Prior to 1900, bourgeois youth had wished to look old. Youth was a career
handicap. Newspapers advertised means to accelerate beard growth; spectacles
became a status symbol. Young men copied their fathers by wearing stiff wing
collars, and boys of pubertal age were dressed in morning coats and taught to
walk with dignity. Life used to be something sobering; young people were to
use it to sow their wild oats. Now life has become something elemental and
dynamic, as youth itself. Now youth is no longer a blemish to be concealed.
On the contrary, old age must now justify itself; it is under suspicion of having
died off and rigidified. A whole culture, the Wilhelminian culture, is sum-
moned before the “judgment seat of life” (Wilhelm Dilthey) and confronted
with the question: Is this life still alive?

Lebensphilosophie sees itself as a philosophy of life in the sense of a subjec-
tive genitive—it philosophizes not about life, but it is life itself that philoso-
phizes. As a philosophy it seeks to be an organ of that life; it strives to enhance
it, to open up new shapes and forms for it. It does not wish only to discover
which values are valid; it is demanding enough to wish to create new valucs.
Life philosophy is the vitalistic variant of pragmatism. It asks not about the
usefulness of knowledge but about its creative potential. For Lebensphiloso-
phie, life is richer than any theory; that’s why it detests biological reduction-
ism. There the spirit is brought down to the level of life, whereas with
Lebensphilosophie the spirit is elevated toward life.

The great protagonists of Lebensphilosophie before 1914 were Friedrich
Nietzsche, Wilhelm Dilthey, Henri Bergson, and Max Scheler. Nietzsche had
equated life with creative potency and, in that sense, called it the “will to
power.” Life wants itself, it wants to create itself. Consciousness stands in an
ambivalent relation to this principle of self-creation of what lives. It can act as
a factor of inhibition or of enhancement. Consciousness can produce anxi-
eties, moral scruples, and resignation—the élan vital can therefore snap when
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confronted with consciousness. However, consciousness may also put itself in
the service of life—it can perform value definitions that encourage life to free
development, to refinement, to sublimation. But whichever way conscious-
ness works, it remains an organ of this life, and for that reason the destinies
that consciousness prepares for life are at the same time destinies that life
prepares for itself. One time it enhances itself—through consciousness—and
another it destroys itself—through consciousness. Whether consciousness acts
in the one direction or the other, that is decided not by some unconscious life
process, but by conscious will, hence by the freedom of consciousness with
regard to life. Nietzsche’s life philosophy tears life out of the determinist strait-
jacket of the late nineteenth century and returns to it its peculiar freedom. It is
the freedom of the artist toward his work. “I want to be the poet of my life,”
Nietzsche proclaims, and it is well known what consequences this had on the
concept of truth. There is no truth in the objective sense. Truth is the art of
illusion, which turns out to be useful to life. This is Nietzsche’s pragmatism;
unlike Anglo-Saxon pragmatism it is related to a Dionysian concept of life.
Nietzsche detests the Darwinian dogma of adaptation and selection as a law of
the evolution of life. To him these are projections of a utilitarian morality.
That, to him, is how the philistine visualizes nature, where allegedly even
adaptation is rewarded with a career. To Nietzsche, “nature” is Heraclitus'’s
world child at play. Nature shapes its forms and breaks them, a continuous
creative process in which the powerful vital element, not the adapted, tri-
umphs. Survival is not yet triumph. Life triumphs only in superabundance,
when it squanders itself, when it lets itself go.

Nietzsche’s life philosophy is activist and obsessed with art. His Will to
Power initially achieved its effect as not a political but an aesthetic vision. It
once more invested art with powerful self-assurance—which it had lost under
the pressure of the scientific ideal, when it had bowed to the dogma of imita-
tion. Those who followed Nietzsche were able to state: If art and reality do not
agree with each other—so much the worse for reality!

The major artistic currents at the beginning of the century—symbolism,
art nouveau, expressionism—are all inspired by Nietzsche. The aesthetic “will
to power” is given a variety of names. In Freud’s Vienna, where the uncon-
scious is highly rated, the nervous are the truly vital: “Only when the nervous
element is totally unfettered and man, especially the artist, surrenders himself
totally to his nerves, without rational or sensual considerations, only then will
lost joy return to art” (Hermann Bahr, 1891). The expressionists demand the



“rebirth of society from the unification of all artistic means and powers”
(Hugo Ball); belief in the “rebirth” of state and society is held also in Stefan
George’s circle and among the symbolists. Franz Werfel proclaims an “en-
thronement of the heart.” It was the great moment for fantasies of the om-
nipotence of art and artists. The spirit of Lebensphilosophie once more
liberated the arts from service to the reality principle. Once more the arts had
confidence in the visions by which they protest reality in the conviction that
reality will, in consequence, be transformed. Vision, protest, transformation—
this was the holy trinity of expressionism.

While Nietzsche’s life philosophy was concerned with unbridled life,
Dilthey’s centered on experiencing life. Dilthey was not interested in biology.
He hoped to discover what Man really was through the history of thought—
but he found only individual works and formulations, a wealth of points of
view in which spiritual life exhibited its riches. Dilthey’s life was the universe
of books, full of sentences making sense but failing to combine into compre-
hensive meaning. The life of the spirit produces a wealth of forms, which can
assume the appearance of an ossuary unless one succceds in reviving the spirit
that has rigidified into solid shapes, into objective works of culture. This is
done through understanding. Understanding is the way in which the spirit
experiences the objectivization of another spirit, in which it “liquefies” what
has become rigid. Dilthey uses this term and Heidegger takes it over from him
when he refers to the “liquefaction” of scholasticism in the struggle for the
Catholic ideal. Understanding brings back past life. Understanding is repeat-
ing. The possibility of repeating experience is a triumph over the transience of
time. But the works that arise within time do not allow their content to be
fixed objectively and obligatorily. Every act of understanding is itself tied to its
point in time; thus we are continually seized by flowing time, which cease-
lessly brings forth something that is always new and always unique—view-
points, perspectives, visions, ideologies in unceasing sequence. “Where are the
means,” asks Dilthey, “to overcome the anarchy of convictions that threatens
to burst upon us?”'* Anarchy was something too uncanny for this sensitive
German scholar in the period of rapid industrial expansion. That is why he
wanted to believe that the life of the spirit also submits to some secret order;
he could not tell exactly how, but he certainly hoped that in this garden of
humanity he might be the gardener. “Life” to Dilthey had a cozy ring, not a
demoniac one, as it had for Nietzsche. “Life is the fundamental fact that must
be the starting point of philosophy. It is what is known from within, it is that
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behind which one cannot go back. Life cannot be brought before the judg-
ment seat of reason.”

Nietzsche wants to turn his life into philosophy; Dilthey wants to resusci-
tate the works of the spirit to new life. The former conducts Lebensphilosophie
as an existential adventure, the latter as an educational experience.

Nietzsche and Dilthey were of the nineteenth century. The genius of Lebens-
philosophie in the twentieth century, however, was Henri Bergson. He had
embarked on an attempt to develop this life philosophy into a system. His
main work, Creative Evolution, was published in 1907. It immediately had an
unparalleled success among the public. In his Attempt at a Philosophy of Life
(Vom Umsturz der Werte), Max Scheler wrote: “Bergson’s name is ringing
through the cultural world with such intrusive loudness that the possessors of
more delicate ears may well wonder if such a philosophy should really be
read” He should be read, Scheler argues, because Bergson’s philosophy ex-
presses an entirely new

attitude of Man to the world and to the soul. This philosophy faces the
world with the gesture of an open, upward-pointing hand, of an eye
opening freely and wide. This is not the blinking critical glance that
Descartes casts upon things, nor Kant’s eye from which the beam of the
spirit falls upon things, alienated and sovereignly as though from “an-
other” world, piercing them . . . Instead it is washed, down to its spiritual
root, by the stream of Being, as a self-evident ~ beneficial element, as
the stream of Being itself.'®

Bergson, similarly to Schopenhauer before him, discovers two sources of
cognition of life. One is reason, the other is intuition (what Schopenhauer
calls the “inner experience of the will”). Reason is the skill that Kant had
analyzed with such precision, and Bergson links up with this. Space, time,
causality, extension—these are categories of recason. But now Bergson shifts
his perspective—reason is viewed in terms of biological evolution. Thus it
appears as a product of that evolution, as an organ for orientation in the
control of action in the real world. It has clearly proved its worth and reflects
an “ever more flexible adaptation of the living creature to the given conditions
of its existence.”'” Reason therefore is a system that filters the thrusting pleni-



tude and variety of Being and Becoming from the viewpoint of practical
survival (for Schopenhauer, analogously, reason is an instrument of the will).

Up to this point Bergson is a pragmatic biologist. But now he ventures out
on his crucial step—with a simple consideration. Since we can analyze reason
within its limits, it means that we have invariably gone beyond it; otherwise
we could not discover it in its entirety. There must be an “outside of” its
sphere. Bergson’s punch line is: this “outside of” is something internal, it is
intuition. In intuition, in this internal experience, Being is not an object that
we can separate out, but we experience ourselves directly as part of this Being:
“Matter and life, which fill this world, are equally within us. We feel within
ourselves the forces that operate in all things.” Reason serves life in the sense
of survival, but intuition brings us closer to the secret of life. Viewing the
entirety of the world, life seems an infinite wave that flows freely in intuitive
consciousness: “Let us therefore descend into our own inside: we will touch a
much deeper point, and a much stronger impulse will drive us back to the
surface ..!""*

The miracle of Proust’s Remembrance is due to this pointing into our own
inside, where life reveals itself more mysteriously than elsewhere, stimulating
fantasy in the inner experience of time. OQutward-directed reason constructs
physical time, Newton’s measurable and uniform time (tempus quod
aequaliter fluit). Internal experience—that is, intuition—knows a different
time. This is duration (durée). That life “lasts” means that our life is in a
continuous flux with changing rhythms, compressions, holdups, vortices.
Nothing is lost, it is a steady growth, each point is unique because at no point
is the preceding past, which impels us forward, identical. This is so because
the passing Now is added to the past and therefore changes it. Man moves in
time as in a medium, but he also “produces” time by leading his life; that is, he
has initiative and spontaneity. He is a beginner creature. The innermost of
time experience, according to Bergson, conceals the experience of creative
freedom, a freedom that is present in the whole universe as creative potency.
The creative freedom of the cosmos finds its self-awareness in the experience
of human freedom. Intuition takes us into the heart of the world. “We revolve,
we live in the absolute.”

In this grand, enchanting, and enchanted manner, with this flight of fancy
and promise, did philosophy before 1914 intone the theme of “life.” Young
Heidegger, however, does not allow himself to be swept along by this wave. He
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concludes his dissertation of 1913 with a dry and stiff prospect of “pure
logic,” by means of which one can “approach the problems of cognition the-
ory” and “subdivide the overall sphere of ‘Being’ into its diverse manners of
reality” (FS, 128).

There is no sign yet in Heidegger of that sense of upheaval that Max Scheler
expresses in his Attempt at a Philosophy of Life, written at about the same time.
Before our eyes, Scheler asserts, a “transformation of weltanschauung” is tak-
ing place.

It will be like the first step into a flowering garden by a man kept for years
in a dark prison. This prison will be our human environment bounded
by a reason directed solely at what can be measured or mechanized, and
the civilization of such an environment. And the garden will be God’s
colorful world that—albeit at a distance—we long to salute and have
open up to us. And the prisoner will be European Man of today and
yesterday, who, sighing and groaning, strides under the burden of his
own mechanisms and who, his eyes turned earthward and heaviness in
his limbs, has forgotten his God and his world."

That this atmosphere of life-philosophy upheaval has not yet entirely seized
the young Martin Heidegger is the more surprising as many of his later
themes and motives are already swirling about out there in the philosophical
tumult of his day—a different experience of time, liquefaction of the rigidified
spirit, dissolution of the abstract subject of cognition, and art as the locus of
truth.

Heidegger’s world of yesterday would first have to collapse in the world war.
Heidegger would first have to find himself in metaphysical homelessness be-
fore, in his own way, he would discover “life,” which he would then call “fac-
ticity” and “existence.”



THE OUTBREAK OF WORLD WAR I:
HABILITATION, WAR SERVICE,

AND MARRIAGE

Having recently obtained his degree of doctor of philosophy, Heidegger works
on his habilitation thesis on “Duns Scotus’s Doctrine of Categories and Mean-
ing.” The Schitzler Grant, on which he can live comfortably for the time
being, obliges him to conduct the philosophical defense of the “Church’s
treasure of truth” in the shape of Thomism. If he moves fast he may have a
chance of getting the still-vacant chair of Christian philosophy. Things do not
look bad. Then war breaks out.

The enthusiasm that swept Germany at the beginning of the First World
War naturally also engulfs the University of Freiburg, where the young stu-
dents are sent off to active service with festive choirs, flowers, and solemn
speeches. Heidegger is enlisted on October 10, 1914, but because of his heart
trouble is classified as of “limited fitness” and deferred. He returns to his
writing desk, where he engrosses himself in the subtle nominalistic debates of
the Middle Ages.

Heidegger probably belonged to that curious species of student that Ludwig
Marcuse, who then also was studying philosophy in Freiburg, has described in



his autobiography: “Toward the end of July I encountered one of my most
respectable seminar colleagues, Helmuth Falkenfeld, on Goethestrasse. He
said despairingly, ‘Have you heard what’s happened?’ I said, full of contempt
and resignedly, ‘I know, Sarajevo. He said, ‘Not that, tomorrow Rickert’s semi-
nar is cancelled.’ T said, alarmed, ‘Is he sick?’ He said, ‘No, because of the
threatening war’ I said, ‘What’s the seminar got to do with the war?’ He
shrugged sadly.™

This friend regretted the outbreak of the war because it robbed him of the
opportunity to present his carefully prepared essay to Rickert. He was enlisted
during the very first days of the war and sent to the front. From there he

wrote:

I continue to be all right, even though the battle in which I participated
on October 30 nearly deafened my ears with the roar of twenty-four
artillery batteries. Nevertheless I still believe that the third Kantian
antonomy is more important than this whole world war and that war is
to philosophy as sensuality is to reason. I simply do not believe that the
events of this material world can, even in the least degree, touch upon
our transcendental components, and I will not believe it even if a French
shell fragment were to tear into my empirical body. Long live transcen-
dental philosophy.?

For the strictly observing neo-Kantians, the rigorously maintained tran-
scendental viewpoint evidently had an anesthetizing effect. The passions that
the war aroused and the destinies it prepared for the individual were assigned
to the crudely empirical world. The apriority of cognition and of the moral
person remained unaffected. This was not to say that the meaning or the
justification of the war were questioned, but it did mean that philosophy as
strict philosophy simply had nothing explicatory or justificatory to say on the
subject. Private opinions and judgments could overbrim with enthusiasm, but
philosophy was to preserve its noble countenance. It was to follow its sover-
eign course without being recruited by the spirit of the age, even if, at the
beginning of the war, this spirit set a whole nation in motion. If philosophers,
including the strict neo-Kantians, let themselves be swept along, then it was
not on the basis of their philosophy but because, at the outbreak of war, they
discovered that there could be something more important than this philoso-



phy. Emil Lask, for instance, the young genius of neo-Kantianism—who was
killed in action in the second year of the war and to whom Heidegger was to
dedicate his habilitation thesis—had observed even before the war that the
mills of reason grind the more brilliantly the less life-matter is being ground:
in other words, that the philosophical idea can sparkle only where it keeps
aloof from the ambiguous substance of life. Lask felt this to be a flaw and,
therefore, a few months after the beginning of the war, wrote to his mother
from active service: “Finally it’s time to leave. I've been terribly impatient with
everything in jeopardy, feeling that I was being inactive instead of using abso-
lutely all my available strength when everything is at stake. It’s unbearable not
to be able to contribute, not even in the smallest way.™

Heidegger does not seem to have had any regrets over being excluded, for
the time being, from taking part in the war. He did not have to risk his life; he
was able to continue working on his habilitation thesis and hence on his
personal career. Otherwise he probably shared the general enthusiasm for the
war, because this flared up powerfully also in his circle of Catholic friends and
his Catholic environment. His patron Heinrich Finke in 1915 founded a
Committee for the Defense of German and Catholic Interests in the World
War. Events were staged and pamphlets published that invested the war with a
religious meaning and that adopted mainly moderate attitudes in the debate
on war aims. In this connection, Heidegger’s friend Engelbert Krebs published
numerous pamphlets, brought out in book form in 1916 under the title The
Secret of Our Strength: Thoughts on the Great War.

The outbreak of war released a flood of publications. It is thought that a
million and a half poems were written then by German authors. Rilke was in
good company with his “Hymn to War”:

For the first time I see you arising
most distant, incredible God of War, known only from hearsay

At last a God. Because often we no longer seized the peaceable one
the Battle-God suddenly seizes us . .
Hail to me that I see men seized.*

Those “seized” included the professors. The Declaration of University Teach-
ers of the German Reich of October 16, 1914, with its 3,016 signatures, gave
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voice to the “sense of outrage that Germany’s enemies, with England at their
head, are trying, allegedly in our favor, to make a distinction between the spirit
of German scholarship and what they call Prussian militarism.”®

The professors will not let themselves be severed from “militarism,” nor do
they accept it as a factum brutum; they wish to make something significant out
of it. An unparalleled fever of interpretation seized the “scized™: “Indeed, it is
precisely the deepest forces of our culture, of our spirit and of our history,
which sustain this war and give it its soul (Marcks, ‘Where do we stand?’).”¢
Thomas Mann, in his Reflections of a Nonpolitical Man, speaks of the war as
an event in which the individuality of the different nations, their eternal
physiognomies,” emerge forcefully, so that they can be comprehended only by
a “fresco psychology.” It was a time of national-identity declarations of ex-
ceedingly robust character. Thomas Mann was not the only one to conceive
such grand cultural-philosophical typologies for combative purposes. There
were plenty of effective confrontations: profound culture against superficial
civilization, organized community against mechanical society, heroes against
merchants, sentiment against sentimentality, virtue against mercenary calcu-
lation.

The philosophers react in different ways. Some continue to pursue their
sober academic activities, unperturbed. Ludwig Marcuse has ridiculed these.
Others—more particularly the fashionable “life philosophers”—wish to make
a specifically philosophical contribution to the war by reinterpreting it as a
battle of spirits. For that they mobilize their metaphysical reserves. With over-
brimming eloquence Max Scheler celebrates the Genius of the War—the title
of his great essay of 1915. Scheler maps out an entire anthropology sub specie
belli. War brings out what is hidden in Man. Scheler remains a gentleman—he
does not condemn the enemy powers, he concedes them the right to struggle.
He views war as the secret of the self-assertion of cultures, which, just as
individuals, are bound to clash as soon as they have attained their own unmis-
takable forms. At that point they have to enter the fire, where their forms are
tempered. War brings confrontation with death and therefore compels the
nation and the individual to understand themselves as a whole, admittedly as
a whole that can be broken. War is the great analyst—it separates the genuine
from the false, it reveals the true substance. War is the examen rigorosum of the
state, the test in which it has to prove whether it merely administers a society
or actually expresses the common will: “The picture of whole, great, extensive
Man, of whom peace allowed only a small grayish middle zone to be visible



this picture now stands plastically before us. Only war measures the cir-
cumference, the span of human nature; Man becomes aware of his entire
greatness, of his entire smallness.”

What spiritual substance does war reveal? Some say it is a victory of ideal-
ism. For a long while it was stifled by materialism and utilitarian thought; now
it breaks through and men are once more prepared to sacrifice themselves for
nonmaterial values, for nation, fatherland, honor. That is why Ernst Troeltsch
calls the war enthusiasm a return of “faith in the spirit” as it triumphs over the
“adoration of money, hesitant skepticism, pleasure seeking, and dull resigna-
tion to the laws of nature.”®

Others regard war as the liberation of a creative force that was in danger of
becoming petrified during the long period of peace. They hail the natural
power of war; at long last, they say, contact is once more made with the
elemental. War, as “the most powerful of all destroyers of culture, is at the
same time the most powerful of all bringers of culture,” observes Otto von
Gierke.'®

War transforms everything; it will also—Max Scheler hopes—transform
philosophy itself. People will no longer be content with “purely formalistic
hairsplitting”; there will be a growing hunger for an “independently original
view of the world.™"

In point of fact, however, philosophy does not gain any new “original view”
during the war. It lives on its metaphysical assets, which it employs in invest-
ing the catastrophic events of the war with “depth” and “significance.” The
truly political minds, from Max Weber to Carl Schmitt, feel repelled. Max
Weber castigates “the talking and writing of the literati,”’> who mistake their
attitudinal acrobatics for political thought. And to Carl Schmitt the meta-
physical exaltation of political elements is plain “occasionalism,”** an attitude
that uses reality only as an occasion for narcissistic production of ideas.

Heidegger keeps aloof from all this. His philosophical élan does not roam
through the field of politics. His thinking at this time has the peculiar stamp
of philosophy in spite of history.

He had intended, after his thesis, to work on the “Nature of the Number
Concept.” His patron Heinrich Finke advises him to discuss this set of prob-
lems within the area of scholastic philosophy. Heidegger finds a suitable text
in which he can examine what fascinates him most about the number con-
cept—the reality of ideality. The title of the text he chooses for examination is
De modis significandi sive Grammatica speculativa (On the Manners of Sig-
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nification, or Speculative Grammar). In Heidegger’s day this text was attrib-
uted to John Duns Scotus (1266—1308). More recently, however, it is believed
that the author was Thomas of Erfurt, a philosopher of Duns Scotus’s school.

Duns Scotus was the medieval philosopher of the critique of reason. With
exceptional acuteness—in the Middle Ages he was nicknamed doctor sub-
tilis—he tried to restrict the range of reason in questions of metaphysics. With
our reason, he taught, we will not be able to comprehend the true nature of
God; and as the world is God’s creation and therefore shares in God’s impene-
trability by reason, the things around us, no matter how excellently we de-
scribe and comprehend them in detail, will retain their mysterious nature.
This reasoned critique of reason is, with Duns Scotus, in the service of faith.
What Kant later said of himself, that with a reasoned critique of reason he had
intended to make room for faith, applies also to this master of scholasticism
from Scotland. In Kant as in Duns Scotus, this critique has a dual thrust. The
presumptions of reason as also the false use of faith are rejected. True faith
transcends cognition, but it does not replace it. In other words, we must
concede both to faith and to cognition that which is theirs. We must not try to
supplant one with the other. Duns Scotus was a moderate nominalist, to
whom concepts initially were just names (nomen) and not the substance of
the thing itself. The thing itself, to the medieval philosopher, is of course
primarily God and the world. The nominalists, therefore, proceed from a
dualism between thinking and being. They do, however, seek a bridge. This is
true especially of the work from the school of Duns Scotus that Heidegger has
chosen.

Duns Scotus’s fundamental idea was this: thought proceeds in language.
Language is a system of symbols. It points to the thing just as the wreath on
the tavern sign indicates the wine that can be drunk inside—this is the actual
example given by the evidently life-enjoying Duns Scotus (or Thomas of
Erfurt). Between thought and thing lies an abyss of difference (“heterogene-
ity”) but there is also common ground (“homogeneity”). The bridge between
the two is called analogy. Between our thought and that which is there exists
the same relation of analogy as between God and the world. That is the punch
line of the whole idea. At this point the vault of great medieval metaphysics
again finds solid support. All elements of Being, all the way up to the highest
Being, are analogically related to each other. The analogy relation between
God and the world means that God cannot simply be identical with the world,
because in that case he would be its captive; neither can he be something



entirely different, since the world, after all, is his creation. The world points to
God as the tavern sign points to wine, and it is obvious that it is not the tavern
sign that quenches one’s thirst but only the wine itself. The tavern sign may be
real, but God and the world are more real. In medieval thought, Heidegger
points out in his comment, there is the idea of “degrees of reality” (FS, 202),
of levels of intensity. This highly speculative argument then comes up with the
question: And on what level of reality is thought itselff Duns Scotus believes
that Man, with his thought, is not as close to God as the concept-realists
believe—they would almost credit Man with being able to rethink God’s
thoughts from which the world sprang. Neither is he as far away as the radical
nominalists believe; they would let any thought before God drown in the
night of Ignorantia.

What, then, is Heidegger looking for and what does he find in this cathedral
of medieval thought? He looks for the concealed modernity of this thought.
He wants to liquefy it and straightaway discovers a few subtleties that antici-
pate Husserl’s phenomenological procedure. Thus Duns Scotus already makes
the phenomenological distinction between prima intentio and secunda inten-
tio. The prima intentio is the natural attitude, the focusing on the objects of
perception and thought. The secunda intentio is that peculiar viewing angle
when thought looks at itself and its own contents. This is Husserl’s distinction
between noesis (the act of intention) and noema (the content of intention)—
these will be referred to later.

Heidegger liquefies this medieval philosopher by recruiting him for
Husserl. He presents to us a scholasticist who, like Husserl, explores the field
of pure consciousness and then, from it, conjures up the structure of the
entire world. The thought of thought, this thought watching itself at work,
unfolds a universe that cannot be removed from the world simply by declar-
ing that it does not belong to the world. Suffice it that it signifies something.
Heidegger: “Duns Scotus teaches the existential freedom of the real of sig-
nificance” (FS, 243).

Martin Heidegger wanted to philosophize about the nature of number. He
can indulge this obsession in the tracks of Duns Scotus, because the “specula-
tive grammar” of the Scotists has drawn an entire ontology from one-ness and
the number one.

The text, as well as Heidegger’s analysis, begins with the fundamental cate-
gories that contain any reality for us. These fundamental categories—Duns
Scotus, incidentally, does not place them at the base but, in typically medieval
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fashion, at the top—are called “transcendentals.” They are ens (anything that
is, generally), unum (one), verum (what is true), bonum (what is good). That
something that is—ens—exists, where everything begins, is evident. Less self-
evident, but, after some reflection, obvious is that the Being can always only
appear as one Being, as a definite something, as a “one.” But this one is one
only in contrast to something different (diversum). “The One and the Other,”
Heidegger states, “is the true origin of thought as possession-taking of an
object” (FS, 160). At this origin begins the hairline crack between thought and
Being. Is it then, one may ask, a characteristic of the one that it is not the
other? No, because everything that is is what it is, and not-being-the-other is
not one of its characteristics. This “not” is brought to the things only by
comparative thinking. The things, in a manner of speaking, are trapped
within themselves, they cannot compare themselves among each other, and
therefore they cannot actively differ from one another. They do not differ, but
they can be differentiated by our thought. This is a discovery of far-reaching
importance. It states, in Heidegger’s formulation: “What really exists is indi-
vidual” (FS, 194). Duns Scotus calls this kind of individuality haecceitas, liter-
ally translated the “this-now-here-ness” of things. What each time occurs is
something unique at its point in space-time.

The discovery is far-reaching because it reveals on an elementary plane that
our reason is able, in a reasonable way, to abstract from itself and to distin-
guish between what the things are by themselves and what our thought does
to them. By themselves they are nothing but details between which our reason,
comparing, connecting, ordering, moves to and fro. Following Duns Scotus,
Heidegger formulates this as follows: we project that which is, consisting as it
does of nothing but different details (heterogeneities), into a homogeneous
medium, where we can compare, comprehend, and indeed also count that
which is. The nature of this homogeneity emerges with particular clarity in
the sequence of numbers. If 1 count five apples, then it is not a characteristic
of the third apple to be the third, because nothing is changed in the apple itself
if I take it out of the row. There exists, therefore, on the one hand, a heteroge-
neous multiplicity and, on the other, the homogeneous medium of countabil-
ity. In the multiplicity of what is there is no such thing as number, but—and
this is crucial for the analogy relation—it is only that which is, in its multiplic-
ity, that permits counting. Thus the two spheres are interconnected. Between
the multiplicity of the individual and its ordering in a string of numbers there
simply exists the relation of analogy.



The mystery of analogy, within which one moves even with simple count-
ing, directly leads to the supreme mystery—to God. He stands to the entity of
all that is (“the being™) in roughly the same relation as the infinite progression
of numbers to the countable but (in the literal sense) countless details of the
being. The things are as they are, but additionally they are such that they fulfill
the ideal meaning-content of our concepts (in this case, the number concept)
only by way of analogy. But this means they are infinitely more, and other,
than what they represent in the homogeneous medium of strict concepts.
From this Heidegger now draws the following conclusion, which is of major
importance for his future philosophy. A style of scholarship that orients itself
by the ideal of the “univocally” used concept—the concept used in the same
meaning—cannot adequately correspond to this “basic structure of real real-
ity” in which “homogeneity and heterogeneity interlace in a peculiar manner”
(FS, 199); a more adequate correspondence will be that of “live speech” in the
“peculiar mobility of its meaning” (FS, 278). This conclusion will remain
crucial for Heidegger in the later developmental phases of his thought. Even
though later he will no longer use the analogy concept of scholasticism, he
will cling to the conviction that not univocal logic but the spoken language, in
its historicity, manifold meaning, and also its poetic form, is the more ade-
quate organ of philosophy.

In the spring of 1915 Heidegger completes his thesis and submits it to
Rickert. This lion-maned gentleman was then much in demand in Freiburg,
playing the role of a superprofessor, surrounded by a swarm of unpaid assis-
tants. He gave his lectures in the library; the great hall of the university, which
he could have easily filled, gave him agoraphobia. His seminars were held in
his private villa; admitted was only a hand-picked audience of professors,
education-hungry city notabilities, doctors, and Privatdozenten. Heidegger
was occasionally among this crowd. Rickert loved presenting himself as the
principal of a school—like a general staff officer, he tried to influence ap-
pointment policy to chairs of philosophy throughout Germany. The field was
still small enough for one to have such an overview. To get on his bad side
meant a hindrance to a young scholar’s career. Of young Heidegger he took no
particular notice. To him, Heidegger belonged to the Catholic corner. He
accepted his dissertation but had no intention of bothering to read it. He
requested Engelbert Krebs, of whose friendship with Heidegger he presum-
ably was unaware, to write an assessment for him. The way this was produced
is described by Krebs in his diary: “As I read it, however, | had Heidegger
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sitting right there beside me, and we discussed all the difficult or problematic
passages as we went along.”** On July 27, 1915, the habilitation procedure
concluded with a trial lecture by Heidegger on “The Time Concept in Histori-
cal Scholarship.” As an epigraph Heidegger chose a sentence by Meister Eck-
hart, the German mystic of the late thirteenth and early fourteenth century:
“Time is that which changes and turns manifold; eternity stays simple.”

Heidegger is now a Privatdozent and will remain one for several years. To
his friend Laslowski he offers as a motto “for university lecturers and aspiring
university lecturers” a quotation from Nietzsche’s friend Rhode: “There is no
morass more calculated to turn even the boldest of pike into a bloated, full-
blown, healthy frog than the conceit of the university academic.”'®

Heidegger berates the academic environment because his own ambitions
are being disappointed. He had thought he stood a chance of winning the
vacant chair in Catholic philosophy. Finke had dropped hints to him along
these lines and seen to it that the chair remained vacant up until Heidegger’s
habilitation. In this he had been supported by Rickert, who was interested in
the vacancy so he could remain the local kingmaker.

Krebs had been holding the chair on an acting basis since the winter semes-
ter of 1913-14 and after eighteen months was anxious to know if he himself
had any hope left—also in view of the then-impending habilitation of his
friend Heidegger. In March 1915 he therefore approached the Baden Ministry
of Culture in Karlsruhe. He recommended himself and a few other candi-
dates, but not Martin Heidegger. This was not an intrigue; he had informed
his colleagues in Freiburg about his action. Heidegger, however, felt hurt and
betrayed. Gradually, he wrote to Laslowski, one developed a hard, cool view of
all kinds of humanity. Krebs was soon eliminated as a possible candidate, as he
was promised a professorship of dogmatics at the Theological Faculty and
indeed received it some time later. After the beginning of 1916 an unfavorable
situation began to develop for Heidegger. The advertisement to fill the posi-
tion was so clearly tailored for a historian of medieval scholasticism that
Heidegger, who in his Duns Scotus study had proceeded systematically rather
than historically, saw his prospects dwindle. Laslowski warns his friend not to
exaggerate the modernization of scholasticism: “I wouldn’t be giving you such
an avuncular piece of advice if you yourself hadn't already hinted, in your
last-but-one letter, that certain gentlemen were pricking up their ears. And
you know yourself how pathologically hypersensitive theologians are and how
highly developed their ‘sense of responsibility’ when it comes to intriguing



against someone they consider ‘unsound.” Your critique will come quite early
enough for the people concerned.”'¢ Evidently Heidegger is then, in letters
and private conversations, developing a critique of Catholic philosophy that
he does not risk uttering publicly.

In the spring of 1916 Heidegger writes a concluding chapter to the printed
version of his Duns Scotus essay. It is marked by a new note: not so much
critical distance from scholasticism as a new impatience, vehemence, empha-
sis, and, above all (an until then quite unusual) stress on “life.”

We recall that at the end of the main part of his thesis Heidegger referred to
“live speech” in the “peculiar mobility of its meaning.” Within the few pages
of the concluding chapter there are twenty-three references to “life, living
spirit, living deed,” and the like. He looks back on his investigation and cannot
avoid an impression of “a certain deadly emptiness”; he now wants to let “the
spiritual unrest, kept down until then” (FS, 341), emerge at last.

In the impatience of his final chapter Heidegger is unjust to himself. He acts
as if he had not started on the task he now vehemently demands—to explain
logic from “translogical connections.” The spirit of medieval metaphysics
provides that connection. In the new final chapter, however, this spirit is now
vigorously put under the pressure of life philosophy. “For the living spirit,” he
says, “the theoretical attitude of the mind” is not everything; “a gathering up
of the totality of the knowable” is not enough, because what matters is the
“breakthrough into true reality and real truth” (FS, 348). Which way is the
journey to lead, where is true life to be found? Certainly not in “an attitude to
life that is evanescent in content” and “operating on the surface,” but in an
enhancement of intensity that was made possible in the Middle Ages by the
transcendental relation. And by what is this enhancement of intensity to be
achieved today?

Heidegger’s reference in this connection to the “optics of metaphysics” does
not come as a surprise; what is new is the justification of this metaphysics. It
rests no longer solely on the “Church’s treasure of truth” but stems from the
“meaningful and meaning-realizing deed.” By this, however, metaphysics is
brought down from heaven to earth and becomes the inner logic of historical
action. In the final chapter of his Duns Scotus essay Heidegger is in the pro-
cess of discovering the historical spirit of life. In other words, he discovers
Hegel, whom he credits with having developed the “majestic system of a his-
torical weltanschauung” in which “all preceding fundamental philosophical
problem-motives” (FS, 353) are resolved.
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This forward look to Hegel’s historicism at the end of the Duns Scotus essay
conceals the fact that hidden in it there is yet another option for Heidegger’s
further pondering. Heidegger had followed Duns Scotus’s way of overcoming
the threatening dualism between human spirit and external reality—the mini-
ature edition of the great disparity between God and the world—in the con-
cept of “analogy.” This concept combines in thought both the differences
between spirit and reality and the unity between the two. Moreover, human
spirit is assigned a higher degree of reality, because in the series of realities
analogically descending from God, the human spirit is nearest to God. Why?
Because the human spirit, an analog of God, itself masters the art of analogy
comprehension—that is, it is, up to a point, initiated into the operational
secret of creation. Human consciousness therefore still rests in God. In his
final chapter Heidegger looks back on that enchantment of an experienced
relation with transcendency as on a lost world. There remains historical re-
membrance. It would be quite something if, with Hegel, one could believe in
God in history. This is what Heidegger attempts in his final chapter. But this is
not, as suggested above, the only perspective. The other stems from reflection
about the peculiar category of haecceitas. Heidegger had stayed long enough
with this concept, which the nominalists had coined for the miracle of the
singularity of the real. Heidegger seems to be mesmerized by this concept:
“What really exists is an individual something . . . Everything that really exists
is a ‘this-now-here. The form of individuality (haecceitas) is destined to pro-
vide a primordial determination of real reality” (FS, 195).

Heidegger presents this nominalist idea as an early attempt not only to
transfer the numinous into the divine beyond but also to discover it quite
close, in the immediate concrete reality. Everything that is is in itself some-
thing inexhaustible. We do not exhaust its richness if we think of it as an
“object.” To really think the “this-now-here” would mean to overcome objec-
tivized thinking. Only then can that which is appear in its full plenitude.
Heidegger will later say that “the being”—that which is—that is encountered
in this manner, is “present. Presence bursts the confinement of objectness.”

Thought that thus leads to the singularity of reality is an alternative to
Hegel. For Hegel, “singleness” is a philosophical nothing that demands noth-
ing of thought, something heterogeneous that acquires meaning only when it
is transferred into the homogeneous environment of concepts, into general
and generalizable contexts.

Heidegger seeks “free mobility” and criticizes scholasticism for its inability



“to place itself, with a jerk, above its own work” (FS, 141). But one does not
place oneself above one’s own movement only by embedding oneself, like
Hegel, in the historical spirit; one must also overcome any kind of universal-
ism, including historical universalism, and free oneself for the singularity of
the real, for haeccitas. This comes about when Heidegger, following Husserl’s
appointment to Freiburg in 1916, seeks an intensive connection with the work
of the founder and master of phenomenology, and eventually finds it. In
1915, however, when he was writing the final chapter of his habilitation thesis,
Hegel’s “system of a historical weltanschauung” was still dominant.

In a letter of farewell written at the end of 1918 to his clerical friend, the
theologian Krebs, Heidegger would describe the living historical spirit, which
he had come to know in Hegel and then in Dilthey, as the force that had made
the “system of Catholicism problematic and unacceptable for me.”'” It is an
idea of historicity that is now being viewed in a phenomenological manner.
The “transcendental value of life” now becomes settled in that kind of history.
The metaphysical vertical begins to tilt toward a historical-phenomenological
horizontal.

After his habilitation Heidegger is recruited again by the military authorities.
Once more the symptoms of his heart trouble appear. In the autumn of 1915
he is transferred for four weeks to the army hospital in Miihlheim/Baden and
then, as a home reserve serviceman, he is assigned to the postal supervision
center in Freiburg. The task of that center was postal censorship. Suspect
letters, especially correspondence with enemy or neutral countries, were
opened. The staff consisted of women enlisted for service and men not fit for
garrison duty. Heidegger had not volunteered for this work, but neither did it,
in wartime, seem objectionable to him. It was a cushy posting. He kept the job
until the beginning of 1918, and it left him enough time for his scholarly
work.

On June 23, 1916, came the decision about the chair of Catholic philoso-
phy that had been vacant for a couple of years. It came as a disappointment to
Heidegger, who for the past two years had been widely regarded as a front-
runner. The commission came down in favor of the Miinster professor Joseph
Geyser, with an explanation that was humiliating for Heidegger: “The short-
age of suitable candidates of lay status (and only lay candidates may be con-
sidered) is so acute that after mature consideration the Faculty finds itself able
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to recommend only one name.”'® Heidegger’s name does not even appear on
the list; even as an “extraordinary professor,” in the event of Geyser’s declining
the appointment, he is clearly not in the running. All that the university is
prepared to offer him is a temporary teaching job.

His friend Laslowski in distant Silesia consoles him: “They’re afraid of you.
It’s all based on purely personal motives. They’re simply incapable of making
an objective judgement.”"

Even though Heidegger had been proposed as a “confessionally suitable
candidate” at the meetings of the commission, the Catholic faction, which had
a decisive say in such appointments, may well by then have regarded him as
unreliable. No doubt Heidegger’s age was also against him. He had taken his
doctorate only three years previously. And surely one could not allow this
young man to make such a rapid career at home at a time when his coevals
were fighting at the front and many indeed had already lost their lives. The
vote therefore went to experience and an age beyond active service—Geyser
was Heidegger’s senior by twenty years.

Heidegger’s hopes of obtaining a professorship at the first attempt were
dashed. He would have to wait another seven years.

In the autumn of 1915 Heidegger meets his wife-to-be, Elfride Petri, an
economics student at the University of Freiburg. Six months had passed since
the breaking off of his engagement to a Strasbourg girl, the daughter of a
minor customs official, a young woman who was gravely consumptive.
Whether or not this was the reason for the parting we do not know. To
Laslowski, however, who was fond of seeing his friend as a Nietzschean super-
man, the separation was of sublime significance: “I watched you growing day
by day, until you had far outgrown the sphere in which ‘love’ and ‘happiness’
are able to flourish. I have known for a long time that you will have to tread
paths—have to tread them, if you ever want to reach your goals—where ‘love’
must freeze to death.”?

Elfride is the daughter of a senior Saxon officer, Protestant, from the north,
and emancipated. Economics was then an unusual subject for a woman. She is
a follower of Gertrud Biaumer, who was a liberal champion of women’s rights
and was connected with the Youth Movement. Martin Heidegger and Elfride
meet at the university. Along with some friends they spend their semester
vacations, just a few days, on the island of Reichenau.

Heidegger’s poem “Evening Walk on Reichenau” is a reminiscence of that
summer:



Seaward flows a silver radiance

to distant dark shores,

and in the summer-weary evening-moist
gardens, like a subdued word of love,
descends the night.

And between moon-white gables

a last bird’s cry is caught

from the ancient tower roof—

and what the bright summer’s day brought me
lies heavy with fruit—

from eternities

an enraptured cargo—

in the gray desert

of a great simplicity. (D, 7)

By the time this poem is published, toward the end of 1916, Heidegger and
Elfride Petri are engaged, and three months later, in March 1917, they are
married.

His friend Laslowski would have preferred him not to come to such a quick
decision. He would have liked to retain the image he had made for himself of
Heidegger—a wanderer along the peaks of philosophy, penetrating into a
sphere where love and happiness, as during Zarathustra’s peak wanderings,
must “freeze up.” Heidegger was to climb out of the human lowlands where
people marry and establish families, and Laslowski, who modestly feels that he
belongs in the lowlands, would have liked at least to have witnessed Heideg-
ger’s conquest of the summits. The sublime and its observer—that was how
Laslowski would have characterized his friendship with Heidegger. On Janu-
ary 28, 1917, he writes to him: “My dear Martin: if only I could be with you at
this time! I don’t know what it is, but I cannot feel entirely happy about what
Friulein Petri told me in her letter. It would be wonderful if 1 were proved
wrong. But | beg you to be careful! Wait until we are together again. 'm really
very worried for you, particularly in a matter of such enormous importance as
this. You understand my meaning when I ask you not to make a hasty deci-
sion.”

Martin Heidegger is not disconcerted by his friend’s misgivings. He over-
comes other misgivings too. For his pious parents in Messkirch it must have
been a heavy blow to see Martin break off his preparations for a career in the
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priesthood and as a theologian and, to top it all, enter into a mixed marriage.
And the Petris no doubt will have turned up their noses at this man from
humble circumstances, who might be talented but so far had not found a
professional livelihood. Would he be able to support a family? In the manner
expected in senior-officer circles?

There was no great wedding. The Privatdozent Martin Heidegger and the
economics student Elfride Petri were married very quietly in the university
chapel of the Minster. No parents were present. At Heidegger’s request the
ceremony was performed by Engelbert Krebs, who recorded: “Wartime mar-
riage service without organ, bridal dress, wreaths or veils, coaches and horses,
wedding breakfast or guests; conducted with the blessing of both sets of par-
ents (conveyed by letter), but in their absence.”

Krebs had gained the impression, in conversations with Elfride, that she was
considering conversion to the Catholic faith. But this does not happen. Eigh-
teen months later, when their first son is born, Elfride and Martin declare that
they will be unable to fulfill the obligation, undertaken at their marriage, to
bring up their children in the Catholic faith.

Husserl at the time believed that Heidegger had become a Protestant. In a
letter to Rudolf Otto at the beginning of 1919 he writes that he *had no
influence whatsoever on the decision of Heidegger to convert to Protes-
tantism,” even though he was “bound to welcome” Heidegger as a “free Chris-
tian” and an “undogmatic Protestant.”?* This is how Husser! characterized
young Martin Heidegger, whom by then he regarded as his most gifted pupil
and whom he was treating almost as an equal partner in the great philosophi-
cal project of phenomenology.



5

THE TRIUMPH OF PHENOMENOLOGY:

HUSSERL AND HEIDEGGER, FATHER AND SON

When Edmund Husserl came to Freiburg in 1916, the fame of phenomenol-
ogy had not yet spread beyond the confines of philosophers working in the
field. Yet a few years later, during the first postwar years, this specialized sub-
ject turned into what was almost an ideological hope. Hans-Georg Gadamer
reports that, at the beginning of the 1920s, when “slogans about the decline of
the West [were] omnipresent,”! the subject of phenomenology was included,
alongside the teachings of Max Weber, Karl Marx, and Kierkegaard, among
the countless suggestions put forward at a “Discussion among World Improv-
ers.” Within a few years, therefore, phenomenology had become a rumor of
promise, one that induced Gadamer, like so many others, to go to Freiburg to
sit at the feet of the phenomenological master and his sorcerer’s apprentice.
Phenomenology had the aura of a new dawn, which made it popular at a time
when moods fluctuated between the extremes of doomsday despair and the
euphoria of a new beginning.

Prior to 1916 the bastions of phenomenology had been Gottingen, where
Husserl had taught between 1901 and 1915, and Munich, where a center



independent of the “Goéttingen crowd” had formed around Max Scheler and
Alexander Pfinder. Phenomenology aspired to be more than just a school; it
therefore called itself a movement. It aimed not only at the restoration of
strict scholarship in philosophy—this was the semi-official self-description of
the phenomenologists—but also at a reform of life altogether under the aegis
of intellectual honesty. False bombast, ideological self-deception, indiscipline
in thinking and feeling—all of these were to be overcome. Hedwig Conrad-
Martius, who was part of it from the start, formulated the spirit of the Gottin-
gen phenomenologists’ circle as follows: “It was the ethos of professional
purity and probity Naturally, this was bound to rub off on a person’s
attitude, character, and way of life”> What the Stefan George circle was to the
world of the arts—Stefan George (1868-1933), the leading poet of his day,
had a close circle of followers—that, in the world of philosophy, was the new
phenomenological movement. Both circles called for severity, discipline, and
purity.

“Toward the things!” was the motto of the phenomenologists. But what was
“the thing”? It certainly was regarded as hidden and lost in the tangle of
prejudices, grand words, and ideological constructs. It was a similar impulse
to that which Hugo von Hofmannsthal at the beginning of the century ex-
pressed in his famous Letter. “I have,” Hofmannsthal has his Lord Chandos
write, “totally lost the ability to reflect or speak coherently about anything . . .
the abstract words that the tongue must inevitably use in order to utter any
statement, have crumbled in my mouth like moldy fungi.”* What has deprived
him of speech is the mute, inexhaustible, oppressive, but also intoxicating,
evidence of the things that offer themselves as though for the first time. To
open themselves thus to evidence, that was also what the phenomenologists
wanted; their great ambition was to disregard anything that had until then
been thought or said about consciousness or the world. They were on the
lookout for a new way of letting the things approach them, without covering
them up with what they already knew. Reality should be given an opportunity
to “show” itself. That which showed itself, and the way it showed itself, was
called “the phenomenon” by the phenomenologists.

The phenomenologists shared with Hofmannsthal the conviction that the
real alphabet of perception had first to be relearned. To begin with, everything
that had been said before had to be forgotten and the language of reality
rediscovered. To the early phenomenologists, however, it was consciousness
that had to be acquired first of all, and only through it also external truth.



The phenomenologists were moderate in an immoderate manner by accus-
ing the philosophers around them of constructing their systems without
foundations. Consciousness, they argued, had not yet been anything like ade-
quately investigated; it was an unexplored continent. People were beginning to
explore the unconscious, though they were not even yet familiar with the
conscious.

Husser] was the initiator of the movement. He urged his disciples to be
thorough: “One must not feel too superior to work on the foundations,” he
used to say.* The disciples should regard it as an honor to be laborers in the
“vineyard of the Lord”—though it was not quite clear which lord was actually
meant. If one considers the spirit of humility and ascesis, of probity and
purity, sometimes called “chastity” by the phenomenologists, one will not
think it accidental that some of the phenomenologists later turned very pious.
The most prominent example is Edith Stein, since beatified. She “served”—
her own term—phenomenology during the early Goéttingen years prior to
1914; from 1916 to 1918 she was Husserl’s private assistant in Freiburg; in the
1920s she converted to Catholicism; eventually she joined a convent, from
whence the Nazis snatched her and, because she was Jewish, murdered her in
Auschwitz.

Phenomenology, according to Adolf Reinach, one of Husserl’s disciples, was
a project “that requires the work of centuries for its completion.”> When
Husserl died in 1938, he left a collection of 40,000 unpublished manuscript
pages. By comparison the work published in his lifetime seems almost modest
in volume. Subsequent to his Logical Investigations of 1901, two books estab-
lished his fame and made his philosophy victorious: Philosophy as a Strict
Science (1910) and the first volume, the only one to appear in his lifetime, of
Ideas Pertaining to a Pure Phenomenology and to a Phenomenological Philoso-
phy (1913).

In his bold dreams, which he confided in his diary, Husserl had imagined
that the future of philosophy would be an organic continuation of what he
had begun. Time and again he described himself as a “beginner.” He was also
a perpetual beginner in regard to his own work. If he was to prepare a recently
written manuscript for publication, he would start to rewrite the whole text,
to the despair of his assistants, who had to help him with it. With his own
thoughts, too, he would forever start afresh; he found it difficult to accept as
valid what he had written earlier. Consciousness, especially his own, was to
him a river into which, as is known, one cannot ever step twice at the same
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point. This attitude gave rise in him to a veritable publication phobia. Other
philosophers who did not have this difficulty—such as Max Scheler, who
evidently found it easy to prepare three books simultaneously for publica-
tion—were suspect to him. He occasionally spoke of Scheler with disrespect,
even though he acknowledged his genius: “One’s got to have ideas, but one
mustn’t publish them,” Husserl was fond of saying.® Scheler, who had his best
ideas in conversation and, if he had no paper handy, would jot them down on
his starched cuffs, would not and could not keep anything to himself. Husserl,
on the other hand, brooded over his work until it grew into that gigantic
collection of manuscripts that a Franciscan monk, in an adventurous opera-
tion, saved from the Nazis in 1938 by smuggling it to Belgium, where it is kept
to this day in a specially established research institute.

Husserl, born in Moravia in 1859, grew up in the settled circumstances of
the Jewish middle class in the Austro-Hungarian monarchy at a time when a
“feeling of security was the most eagerly sought-after possession . . . the com-
mon ideal of life” (Stefan Zweig).”

He had studied mathematics because that science seemed to him reliable
and exact. He had then discovered that mathematics, too, required a founda-
tion. The fundamental, the reliable, the basic—that was his passion. Thus he
came to philosophy, but not, as he writes in his autobiography, to “traditional
philosophy,” in which he saw “lack of clarity everywhere, unripe vagueness,
halfheartedness, if not indeed intellectual dishonesty—nothing that one can
accept or acknowledge as a piece, as the beginning of serious science.”®

Where was one to start if one wanted to explore consciousness? His princi-
ple of starting, which he continually impressed on his pupils, was this: all
theories about consciousness, all preconceived ideas and explanations, have to
be set aside, so that we may observe, with the greatest possible impartiality
and immediacy, what is taking place in consciousness, in my consciousness
here and now. We see the sun rising. No amount of science has succeeded in
weaning us from referring to the “rising of the sun.” Worse still: we see the sun
rising every day, yet we know that this is not what in fact happens. It merely
appears to do so. Reality is different. This appearance-reality pattern enables
us to blow our whole familiar world sky-high—nothing is what it is, it merely
appears to be so. What is a fine August day, for instance, in Vienna in 1913?
Robert Musil, who was also touched by phenomenology, cunningly describes
it as follows: “There was a depression over the Atlantic. It was traveling east-



wards, towards an area of high pressure over Russia The isotherms and
isotheres were fulfilling their functions.”

No August day will ever present itself to experience in the way Musil, mock-
ing science, describes it. Looking out into the air we have never seen nor ever
will see anything like isotherms. What we get instead is the summer’s day of
our lyrical sensations. It is, as Husserl would put it, a “phenomenon” of our
world. And it exists even if we know how it comes about meteorologically.
Everything that is given to consciousness is a “phenomenon,” and conscious-
ness research in Husserl’s sense observes, in strict introspection, the internal
order of our consciousness phenomena. It does not interpret or explain but
tries to describe what the phenomena are “in themselves” and what they re-
veal. This attention to the consciousness processes themselves at one stroke
eliminates the dualism of “being” and “appearing,” or, more accurately, we
discover that to make such a distinction is simply part of the operation of that
consciousness. Consciousness is aware, in a strange way, of what it misses in
perception. And because phenomenon is everything that enters conscious-
ness, this invisibility, too, is a phenomenon of consciousness. Essence is not
something hidden “behind” the phenomenon; it is itself phenomenon to the
extent that we think it or to the extent that we think that it evades us. Even the
Kantian “thing in itself,” this nonconcept of the nonappearing, is still a phe-
nomenon because it is something that is thought.

Husserl had no intention of reviving the artificial solipsistic doubts of the
reality of the external world. On the contrary—he wished to demonstrate that
the entire external world is already present within us, that we are not an empty
vessel into which the external world is poured, but that we are invariably
“relating” to something. Consciousness is always consciousness of something.
The fact that consciousness is not “inside” but “outside,” alongside what it is
conscious of—that is observed as soon as one finally begins to raise con-
sciousness to the level of consciousness. That is what phenomenology is.

For the purpose of this self-elucidation, Husserl develops a certain tech-
nique—“phenomenological reduction.” Phenomenological reduction is a
manner of performing a perception, or generally a conscious process, in such
a way that attention is focused not on what is being perceived but on the
process of perception. For reasons of methodology, one “steps out” of a per-
ception, but not entirely, only far enough to get the performance into one’s
field of vision. I see a tree. If | perceive my perceiving the tree, I notice that I
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furnish the perceived tree with the label “real.” But if I only imagine a certain
tree, or recall it—what do I see then? Do [ see recollections, ideas? No, I see
trees, but this time trees furnished with the label “imagination” or “recollec-
tion.” Just as there are many trees, so there are many kinds of being. Trees seen
here and now, trees remembered, trees imagined. The same tree that at one
time I regard with pleasure because it gives me shade, and another time from
the viewpoint of the economic advantage of cutting it down, is not the same
tree in these perceptions. Its being has changed, and if I examine it in what is
called an “objective” and purely factual manner, then this too is only one of
many means of letting the tree “be.” Phenomenological reduction therefore
brackets out the question of what the tree is “in reality” and examines only the
different ways in which, and as what, it presents itself to consciousness, or,
more accurately, how consciousness stays with it.

The exercise of phenomenological reduction includes what is called “natu-
ral” perception and excludes “external” reality; a whole world is lost but only,
as Husserl puts it in his Cartesian Meditations, in order to “regain it by univer-
sal self-examination.'

Phenomenological reduction is the all-decisive aspect of phenomenology. It
represents definite attention to the processes in our consciousness, also
termed “phenomenological seeing,” an attention that helps us discover to
what extent the life of consciousness has latitude or “play” with regard to
so-called external reality. But is it not empty play that is left when only the
natural relation to reality is bracketed in? This is what Husserl says:

This universal invalidation of all attitudes to the given objective
world . . does not therefore confront us with a Nothing. What we in-
stead acquire, or, more clearly, what I, as a meditating person, acquire as
a result is my pure life with all its experiences and all its pure meaning-
units, the universe of phenomena in the meaning of phenomenology.
The “epoche” [invalidation of the natural relation to reality] is—to put it
another way—the radical and universal method by which I understand
myself as a pure Ego, and with my own pure consciousness-life, in which
and through which the entire objective world exists for me, and in the
way that it does exist for me.!!

It is tempting to picture “pure consciousness” as an empty consciousness—
an empty mirror or an empty stomach. But this would be a mere “pre-



assumption” about consciousness, one that could not stand up to the real
self-experience of consciousness. Because one discovers at this point that con-
sciousness is at no moment severed from Being. There is no empty conscious-
ness confronting objects with which it would fill its emptiness. Consciousness
is always consciousness of something. Consciousness methodically “purged”
of external reality cannot cease imagining an external reality—the external
world of the internal world. Consciousness has no “within™; it is the “outside”
of itself. If one buries oneself deep enough in consciousness, one unexpectedly
finds oneself back with the objects outside, one is hurled out to them, as
Jean-Paul Sartre put it in the early 1930s, when Husserl’s writings had become
an experience of conversion for him. He felt liberated from the paralyzing
tradition of “digestion philosophy,” which regarded consciousness as the
stomach of the world.

For Husserl, therefore, consciousness is always “directed toward some-
thing.” This basic structure of consciousness he calls “intention.”

The different kinds of consciousness processes are matched by different
kinds of intentions. To want to grasp something in distancing intention is
only one of the possible forms of intentional consciousness. Alongside this
intention, which is often erroneously identified with the entire consciousness
phenomenon, there are many other forms of intention, that is, forms of being
directed toward something. And it is not the case that an object is first
grasped, as it were, “neutrally,” so as subsequently, by an additional action, to
become “wanted,” “feared,” “loved,” “desired,” “assessed.” Wanting, assessing,
loving—each of these has its entirely own object relation; in each of these
actions the “object” is present quite differently. The same object is a different
one for consciousness according to whether I grasp it with curiosity, with
hope, with fear, with a practical or a theoretical intent. Love—Husserl eluci-
dates this idea—will “constitute” its object as a “nonobject.”

It is the achievement of phenomenology to have shown how subtly and
variedly our consciousness in fact works, and how primitive and crude are the
concepts by which consciousness endeavors to “become conscious” of its own
operation. As a rule, it is the scheme in which a subjective internal space is
confronted with an objective outer space, and when it is asked how these
artificially separated spheres can be brought together again, how the world
gets into the subject and the subject gets to the world. Phenomenology shows
that our perceptions and thoughts operate differently from what we com-
monly think. It shows that consciousness is a phenomenon of the “in be-
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tween,” as the French phenomenologist Maurice Merleau-Ponty has called
it—neither subject nor object in the traditional sense. Thought and percep-
tion are, to begin with, processes in a stream of consciousness of nothing but
self-oblivious actions. Only an elementary reflection, therefore, the conscious-
ness of consciousness, separates and discovers—here an Ego, a subject, as the
owner of his consciousness, and over there the objects. Another formulation
would be that consciousness, initially, is entirely what it is consciousness of,
the will disappears in the willed, thinking in thought, perception in the per-
ceived.

Husserl has opened a door, and an immense field opens before him—the
world of consciousness. It is of such diversity and spontaneity that a faithful
phenomenological description is bound to conflict with Husserl’s intentions,
which are guided by a systematic approach and acknowledgment of natural
laws. The incomplete and uncompletable gigantic work left by Husserl con-
veys the impression that, despite its scientific and systematizing intent, it has
itself become a reflection of that stream of consciousness that it was designed
to describe. The fragments of system carried along by that stream suggest an
episode from Stanislaw Lem’s philosophical science-fiction novel Solaris. In
the novel, researchers have discovered a planet that consists entirely of brain.
A single oceanic plasma mass. This solitary brain drifting in the universe is
evidently working. On its surface it grows huge shapes, waves and fountains, it
forms vortices and abysses, an unparalleled multitude of shapes. The re-
searchers take these processes as symbols and attempt to read them. Vast
libraries come into being, systematic descriptions, names, and concepts are
invented, until eventually the researchers realize—a terrible realization for an
orderly mind—that the events at any point in this cerebral ocean are unre-
peatable and incomparable, and that it is pointless to give them names be-
cause they will never again happen in the same way and there will be no other
opportunity to identify them. All categorization patterns of cognition are
drawings in the sand, wiped out by the next wave.

Husserl was a man of the nineteenth century, a respect-commanding, pro-
fessorially paternal type of scholar who sought the ultimate foundations and
certainties, even certainty about God. He hoped, he said at the beginning of
his philosophical career, “to find the way to God and to a truthful life through
strict philosophical scholarship.”'?

However, the empirical sciences were not particularly interested in the fun-
damental studies of this “crazy watchmaker,” as the Freiburg students called



him, because during his probing monologues he would often turn the middle
finger of his right hand to and fro in the hollowed palm of his left. He was so
immersed in his own stream of consciousness that he did not even notice that
his students were keeping silent; when one of them, the student—and future
philosopher—Hans-Georg Gadamer, once voiced some objection, he sub-
sequently told his assistant Martin Heidegger: “Now today we really had a
stimulating discussion again.”'> What a person loves becomes the center of his
paradise. Thus Husserl could not understand that his students were living in
other worlds and were involved in other matters. He once, in all seriousness,
said to his personal assistant Edith Stein that she should stay with him until
she got married. She should choose a husband from among his students, who
might then also become an assistant, and—who knows?—maybe the children
would also become phenomenologists . . .

There is some irony in the fact that this “skilled worker on foundations,” as
he sometimes called himself, in attempting to find firm ground for cognition,
should philosophically discover the stream of consciousness, and that he
should then make the rather comical effort to transform this infinitely lively
and moving element into the foundation, the pedestal, of ultimate certainty
and security. His hope is to build a house on a shifting dune, a house that, as
he imagines, will endure for generations. Phenomenological consciousness
research is a project for a whole century. In his euphoria he says: “Accordingly,
it is understandable that phenomenology is, so to speak, the secret nostalgia of
all modern philosophy.”'*

But there are also moments of temptation when he questions the sense of
the whole enterprise. Does one not always inevitably remain a beginner when
one attempts to traverse the vast field of consciousness? Is it not like trying to
reach an ever receding horizon?

If, therefore, consciousness cannot be exhaustively described and analyzed,
then—Husserl’s way out of the impasse—the sack has to be closed at the other
end, at the beginning. The name for this mental short circuit is “transcenden-
tal ego.” It is the quintessence of all performances and operations of con-
sciousness, the headwaters region of the stream of consciousness.

If, as Husserl teaches, ego consciousness develops only secondarily in the
perception of perception, how then does one bring a transcendental ego to the
beginning of the entire consciousness process? Quite simply by declaring the
phenomenological attitude, with which one observes the consciousness pro-
cess, as the locus of the transcendental ego. “Each ‘cogito’ with all its compo-
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nent elements arises or vanishes in the flow of experience. But the pure sub-
ject does not arise or vanish, although, in its own way, it ‘enters’ and again
‘exits.” It goes into action and it goes out of action again. What it is, and what
it is in itself and does, that we grasp, or rather: it grasps us, in self-perception
that itself is one of its actions, moreover one that confirms the absolute indu-
bitability of the constitution of being.”!®

Now it is out in the open: Husserl, having performed the trick of describing
the consciousness process “before” its splitting into ego and world, and hence
as an “egoless” one, now, on the transcendental plane, falls back on the idea he
had hoped to overcome, the idea of the ego as the owner of its consciousness
contents. The ego, only just deconstructed, once more, as in the Cartesian
tradition, becomes the highest authority on certainty. It is this turn toward a
transcendental ego, the outlines of which had been noticeable since 1913, that
will provoke Heidegger’s criticism in future. Husser] understands the tran-
scendental ego as a kind of substance in which the contents may change
without it itself changing. The transcendental ego has a suspicious resem-
blance to the divine spirit, which tradition has always thought of as the un-
changing foundation of all world contents. It is not surprising, therefore, that
Husserl said about the discovery of the transcendental ego: “If I do so by
myself, then I am not the human ego.”'¢

Husserl thus again performs a turn toward an ego from which, as with
Johann Gottlieb Fichte, a whole world issues. Consciousness ceases to be
merely the magical something that occurs in the world and to which a whole
world can then appear as a world. Something ontic, whose characteristic it is
to be ontological—this is how Heidegger will define this mysterious phe-
nomenon in order to throw it back into the world, from where, with Husserl,
it has surreptitiously sneaked out. Husserl’s transcendental ego has the world
in its head, but this head is no longer properly in the world.

One thing emerges clearly: if one wishes to suspend the rich life of con-
sciousness from a firm point, while avoiding the naturalist or psychologistic
reduction, then thought is very easily faced with the temptation of assuming a
God-like perspective.

However, a consciousness that wishes to make the rich life of consciousness
transparent for itself and acquire it without destroying it need not necessarily
soar up to the God of transcendental philosophy; it can also turn poet. Ever
since Plato, this has been the secret or uncanny surmise of the philosophers.
Nor was it unknown to Husserl. “Philosophy and poetry,” he said in conversa-



tion with a Japanese colleague, “are related in their innermost origin and have
a secret kinship of the soul.”"’

In no philosophy is this “secret kinship” with poetry as marked as in phe-
nomenology. The description of the life of consciousness and hence the expe-
rience of the world, attention to the phenomena of internal and external
space, of internal and external time—these have always been the themes of the
poet, more especially of the one who, in the school of Bergson and in the
soundproof premises on the Boulevard Haussmann, indulged in his phe-
nomenological exercises—Marcel Proust. If phenomenology really was the
“secret longing of all modern philosophy” (Husserl), then one would have to
describe Proust as embodying the secret longing of phenomenological phi-
losophy.

One has only to read the beginning of Proust’s Remembrance of Things Past,
in which the narrator describes his awakening—an unsurpassable phenom-
enological description of the ego’s rebirth every morning, when it has to ac-
complish a journey through space and time before finding itself again at the
intersection of Here and Now.

But for me it was enough if, in my own bed, my sleep was so heavy as
completely to relax my consciousness; for the I lost all sense of the place
in which I had gone to sleep, and when I awoke at midnight, not know-
ing where I was, I could not be sure at first who I was; I had only the most
rudimentary sense of existence, such as may lurk and flicker in the
depths of an animal’s consciousness; I was more destitute of human
qualities than the cave-dweller; but then the memory, not yet of the place
in which I was, but of various other places where I had lived, and might
now very possibly be, would come like a rope let down from heaven to
draw me up out of the abyss of not-being, from which I could never have
escaped by myself: in a flash | would traverse and surmount centuries of
civilization, and out of a half-visualized succession of oil-lamps, followed
by shirts with turned-down collars, would put together by degrees the
component parts of my ego.'®

Phenomenological attention to the world of consciousness processes re-
quires an attitude that conflicts with the demands and complications of every-
day life, because there we pay attention to objects, people, and ourselves,
rather than to how all these are “presented” in our consciousness. This breach
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with the normal attitude toward the world has always been emphasized by
Husserl. And Proust, likewise, was able to unfold the phenomenological uni-
verse of his remembrances only in the safe haven of his bedroom, which for
the last twelve years of his life became his study. However, Husserl and, to a
greater degree, Proust compensate us for this retreat into worldlessness with
the discovery of an entire multiple internal ontology. There exists in it an
infinitely variously graduated realm of the Being. The objects of remem-
brance, fear, longing, hope, and thought are as many “realities” spilling over
the neat subject-object separations.

To Martin Heidegger, at any rate, whose philosophical initiation experience
had been Brentano’s book on the “multiple signification of the Being,’
Husserl’s phenomenology is a philosophy that unlocks the multiplicity of the
Being.

In his famous Marburg lecture of the summer of 1925, on the subject of the
history of the concept of time, Heidegger will in retrospect list the aspects of
Husserl’s phenomenology that brought him to his own road, and he will point
to the boundaries he had to cross in order to advance further. What was
crucial was the phenomenological manner of approaching “objects” in an
entirely new way—the demand that we “set aside our prejudices, learn to see
directly and simply and to abide by what we see without asking out of curios-
ity what we can do with it.” This unbiased matter-of-factness of phenomenol-
ogy was so difficult because man’s “element of existence is the artificial, the
mendacious, where he is already cajoled by others” (GA 20, 37)."®

The intraphilosophically artificial, which phenomenology overcomes, in-
cludes for Heidegger the stubborn dogma of the two spheres—essence and
appearance. Phenomenology, Heidegger argues, has rehabilitated the phe-
nomena, the world of appearances; it has sharpened the mind for that which
appears. Appearance as understood by phenomenology is not a lesser, or per-
haps even deceptive, reality, behind which the essence, be it metaphysical or
scientific, is to be sought. This essence, too, is something that appears—be it
God or the “subject” of logic or the so-called laws of nature. Phenomenology
to Heidegger is not a speculation, not a mental construct, but the work of
“laying open and letting be seen” (GA 20, 118).2 What was uncovered—and
Heidegger calls this the most important discovery of phenomenology—was
the intentional structure of consciousness. To Heidegger this means that the
traditional cognition-theory subject-object dualism has been overcome,



moreover from two sides—by the appearing world and by consciousness that
has always been related to the world.

In his 1925 lecture, however, Heidegger also clearly mapped out Husserl’s
limitations. Husserl, he said, may have, by his rescue of the phenomena, once
more sharpened a sense for the different types of encountering Being, but he
had never asked the question in what sense Man, or rather intentional con-
sciousness, was something being. Husserl had penetrated only as far as the
negative determination that Man was a “counterthrow of Nature.” As for
Heidegger’s answer to the question of what and who Man is, we will come to
that later.

During the first years of his intensive collaboration with Husser], Heidegger
is already busy lifting Husserl’s ideas out of their consciousness-immanent
connections and hurling them into the world. He is helped in this by his study
of Dilthey’s philosophy of historical life. From Dilthey’s perspective, any phi-
losophy is suspect that gets caught up in the self-misunderstanding that it
could assure itself of a safe place beyond history. Husserl’s construct of a
transcendental ego is such a helpless “beyond” of consciousness. Moreover,
his study of Kierkegaard helps Heidegger against Husserl’s immanence of con-
sciousness.

Kierkegaard’s attack on the illusory sovereignty of the spirit proceeds not,
as with Dilthey, from historical life, but from the ineradicable difference be-
tween thought and existence. Amid the complexities of life, we find ourselves
time and again in situations in which we must decide who we wish to be. We
leave the sphere of the merely thinkable; we must take a stand, assume respon-
sibility; we cannot avoid turning from a possibility person, who can consider
everything, into a reality person, who from the thinkable selects that which
binds him in internal and external action. According to the existentialist cri-
tique of Kierkegaard, the philosophy of consciousness is the only escape from
the risks of life lived.

Historical circumstances themselves will see to it that this power of histori-
cal and existential life will remain more than just an idea for Heidegger.

Ever since Husserl had come to Freiburg, Heidegger had been seeking the
proximity of the master. But Husserl at first was reserved; to him Heidegger
was a Catholic philosopher, which made him less interesting. Heidegger’s un-
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successful wooing continued for almost a year before he eventually succeeded
in arranging a personal meeting with Husserl. On September 24, 1917,
Husser] wrote to him: “I will be glad to assist you in your studies in so far as |
am able.”?!

In the winter of 1917-18 Husserl at last “discovered” Heidegger. A short
while previously Edith Stein had given up her work as Husserl’s personal
assistant. She could no longer bear a situation in which, responsible for pre-
paring his manuscripts for the press, this eternal “beginner” would give her
ever new drafts and notes that completely overturned what had just been
finished. Besides, Husserl had made excessive demands on Stein’s services
without helping her to realize her wish to become a Privatdozent. As Husserl
now had to look around for a new collaborator, he became more favorably
inclined toward Heidegger’s approaches.

Over the last weeks of 1917 there must have been some very intense philo-
sophical conversations between the two men. When Martin Heidegger was
enlisted in January 1918 as a home defense recruit and posted for military
training to the army training center in Heuberg, near his native Messkirch,
Husserl informed him in a personal letter informed him how sadly he was
missing their joint philosophizing. Cheerfully, no doubt also flattered,
Heidegger replied; he seemed at that moment to draw his self-assurance not
so much from philosophy as from the circumstance that he was standing up
so well to the tough military training. Husserl, a nationally minded man,
approved of such nonphilosophical fitness. It was perhaps not a bad thing, he
wrote on March 28, 1918, that Heidegger was obliged to put philosophy aside
altogether for the moment. At a later date—“hopefully the war won’t last too
much longer after the splendid victories in the West"—he would be able to
“return with renewed vigor to the difficult problems.”??

In the meantime Heidegger remains in active service. He is assigned to the
frontline meteorological service—just as Jean-Paul Sartre would be at the
beginning of World War II twenty years later—and in July 1918 he is sent to a
meteorological instruction course in Berlin. The lively correspondence with
Husserl continues; its tone becomes even more cordial and confiding. In a
letter of September 10, 1918, Husserl commends Heidegger’s unspoiled
youth, his “clarity of vision, clarity of heart and clear sense of purpose.” The
letter concludes with the solemn exclamation: “To be young like you! What a
joy and a real tonic it is to share in your youth through your letters.”?

This paternally exuberant note may have something to do with the fact that,



having lost his youngest son in the war in the spring of 1916, Husserl in the
autumn of 1918 was worried about his second son, who was then in a military
hospital with a bullet wound to his brain. Husserl takes up Heidegger as a
substitute son. At the time of these letters to Heidegger, Edith Stein is staying
in the Husserl home as a nurse and general aide. Malwine and Edmund
Husserl are laid low with severe influenza, the maid has handed in her notice,
and bad news keeps arriving from the military hospital. In her own letters to
Roman Ingarden, Stein describes the depressing domestic atmosphere, in the
midst of which his link with Martin Heidegger evidently is a source of succor
and encouragement to Husserl. His belief in victory, which he so eloquently
professed in the spring, has vanished. Instead, the “system” of imperial Ger-
many is being criticized in the Husserl household. Malwine Husserl, according
to Stein, had even, to her husband’s chagrin, gone over to the “camp of the
‘Independent’”—meaning the Independent Socialist Party (the USPD). There
had been terrible marital disputes.?

Heidegger meanwhile had been posted to the western front at the end of
August, to the weather station near Sedan in the Ardennes. The meteorologi-
cal service had been set up there to provide weather forecasts for the employ-
ment of poison gas in the Marne-Champagne battle. An idea of how Martin
Heidegger experienced this situation is provided by his first few letters to
Elisabeth Blochmann.

Elisabeth Blochmann was a fellow student of Elfride. During the war she
had spent some time in Strasbourg studying philosophy under Simmel, as
well as German literature and education; later she worked for a while in the
social health service. She had been molded by the spirit of the Youth Move-
ment, as expressed in the 1913 Hohen-Meissner formula: “Free German
Youth intends to shape its life on its own responsibility, according to its own
decision, and inner truthfulness.” It was in these Youth Movement circles that
Martin Heidegger had first met Elisabeth Blochmann and his future wife
Elfride.

The first few letters clearly breathe the spirit of the Youth Movement that
unites both of them. There is a lot of talk about “truthfulness” and “responsi-
bility”; amorous emotions are merely to be surmised. Both of them practice
the art of the indirect, the hinted-at. Elisabeth Blochmann, three years
younger than Martin Heidegger, admires him, and he in turn feels flattered
and enjoys talking to her in the tone of a philosophical mentor and spiritual
guide: “It should be our duty to utter to congenial spirits that which in our
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innermost truth we experience as something alive and urgent” (October 2,
1918, BWHB, 9).

Spiritual life must again become truly real with us—it must be endowed
with a force born of personality, a force that “overturns” and compels
genuine rising—and this force is revealed as a genuine one only in sim-
plicity, not in the blasé, decadent, enforced . . Spiritual life can only be
demonstrated and shaped in such a way that those who are to share in it
are directly gripped by it in their most personal existence Where
belief in the intrinsic value of self-identification is truly alive, there
everything that is unworthy in accidental surroundings is overcome from
within and forever. (June 15, 1918, BwHB, 7)

Martin Heidegger witnesses the German army’s last desperate resistance to
the victoriously advancing Allies, realizing with blinding clarity that the
“spirit” that imbued the culture of the prewar years no longer has any reality.
The war has burned up everything—except for a naked nucleus that Heideg-
ger, with vague grandiloquence, calls the “force of personality or belief in the
intrinsic value or belonging to the central ego.” This forcible return to the
personal core is to him a great opportunity: now what is “unworthy in acci-
dental surroundings” can be overcome—but only if one is strong enough, if
one relies on oneself, and if one strips off the false spirit of civilizational
comfort. Only then, according to Heidegger, will there be a rebirth of the
spirit, initially in the small circle of the “truthful”; later, radiating from it,
there will perhaps be a renewal in the breadth and the depth of the nation. On
November 7, 1918, still at the front, Heidegger writes to Blochmann:

What shape life generally will assume after this end, which was bound to
come and which now is our only salvation, is uncertain. Certain and
unshakable is the challenge to all truly spiritual persons not to weaken at
this particular moment but to grasp resolute leadership and to educate
the nation toward truthfulness and a genuine valuation of the genuine
assets of existence. To me it is indeed a pleasure to be alive—even though
some outward deprivation and some renunciation lie ahead—only in-
wardly impoverished aesthetes and people who until now, as “spiritual”
people, have merely played with the spirit the way others play with



money and pleasure, will now collapse and despair helplessly—hardly
any help or useful directives can be expected from them. (BwHB, 12)

It is “a pleasure to be alive,” Heidegger writes. He is excited at the thought
that a world that “merely played with the spirit” is now collapsing. His politi-
cal visions remain vague. His letters from the front scarcely contain accounts
of what he is experiencing there—“the journey to the front was wonderful”
(October 2, 1918, BWHB, 9)—but there are numerous expressions of joyful
expectation of a new beginning in philosophy. First of all, he hints, he would
have to pull down what is outdated, untruthful, conventional, merely ar-
tificial. There is talk of “primordial experiences,” including those of a religious
nature, that are only buried by philosophy and theology because they are
credited with a false continuity and availability.

The reservist soldier Heidegger has discovered a new intensity. It is not war
itself, but that which remains when the catastrophe all round burns up every-
thing else. It is not the bath of steel of victory but the great slag removal
through defeat. This is his way of believing “in the spirit and its power—he
who lives in it and for it never fights a losing battle” (November 6, 1918,
BwHB, 10). And later on: “The new life that we desire, or that desires us, has
dispensed with being universal, i.e. being false and two-dimensional (su-
perficial)—its asset is originality—not the artificially constructed, but the evi-
dent content of total intuition” (May 1, 1919, BwHB, 15).

Great, promising words—but not empty phrases, as the young Privatdo-
zent, promoted to corporal in the final weeks of the war, immediately upon
his return to Freiburg in November 1918 turns all his energies toward the
endeavor to pursue this “total intuition”—to comprehend what seizes him—
and to help this intuition, this evidence of moments, to philosophical expres-
sion in words, and, above all, to fit it into the continuity of life. In this
connection he notices the dynamics of time—it produces the intuition and
the evidence of the moment, but it does not preserve them, it does not endow
them with duration. It happens, it is nothing “made,” but everything depends
on what we make of it. In May 1919, in an extensive letter to Blochmann that
perhaps most forcefully reveals the intimate philosophical obsessions not only
of young Martin Heidegger, he writes:

It is a rationalist misunderstanding of the nature of the personal flow of
life to believe, and demand, that it should vibrate in those same broad
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and sonorous amplitudes which well up at inspired moments. Such de-
mands arise from a lack of inner humility before the mystery and grace
of all life. We should be able to wait for high-tension intensities of mean-
ingful life—and we must live in continuity with those moments—not so
much enjoying them as fitting them into our lives, taking them along in
the passage of life, and including them in the rhythm of all future life.

And at moments when we directly feel ourselves and the direction in
which we, as we live, belong, we should not only state, or simply record,
the clarification that has come to us—as though it were simply confront-
ing us as an object—but the comprehending possession of one’s self is
genuine only if it is truly lived, i.e. if it is, at the same time, a Being.
(BwHB, May 1, 1919)

In 1919, therefore, Martin Heidegger is “happily” busy developing his in-
tentions. That which is happening around him he calls “the lunatic condi-
tions” (January 14, 1919, BwHB, 12).



REVOLUTION IN GERMANY AND

THE QUESTION OF BEING

At the beginning of 1919 Max Weber gave a lecture in Munich on the subject
of “the inner calling to science.” He was speaking in a city that, like all other
major cities in Germany, was in a state of revolutionary upheaval. A few weeks
later open civil war was to erupt in Bavaria; a Republic of Councils would be
proclaimed in which well-meaning writers, such as Ernst Toller and Erich
Mithsam, who had hoped to establish the “realm of light, beauty, and reason,”
would for some time set the tone. To Max Weber all of that was irresponsible
emotional politics, pursued by adventurers who refused to accept that politics
is overtaxed when it is expected to establish sense and happiness. Karl Lowith,
who was sitting in the lecture room at the time, recalls how, in that year before
his death, Max Weber “strode through the overcrowded hall to the lectern,
looking pale and tired. [His] face, surrounded by an unkempt beard, re-
minded me of the somber glow of the prophetic figures of Bamberg Cathe-
dral. The impact was stunning. He tore down all veils from desirable objects,
yet everyone none the less sensed that the heart of this clear-thinking intellect



was profoundly humane. After the innumerable revolutionary speeches by the
liberal activists, Weber’s words were like a salvation.™

This speech, which was immediately published and which triggered a vio-
lent and widespread public controversy, contains a sober diagnosis of Weber’s
times. On the surface it deals with the ethos of the sciences, but basically
Weber addresses the question of how the yearning for a meaningful life can
still be fulfilled within the steel capsule of modern “rationalized” civilization.
His answer is that science, which has, with its technological consequences,
fundamentally transformed our daily lives, and which during the war proved
the power of destruction inherent in it—this science has become our des-
tiny while at the same time leaving us with the unanswered question of its
meaning:

What is . . . the point of science as a calling when all our former illusions,
such as “the path to true Being,” “the path to true nature,” “the path to
the true God,” “the path to true happiness,” have gone? The simplest
answer was given by Tolstoy, when he said: “It is pointless, because it
gives no answer to the only question important to us—What are we to
do? How should we live?” The fact that it does not supply this answer is
simply indisputable. The only question that remains is in what sense
does it gives us “no” answer, and whether it might not instead accom-

plish something for him who asks the right question.?

Science can test the appropriateness of its means by applying them to preset
purposes that are themselves based on value judgments. It can also analyze
inner contradictions to and compatibility with other value judgments. It can
therefore make a contribution to self-awareness, but it cannot relieve us of the
decision on how to live our lives. Such a release from personal value judg-
ments could be regarded as liberation from any tutelage. Hence the fact that
science cannot make any decisions on meaning or value should represent not
a problem but an opportunity. But this is not the case, because, Max Weber
argues, our civilization has so thoroughly and comprehensively moved into a
belief in rationality that it undermines the individual’s confidence in his own
ability to make decisions. Even with value judgments we would like to have
the same objective certainty and guarantee that we are accustomed to in the
technological world. If we travel by streetcar we do not need to know how it
functions; we can rely on everything’s having been correctly “calculated.” But



if one is surrounded by a world that can be “calculated” in such an infinite
number of respects, and if one is accustomed to not understanding everything
oneself but knowing that others do understand—for how else could they have
produced these technological miracles>—then one will demand certainty and
guarantees also where one cannot properly expect them—in the sphere of
decisions on meaning and values. Instead of seizing the freedom thereby pro-
vided, one calls for the objectivity of science in these spheres too. The result is
a boom in ideologies wooing our trust by donning scientific garb. This is the
business of what Max Weber calls the “academic prophets” (Katheder-
propheten). They react to the lost mystery of a world disenchanted by rational-
ism by wrongly rationalizing the last magic that is left to it—the individual’s
personality and its freedom. They do not wish to suffer the tension between
rationality and personality, but instead conjure up, from “experience,” an in-
terpretation of the world with which one can travel just as reliably as with a
streetcar. Instead of leaving mystery where it still exists—in the soul of the
individual—the “academic prophets” submerge the disenchanted world into
the twilight of deliberate re-enchantment. Against this, Max Weber pleads for
unmixing. On the one hand the rational reaching for and seizure of the world,
and on the other respect for the mystery of the personality, even if this is at
times anxious to strip off the burden of freedom. Max Weber calls for honesty.
Facts should be faced, even unpleasant ones—in a world that we can ratio-
nally penetrate and technologically manage, God has disappeared. If he still
exists, then he does so only in the soul of the individual, who must be pre-
pared “on his own account” to make the “sacrifice of the intellect” and believe
in him. Weber was fascinated by living faith in the way one is fascinated by an
artist or virtuoso. He called such people “religious virtuosi.” Any faith that
confuses itself with science or endeavors to compete with its ideas he calls a
dangerous deception. Only a faith that makes no fraudulent borrowings from
science possesses, in his eyes, dignity and truth in the “transcendental realm of
mystical life or in the brotherhood of direct relations among individuals.™
There could be a breath of “prophetic pneuma,” but one should be careful not
to let it blow into the political arena.

Max Weber’s warnings had no effect. The “academic prophets” reacted an-
grily. One of them, who was yet to get a chair (and with whom Martin
Heidegger would have to deal during the National Socialist revolution), the
primary-school master Ernst Krieck, made himself the spokesman of the
“right wing” opposition to Weber. He attacked the “pose of objectivity” and
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the freedom of values. That, he claimed, was a typical symptom of decadence,
an expression of “deracinated intellectualism.” This was now showing also in
the sciences: the nation had lost its soul. Krieck therefore called for “the revo-
lution of science.” It should cooperate in the shaping of a “national religion”
that would lead the nation to “moral unity” and raise the state above the level
of a purely utilitarian machine. Max Weber was barely able to defend himself
against the criticism, accusations, and defamation. He died in 1920. In any
case, he could not have dealt with all of the prophets, visions, doctrines of
salvation, and ideologies that were then springing up.

During the first few years of the Weimar Republic a powerful freelance
competition arose to the “academic prophets” denounced by Weber. This was
the time of the “saints of inflation,” who were eager to save Germany or the
world in the streets, in the woods, in market squares, in circus tents, and in the
smoke-filled back rooms of bars. Oswald Spengler’s Decline of the West, which
was then selling 600,000 copies, was the grand theoretical design that frag-
mented into a thousand small splinters, into interpretations of the world in
the spirit of “last days” and radical new beginning. Nearly every major town
had one or more such “saints.” In Karlsruhe there was one who called himself
“Primal Vortex” and promised his followers a share in cosmic energy; in
Stuttgart a “Son of Man” invited his followers to a redeeming vegetarian Last
Supper; in Diisseldorf a new Christ preached the imminent end of the world
and called for withdrawal into the Eifel Mountains. In Berlin the great halls
were filled by the “spiritual monarch” Ludwig Haeusser, who demanded the
“most consistent Jesus ethics” in the sense of original communism, propa-
gated free love, and offered himself as a “fihrer” as “the only hope of a higher
development of the nation, the Reich, and mankind.”* Nearly all of the nu-
merous prophets and charismatics of those years preached the millennium
and the apocalypse; they were aberrations of the revolutionary excitement at
the end of the war, decisionists of the renewal of the world, raving metaphysi-
cians, and profiteers in the vanity fair of ideologies and surrogate religions.
Anyone anxious to be taken seriously distanced himself from this sleazy scene,
but the boundaries were exceedingly fluid. This was true also of the political
scene in the narrower sense, where messianism and redemption doctrines
flourished on the left and on the right. During the days of the Munich Repub-
lic of Councils a manifesto composed by Toller and Mithsam announced the
transformation of the world into “a meadow full of flowers,” where “every-
one” could “pick his share.”® Exploitation, any kind of hierarchy, and juridical



thought were declared abolished, and daily papers were instructed to print on
their front pages, alongside the latest revolutionary decrees, poems by Holder-
lin or Schiller.

The feverish spirit of those years, regardless of political camp, addressed the
giving of meaning to the meaningless. One was not prepared to accept the
disenchantment of the modern world either in politics or in science. The
spirit of realism and realpolitik (the “Weimar coalition”) no longer com-
manded a majority after 1920, and among the humanities and social sciences
Max Weber’s call for ideological restraint met with scant response. In 1921
Eduard Spranger summed up the protest against Weber’s factualness and dis-
claimer of metaphysics in these words: “Full of faith . . . the young generation
is awaiting an inner rebirth . . . Today, more than ever before, the young adult

. . lives through the fullness of his intellectual and spiritual faculties.” There
is a “drive toward wholeness” and “a religious yearning: a groping back from
artificial and mechanical circumstances to the eternal spring of the metaphysi-
cal.”” Martin Heidegger’s first postwar lecture, given in the emergency semes-
ter at the beginning of 1919, bears the title “The Idea of Philosophy and the
Worldview Problem.” The young Privatdozent wishes to intervene in the dis-
pute of his day. His preliminary reflections proceed from Max Weber. He
stresses the scholarly character of philosophy, “in which—as in any sci-
ence—the personal attitude of the philosopher should remain excluded”
(GA 56/57, 10).

However, Heidegger does not intend to stop at Weber’s unmixing of scien-
tific discovery and value judgment; he wishes not only to draw boundary lines
but also to address as his problem the very fact that we do make value judg-
ments and form views of the world. Unlike most of Max Weber’s critics, he
does not propose to reconcile science, value judgment, and worldview, bring-
ing them together in some ultimately metaphysical synthesis. Instead he sets
himself the ambitious aim of uncovering an area that lies prior to these differ-
entiations. He asks: How do we experience reality before we arrange it for
ourselves in a scientific, or value-judging, or worldview approach? The sci-
ence of science he calls not a theory of science but “the idea of philosophy as
the original science.” This sounds as if he intends to continue Husserl’s project
of phenomenological justification of science; that is, a description of con-
sciousness structures from which stem both science and a natural view of the
world. Yet even this first lecture makes it clear that Heidegger is thrusting
beyond Husserl. He quotes Husserl’s principle—“Anything that presents itself
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in ‘intuition’ is original . . . and should be accepted as what it presents itself as”
(GA 56/57, 109)—only to point out that Husserl described the kinds of “be-
ing given” only for the theoretically oriented consciousness. In point of fact,
we are only in exceptional cases theoretically oriented in our experience of the
world around us. The “original attitude of experience” (GA 56/57, 110) is
entirely otherwise, it has not yet even entered the field of view of philosophy,
the young Privatdozent, then still regarded as Husserl’s most promising disci-
ple, announces with great self-assurance.

“Experience,” or indeed the “original attitude of experience”—is that not a
label for hidden secrets, for the black sack from which metaphysical treasures
may, after all, be conjured up? This, as we know from Karl Léwith and Hans-
Georg Gadamer, is what it sounded like to the students. But anyone expecting
such a thing, anyone who, hungry for worldviews or eager for metaphysics,
was seeking new or old sense-offerings in experience, was disappointed by
Heidegger’s cool yet passionate, laconic yet cumbersome formulations. For
instead of acting as an “academic prophet,” as a prophet at the lectern, he
invited the students to bring into their consciousness the precise experience of
the lectern at which he was standing and lecturing. Because his entire lecture
hinges on this lectern experience, a lengthy passage from this impressive phe-
nomenological description of the situation will be quoted here:

You come to this lecture room as usual, at the usual hour, and go to your
usual place. You hold on to this experience of your “seeing your place,”
or else you can likewise put yourself in my place: entering the lecture
room I see the lectern ~ What do I see: brown surfaces intersecting at
right angles? No, 1 see something different—a box, moreover a biggish
box, with a smaller one built upon it. No, that’s not it at all, I see the
lectern at which I am to speak. You see the lectern from which you are
spoken to, from which I have already spoken. There is no—as it is
called—founding connection in the pure experience; it is not as if I first
saw brown intersecting surfaces, which subsequently present themselves
to me as a box, then as a speaker’s desk, and next as an academic
speaker’s desk, a lectern, as if, in a manner of speaking, I were sticking the
lectern element on the box like a label. All that is a bad, misinterpreting
interpretation, a deviation from purely gazing into the experience. I see
the lectern at a single stroke, as it were; I don’t only see it in isolation, I
see the lectern adjusted too high for me. I see a book lying on it, directly



disturbing to me I see the lectern in an orientation, in a lighting,
against a background . . . In this experience of the lectern-seeing, some-
thing presents itself to me from an immediate environment. This envi-
ronmental something . . . these are not things with a definite character of
meaning, objects, moreover conceived as meaning this or that, but the
significant aspect is the primary experience, which presents itself to me
directly, without any mental detour via a grasping of things. Living in an
environment, it means to me everywhere and always, it is all of this
world, it is worlding. (GA 56/57, 71-72)

“It is worlding”—here we have the first of Heidegger’s personal word crea-
tions, of which there will be so many in the future. One can observe how the
term is arrived at to describe a process that at first appears to be obvious but
on closer inspection reveals a complexity for which no name as yet exists. He
therefore invents one to describe that which normally we do not recognize
because it is too close to us. Because it is a fact that, as we reflect on the seeing
of a lectern, we unexpectedly slide into a different order that is no longer the
order of perceiving. We then think in line with this pattern: there is a perceiv-
ing ego, and this ego encounters something, an object, and in that object the
ego gradually notices a number of properties. Heidegger now wants to draw
our attention to the fact that things do not encounter us like that in reality.
The way they meet us in reality can only be demonstrated, by contrast, if we
put the situation to the test—for instance by the experience of the lectern in
Lecture Hall 2 of the University of Freiburg on a gray February day in 1919.
One should try not to talk “about” the acts of perception, one should not
dredge up convenient theories, but instead one should perform the act and,
simultaneously, follow it with attention. Attention should therefore be focused
on attention. In that case it is possible to duplicate what matters to Heidegger
in this context and what he keeps circling around, so much so that one gets
the impression that he is not moving forward at all. What becomes duplicat-
able is that we first perceive a diffuse, albeit significant, world-context, arriving
at a “neutral” object only by way of abstracting from the natural act of percep-
tion. If we view the process from a customary theoretical viewpoint, we re-
verse it—we let it begin at the seemingly “neutral” thing to which we then
assign properties and which we then place in the appropriate segment of a
context with the world.

The murmuring concept of “primal experience” acquires a more precise
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meaning—it describes perception the way it actually occurs, beyond theoreti-
cal ideas about it. The lectern “is worlding” therefore means: I am experienc-
ing the significance of the lectern, its function, its location in the room, its
lighting, and the little episodes that are associated with it (an hour ago some-
one else was standing here; my recollection of the road I had to cover to get
here; my irritation at standing here at the lectern listening to this incompre-
hensible stuff, and so on). The lectern “is worlding” means it assembles a
whole world, in terms of time and space. We can quite easily put this to the
test. If at some later time we recall something like this lectern experience, we
shall discover—and since Proust, we do so especially well—that at the same
time we recall an entire life situation. We dredge up the lectern, and a whole
world comes up with it. Proust dunks his madeleine in his tea—and the
universe of Cambrai unfolds. The madeleine, that sweet shell-shaped cake, “is
worlding.”

We do not experience every Something as “worlding” so powerfully, but
every Something “worlds” to some extent. Heidegger imagines a “Senegalese
Negro” wandering into the lecture hall. He would notice that strange wooden
structure in front; would he not, Heidegger asks, perceive something incom-
prehensibly neutral, a naked object, so to speak? Would it still be true in that
case that one always first perceives significances? It would still be true, also in
this case, because the African would experience that Something in the sense
of: “I don’t know what to make of it.”

In the beginning is “meaning,” in the beginning there is “worlding,” one
way or another.

But what is the point of engrossing ourselves in this “experience” and this
“worlding”? First of all, we are to realize what is in fact happening when we
find ourselves in the world, for instance in front of the lectern. This situation,
which always is an experience, is to become transparent to ourselves. But
Heidegger wants more—he hopes to turn the spotlight on what occurs when
we place ourselves in a theoretical, or what is commonly called “scientific,”
attitude to the world. In the so-called objectivizing scientific attitude we make
the primary significance, the environmental, the experience-aspect disappear;
we strip the Something down to its naked objectiveness—which can be suc-
cessfully done only by pulling out our experiencing ego and erecting an ar-
tificial, new, secondary ego, which is now termed the “subject” and which
then, in appropriate neutrality, confronts a likewise neutral “object,” now also
officially termed the “object.” At this moment it becomes clear what Heideg-



ger is aiming at—that that which modern philosophy and, proceeding from it,
modern science postulate as the primal situation, as the premise-free begin-
ning of reflection and the ultimate certainty, namely the confrontation of
“subject-object,” is in fact no premise-free beginning. That is not how things
start. They do start with our finding ourselves, in the “worlding” manner
described, in the world with its lecterns, madeleines, and Senegalese.

If, meanwhile, we have got used to Heidegger’s murmuring “primal” and
find ourselves able to duplicate its precise meaning (of what is always a situ-
ational beginning), then we will also understand why Heidegger speaks of the
“primal intention of lived life,” which has to be uncovered beneath the ar-
tificial and pseudo-initial subject-object opposition. He wishes, he explains, to
protest any “unjustified absolutization of the theoretical” (of which he also
accuses Husserl). “The deeply ingrained obsession with the theoretical . . . is a
major obstacle to gaining an overview of the domain of environmental
experience” (GA 56/57, 88). With aggressive undertones he refers to the pro-
cess of “progressive destructive infection of the environment by theory” (GA
56/57, 89) and finds a new name for this as well—“de-experience” (Entleben).
The theoretical attitude, useful though it is, and even though it forms part of
the repertoire of our natural attitudes to the world, is “de-experiencing”; later
Heidegger will use instead the term “objectification” (Verdinglichen), taken
over from Gydrgy Lukécs. In his lecture he states, “The objectness circum-
scribes an entirely original sphere, distilled from the environmental. The fact
that ‘it is worlding’ is already expunged in it. The object alone still exists as
such, that is, it is real  The significant is designified down to this remain-
der—to recognize something real for what it is. The historical ego is dehisto-
ricized down to a remainder of specific ego-ness as a correlate of objectness”
(GA 56/57, 91).

With such a theoretical attitude mankind began long ago to transform life,
both its own and that of nature, to a useful but also a dangerous degree. That
was possible only by “de-experiencing” it, as Heidegger put it, or “disenchant-
ing” it, as Max Weber put it.

As the only Beyond to this disenchanted world, Max Weber had left the
rationality of the privatized area of personal, and not further rationalizable,
“value judgments.” From this private refuge now stem the worldviews to
which there is nothing to object, provided they do not claim scientific pres-
tige.

Heidegger’s critique of the “irrational” is even more unforgiving. That
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which the sciences call the “irrational”—Heidegger states—is in fact the name
for the experience-remainder in the blind spot of the theoretical attitude.
“Theoretically I myself come from the experience  which people now do
not know what to make of and for which the comfortable name of the irra-
tional has now been invented” (GA 56/57, 117).

This irrational then becomes an object of which, just because it is so “ob-
scure,” one can make whatever one chooses—a basement for the do-it-your-
selfers of ideology, a rock for the new prophets, an obscure object of
metaphysical desires, an asylum for nocturnal strollers producing their ineffa-
ble theories from ineffable suffering. Such irrational psychic constructs can
then, for instance, assume the appearance of a psycho-hydraulic machine; or
that of an affluent middle-class house with basement (Id), main floor (Ego),
and attic (Superego); or that of a seascape with oceanic vastnesses, dams,
floods, swamps, drainages, and so on. In treating the irrational one can also
pretend that one wishes to ride the tiger.

However, as Max Weber apparently believes, this irrational may also be
viewed as the origin of value judgments. But is it really true, Heidegger asks
elsewhere, that we are faced with naked objects—people, situations, objects—
“which initially are present as naked realities which are subsequently, in
the course of experiencing, clothed in a value character, so they should not
run about so naked”? (GA 61, 91).

Heidegger pours scorn on Rickert’s philosophy of values—which also
influences Max Weber—and on the claims of an allegedly value-free science.
And with downright cold fury he speaks about the edifying ideological kind of
metaphysics that, in peaceful coexistence with the rest of our knowledge,
paints a sky above us from which the values hang down like fruit from a
tree—a metaphysics, therefore, that consolingly compensates for all suffering
on the disenchanted steel capsule of the rational world and, in doing so, refers
to “higher” or “deeper” experience. Heidegger (in a lecture given two years
later) calls this an “appeal to vagueness as a refuge, a foggy emanation of
unclean yet bombastic and self-deceiving so-called ‘world feelings’™ (GA 61,
101).

Heidegger names no names, but it is a fact that the great bulk of ideological
literature during those years had a metaphysical trend. This is hardly surpris-
ing. The easiest way of escaping from the malaise of the physics of life was just
this “meta” of a speculative overall interpretation. Martin Heidegger shudders
with disgust; he begins virtually every lecture of those early years with a dia-



tribe against the cultural scene, and he keeps emphasizing that philosophy
must, at long last, give up its covetous glances toward heaven. He demands a
“cold gaze”; all the worldview questions could safely be put “in cold storage”
(GA 61, 45); anyone unable to tolerate being “thrust into absolute dubious-
ness” (GA 61, 37) had better keep his hands off philosophy.

These anathemas are ambiguous. Here a professional philosopher defends
his territory against freelance metaphysicians and philosophizing columnists.
This has in itself something of the philistinism that he attacks. On the other
hand Heidegger acts as a bogeyman, provoking the guardians of what is beau-
tiful, good, and true. He is flailing around against the culture of hollow exalta-
tion, false soulfulness, grand phrases, and sham profundity. It is, in a word, a
dadaist episode in philosophy.

As early as during the war, the dadaists—in Berlin, Zurich, and elsewhere—
had mocked the aestheticism of the Stefan George circle, the “O Man” bom-
bast of the expressionists, the traditionalism of the educated philistines, and
the metaphysical portraits of heaven, because all these ideas had once again
been made to look rather foolish by the reality of the war. But the provocation
of the dadaists consisted chiefly in that, when asked, “So what do you want to
set against all that?” they would reply, “Nothing! We only want what is the case
anyway.” Dadaism, the Dadaist Manifesto declared, “rips to shreds all slogans
of ethics, culture, and soulfulness.” In other words, a tramway is a tramway,
war is war, a professor is a professor, a latrine is a latrine. Anyone talking
merely proves that from the laconic tautology of Being he has switched over to
the garrulous one of consciousness. “With Dadaism a new reality claims its
rights” (Dadaist Manifesto). This new reality is one that has been abandoned
by all good spirits and whose cultural comforts have been destroyed. “The
word Dada symbolizes the most primitive relationship with our ambient real-
ity” (Manifesto). All that is left is this and this and this.

If in that whole investment of acuity and academic philosophy of Heideg-
ger’s first lecture we wish to trace the dadaistic impulse, then we have to
remind ourselves that he began with a question, the rather pretentious ques-
tion of the “primal science,” the “primal intention of life,” the “principle of
principles,” to guide his expectant students into the obscure secret of the
experience of a lectern. That is a provocation very much in dadaist taste. The
same applies to the subsequent transformation of the ordinary into the excep-
tional. Through such attention the everyday experience becomes something
mysterious and adventurous. The dadaists, or at least some of them, were, like
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Heidegger himself, despite or perhaps just because of their iconoclastic incli-
nation, engaged in the quest for the miraculous. After an evening in Zurich’s
Club Voltaire, Hugo Ball wrote in his Dada diary, Flight out of Time: “There
are probably other ways of achieving the miracle and other ways of opposition
too.”® They remained, as did Heidegger, secret and eerie metaphysicians.

The “little magician from Messkirch,” as he would soon be called, could
philosophize about the experience of a lectern in a manner that took his
students’ breath away, even though they were accustomed to far more strident
experiences in the war. Here ballast was jettisoned; there was a gesture of
angry dismissal of ancient grand words and sweeping systems, of academic
subtleties built on air, to be replaced by a return to entirely elementary ques-
tions: What precisely is happening here and now as I experience the lectern?
This switching of focus is akin to that cultivated in German literature dur-
ing the “clean sweep” period after 1945—“Smash your songs / burn your
verses / say nakedly / what you have to say” (Schnurre), or “This is my cap /
this is my coat / here is my shaving tackle / in a canvas bag” (Eich).

Heidegger’s return to marginal observations contains a polemical and pro-
vocative thrust against a widespread readiness for credit fraud also in philoso-
phy and for the issuing of bills on a future that one cannot control. The
underlying message of Heidegger’s frugality runs as follows: There are no
longer any generals’ hills in philosophy, we have trouble enough appropriately
comprehending what is happening here and now. Many years later Heidegger
is to rephrase this idea more elegantly as a return “into that nearest, which we
invariably rush past, which surprises us anew each time we get sight of it”
(Unterwegs Zur Sprache; GA 12, 94).

It is astonishing how Heidegger manages to captivate us for this “environ-
mental” experience. Admittedly, his students then will have felt much the
same as we do today—that one is drawn into this thought until one arrives at
the moment of rubbing one’s eyes in astonishment and asking oneself: That
was quite something, but what use is the lectern experience to me? Karl Jas-
pers strikingly formulated this experience with Heidegger’s philosophizing in
his notes on Heidegger, which he had accumulated after the 1920s and which,
at his death, were still lying within reach on his desk. This is what Jaspers said
about Heidegger: “Among contemporaries the most exciting thinker, master-
ful, compelling, mysterious—but then leaving you empty-handed.”

This environmental experience, as Heidegger describes it in his lecture,
does in fact harbor an empty mystery. Heidegger shows how, as a rule, we fail



to open up for ourselves the riches of direct experience. But when it comes to
determining and describing these riches, practically nothing is left—apart
from, it seems, a few trivialities.

However, Heidegger is not out to explore the essence of a lectern but to use
this example to demonstrate, in repeatable form, a certain attention that he
claims, for one thing, should be fundamental to philosophizing and, for an-
other, that it was usually “precipitated,” that is, dealt with overhastily, by us
and by our entire philosophical tradition. True philosophizing requires the
ability to put oneself into such an attitude—regardless of “objects” and situ-
ations. It is a method, albeit a paradoxical one. It consists of the exclusion of
all other methods of theoretical approach and of grasping a situation as it is
“given,” even before it is made the subject of investigation or reflection. Even
the term “given” already contains too much theory, because in the situation
we do not say to ourselves, this situation is “given” to me, but we are inside the
situation, and when we are inside it, then there is no longer any “ego” to
confront that situation. The ego-consciousness is already a breach. Perception
and experience do not begin with the ego; the ego comes in only when the
experience receives a crack. We lose direct contact with the situation; some gap
opens up. Or to use another picture: we view the objects through a pane of
glass, and we see only ourselves when the pane of glass is no longer completely
transparent, but reflects. Heidegger calls for an attention that directly captures
a surrender to a situation. This is something in between the full expression of
a lived situation, on the one hand, and the self-distancing, objectifying, ab-
stract talking about it on the other. This is a “self-transparency of life in its
separate moments.”

Why this self-transparency? To begin with, to bring to consciousness that
which is lost to us in a theoretical attitude. To this point Heidegger’s intention
is clear. But in the probing intensity of his philosophizing there is a peculiar
surplus—and that is what makes his thought so fascinating, even at this early
point in time. The surplus is located in the question that he does not yet ask so
explicitly, but that he will later repeat in a downright ritualistic manner—the
question of Being. Heidegger immerses himself in “experiencing” in order to
discover our “Being in situations,” and although he is only beginning to find a
language for that Being, he knows very well that in our scientific theorizing
and in the large canvases of ideologies, we invariably miss it.

An excess intention is directed toward Being. But what is excessive about it?
This intention is excessive because it aims not only at an appropriate cogni-
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tion of an experience situation, but also at a “Being-appropriateness” that has
less to do with pure cognition than with successful life. Heidegger aims at the
self-transparency of an expericnced moment as if it contained a promise,
almost a divine promise. Although this is pushed aside by him into the indi-
rect, the cooled, even the academic, it nevertheless flashes through often
enough. On one occasion he calls the restored self-transparency of a life situ-
ation simply “life sympathy” (GA 56/57, 110), on another he describes the
point at which one has to decide whether one chooses theory or transparency:
“We stand at the methodological crossroads that decides on the life or death
of philosophy altogether, at an abyss—either into nothingness, that is, that of
absolute facticity, or we succeed in leaping into another world or, more accu-
rately, into the world altogether” (GA 56/57, 63).

“Empty releasing,” says Jaspers. There does indeed remain an unredeemed
surplus of intention. Perhaps the exercise of an unaccustomed intensity, of a
more lucid presence of mind, will succeed—but has one not perhaps expected
rather more, and has one not received from Heidegger, subliminally, a prom-
ise of something more, and did he not also expect something more himself?

Let us recall the phrases written by Heidegger to Elisabeth Blochmann
about the time of that lecture: “The new life that we desire, or that desires
within us, has given up the intention of being universal, that is, false and
two-dimensional (superficial)—its possession is originality—not what is ar-
tificially constructed but what is evident in total intuition” (BwHB, May 1,
1919). This letter also contains mention of the “mysterious and grace charac-
ter of all life,” and that “we must be able to wait” for “high-tension intensities
of meaningful life.”

That same year a book is published that, in striking agreement with
Heidegger’s intention, likewise attempts to discover the promising Being in
the “darkness of the lived moment.” This is a major work of the philosophy of
our century—Ernst Bloch’s Spirit of Utopia. This book, expressionist in style
and inspired by clear gnosis, simultaneously hungry for images and in love
with images, begins with the statements: “Too close while we live we do
not see, we flow along. What therefore occurred, what we really were while
amidst it, refuses to coincide with what we can experience. It is not what one
is, and even less so what one means.” Bloch possesses in abundance what
Heidegger lacks—a spiritual power of imagination for the “darkness of the
lived moment.” Moreover, the philosophical outsider Bloch has an unselfcon-
sciousness not found with Heidegger, who, despite his unconventional behav-



ior, is still rooted in the discipline of the phenomenological school. Bloch
declares straight out: Illumination of the darkness of the lived moment re-
quires a “philosophical lyricism of the ultimate degree.™

To quote a sample, Bloch describes the experience of a jug that is standing
before him, that he places before us:

It is difficult to fathom what it looks like in the dark, spacious belly of the
jug. That, one would rather like to know. The child’s perpetual, curious
question is opened up again. Because the jug is closely akin to the child-
ish . Anyone regarding the old jug long enough carries its color and
shape around with him. I do not go gray with every puddle, nor am |
bent around the corner with every bend of the rail. But I can very well be
shaped into a jug, viewing myself as something brown, strangely grown,
Nordically amphora-like, and not only by imitation, by simple empathy,
but in such a way that as a result | become richer by my share, more
present, more grown into myself with this shape in which I partici-
pate . Anything that was ever made as lovingly and as purposefully
leads a life of its own, towers into a strange, new territory, and with us, in
a manner we cannot be in our own lives, returns shaped, decorated with
a certain, however faint, sign, a seal of our Self. Here, too, one feels that
one is looking into a long sunlit corridor with a door at its end, as with a
work of art.!0

Why should one not be able to demonstrate, by the experience of a jug,
what our Being is all about? In a later essay Heidegger, too, will try his hand at
the jug. Meanwhile the lectern experience of his early lecture lacks that full-
ness of Being that he, just as young Bloch, is seeking.

Heidegger, however, is concerned not only with this fullness but much
more so with the other mystery—the wonderment at the “naked” That. That
anything exists there at all. The relation between direct experience and its
objectification had been characterized by Heidegger as a process of de-experi-
encing—the unity of the situation is dissolved, and experiencing turns into
the self-perception of a subject confronted with objects. One has dropped out
of direct Being and now finds oneself as someone who has “objects,” includ-
ing oneself as an object, called the subject. These objects, as well as the subject,
can then be examined for their further characteristics, connections, causa-
tions, and so on; they are analytically determined and eventually appraised. In

103

ONIFd 40 NOILSIND FHL ANV ANVIWYEAD NI NOILNTOATY



this secondary process the neutralized “objects” are once more built into a
world-connection, or, as Heidegger puts it, a dress is put on them so they do
not have to stand about naked.

This theoretical world construct has an abstract vanishing point. What this
means is demonstrated by Heidegger with his environmental experience of
the lectern. From a theoretical attitude (he argues) one can analyze this lectern
as follows: “It is brown; brown is a color; color is a genuine perception-datum;
perception data are the result of physical or physiological processes; the physi-
cal ones are the primary cause; this cause, the objective element, is a particular
number of oscillations of the ether; the ether nuclei disintegrate into simple
elements, between which, as simple elements, there exist simple regularities;
the elements are the ultimate; the elements are something altogether” (GA
56/57,113).

In this way one arrives at a “something altogether” as a kind of nucleus or
essence of things. This presumed nucleus of the Something makes the whole
graduated sequence appear as mere gradations of phenomena. The brown
lectern is not what it appears to be. Although it is not nothing, it is not the
Something that it appears to be. This way of understanding makes Werner
Heisenberg remark that the modern scientific picture of the world represents
a revival of ancient natural philosophy, according to which the atoms (or even
subatomic particles) are what “the real substance” is.!!

Heidegger shows that in this analytical reduction the mystery that there is
actually something there is microcosmically shifted to subatomic condi-
tions—it could equally well be shifted macrocosmically to the entirety of the
universe—but that one fact is missed in this process, namely that the mystery
of the Something is preserved at every level of reduction. After all, the color
already is “something,” just as are the perception data or the ether oscillations
or the nuclei. By way of distinction from the Something that science is left
with at the end of its reductions, Heidegger describes this Something, which at
each point of experience manifests its astonishing presence, as something “be-
fore-worldly” (Vorweltlich) (GA 56/57, 102). Heidegger evidently chose this
term as a complementary one to Nietzsche’s term “behind-world” (Hinter-
welt), designed to characterize the curiosity that penetrates the presumed sub-
stanceless phenomena to arrive at the “essence” behind or underneath or
above them. This astonishing Something that Heidegger has in mind and that
he calls before-worldly is the realization of the miracle that something exists
there at all. Astonishment at the Something can attach itself to any experience.



Using the term “before-worldly” for this astonishment is a happy choice by
Heidegger, because it suggests an astonishment as if one had just been born
into this world. Thus, at the end of the lecture, one is reminded again of its
beginning, when Heidegger described his attempt at bringing an experience to
phenomenological self-transparency as a “leap into another world, or, more
accurately, a leap into the world altogether.”

This primal experience of astonishment is, to Heidegger, the exact opposite
of theoretical de-experiencing. It does not indicate “absolute disruption of
reference to life, no relaxation of de-experiencing, no theoretical fixation or
freezing of something capable of being experienced; instead it is the index of
the supreme potential of life, a fundamental phenomenon [occurring] at mo-
ments of especially intensive experiencing” (GA 56/57, 115). But when it
occurs, albeit rarely, it is invariably linked with the realization that it is always
latently present but remains hidden because as a rule we lock ourselves into
our life references, without distance, or else with the de-experienced distances
of a theoretical attitude. There can be no doubt. We have here the phenom-
enological clarification of an experience that, in its simplicity, is at the same
time mystical, provided one characterizes mystery by Wilhelm Wundt’s
memorable statement: “It is always a feature of mystery that it transforms a
concept back into intuition.”'? Looking at the lectern, we can participate in the
mystery that we are and that there exists a whole world that gives itself to us.

Astonishment at the mysterious “that something is there at all” contains a
question that cannot be satisfied by any possible answer, because any answer
that explains that “That” with a “why” finds itself in infinite regression—each
why can be followed by another why. And because no answer is possible, it is
not even possible to formulate what exactly is being asked when we ask about
the mystery of the That. Ernst Bloch, working on a kindred problem, therefore
called this astonishment the “shape of the nonconstruable question.” And at
the crucial moment, when that astonishment was to be duplicated and made
susceptible to experience, he wisely left the word to the poet. In his Traces he
quotes a wonderful passage from Knut Hamsun’s Pan:

““What do you know? Sometimes I see the blue fly. Yes, all this sounds so
thin, I don’t know if you understand’—°Oh yes, I understand’—Oh yes.
And sometimes I watch the grass and the grass perhaps watches me; what
do we know? I watch a single blade of grass, maybe it trembles a little and
I think, now this is something; and I think to myself: now here stands this
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blade of grass and it trembles! And if it is a spruce I'm watching, then
perhaps it has a branch that gives me some food for thought. But now
and again I also encounter people in the mountains, that happens some-
times . . .—Yes, yes, she said, standing up. The first drops of rain were
falling. ‘It’s raining, I said. ‘Yes, what do you know, it’s raining, she said
too, already walking away.”"?



PARTING WITH CATHOLICISM AND
STUDYING THE LAWS OF FREE FALL

WHILE FALLING

It was about the time of his lecture on the “lectern experience” that Martin
Heidegger parted with Catholicism. On January 9, 1919, he wrote to his
friend Engelbert Krebs, by then professor of Catholic dogmatism in Freiburg:

The past two years, in which I have sought to clarify my basic philosophi-
cal position have led me to conclusions for which, had I been con-
strained by extraphilosophical allegiances, I could not have guaranteed
the necessary independence of conviction and of doctrine. Epistemologi-
cal insights, applied to the theory of historical knowledge, have made the
system of Catholicism problematic and unacceptable to me—but not
Christianity per se or metaphysics, the latter albeit in a new sense. I
believe 1 have felt too keenly ~ what values are enshrined in medieval
Catholicism My phenomenological studies in religion, which will
draw heavily on the Middle Ages, will . . . demonstrate that in modifying
my fundamental position I have not allowed myself to sacrifice objectiv-
ity of judgment, or the high regard in which I hold the Catholic tradi-



tion, to the peevish and intemperate diatribes of an apostate . . . It is hard
to live the life of a philosopher; the inner truthfulness toward oneself and
those for whom one is supposed to be a teacher demands sacrifices and
struggles that the academic toiler can never know. I believe I have an
inner calling for philosophy, and that by answering the call through re-
search and teaching I am doing everything in my power to further the
spiritual life of man and work in the sight of God."

Two years earlier Engelbert Krebs had performed the church wedding of Mar-
tin and Elfride and had received the couple’s promise that their children
would be baptized into the Catholic church. The occasion for this letter was
the fact that Elfride was now expecting a child, and the couple had agreed not
to let it be christened a Catholic. To Heidegger, separation from the “system of
Catholicism” is therefore also a separation from its institutions. He did not
formally leave the Church (which indeed is not possible under Catholic canon
law), but in Husserl’s circle he was now being regarded as an “undogmatic
Protestant”™—as Husserl put it in his letter to Rudolf Otto of March 5, 1919.

How far he had inwardly distanced himself from the Catholic world also
emerges from his emphatic rejection of the temptation of “wild apostasy”—
just as if it were a real option. His esteemn for the values of the Catholic Middle
Ages was holding him back from that course, he writes. Cold comfort for
Krebs, as the present-day Catholicism evidently does not command such es-
teem from Heidegger. He states that he owes his spiritual development to his
freedom from “extraphilosophical ties.” In retrospect, therefore, it seems a
good thing to him to have abandoned his priesthood career in good time. So
what religious convictions are left to him? He was holding on to “Christianity”
and “metaphysics—though, admittedly in a new sense,” he declared.

This is no longer the metaphysics that in medieval Catholic thinking fused
God and the world into a unity. In that thinking Heidegger had originally
found a spiritual home—until his subtle perception discovered the hairline
cracks in it, the cracks that foreshadowed the later breaking apart of the
whole.

The metaphysics to which he adheres is one after the breaking apart of the
former unity. The old heaven has fallen, the world has detached itself into
worldliness; it is from this fact that he will proceed. Philosophy has not yet
sufficiently ventured out into that worldliness, he asserts in a lecture during
the war emergency semester of 1919.



At first glance it seems as if Heidegger’s emphatic invitation to take the
“worlding” of the world seriously at last marks the replay of a movement from
the late nineteenth century—the discovery of real reality. Then, the economy
was discovered behind the spirit (Marx), mortal existence behind speculation
(Kierkegaard), the will behind reason (Schopenhauer), instinctive drive be-
hind culture (Nietzsche, Freud), and biology behind history (Darwin).

Heidegger is truly buoyed up by this movement of “discovery” of real real-
ity, more so than he admits to himself. Though his thinking had not so long
before been under a Catholic heaven, he now intends to surpass these “discov-
eries” in radicalism if at all possible. To him these critical forays are still only
attempts to develop ideologies providing a sense of security; they do not yet
penetrate to the “potential of life’—the true seat of production of all self-
interpretations and worldviews of a scientific and less scientific nature. In his
winter 1921—22 lecture he finds a name for this real reality—“factual life.”

This factual life is no longer sustained by any metaphysics; it crashes into
the void and strikes upon existence. Not only the world but also individual
factual life are, in the literal sense, the “fall.”

To anticipate: we will not find in Heidegger’s so-called factual life anything
that would justify us in attributing any kind of truth value to a religious faith
or a metaphysical construct. The medieval principle of a gliding transition
between the finite human and the truth of the infinite, this boundary-crossing
traffic, has become an illusion to factual life. In consequence, the God admin-
istered as an ever available “treasure of truth” by a Church that is rich in
traditions and solidly established as an institution is likewise an illusion.

At the beginning of the 1920s Heidegger lectured on the phenomenology
of religion. The subjects were St. Paul, St. Augustine, and Luther, as well as
Kierkegaard. Otto Poggeler has been able to study the manuscripts, however,
and in them has discovered the “Protestant” Heidegger.

Heidegger interprets a passage from St. Paul’s First Epistle to the Thessalo-
nians: “But it is not necessary to write to you, beloved brothers, about times
and hours; for you yourselves certainly know that the day of the Lord will
come like a thief in the night.” God is as unavailable as time. In the writings of
the profound religious thinkers, Heidegger argues, God becomes a name for
the mystery of time. He also discusses at some length a passage in the Second
Epistle to the Corinthians, where St. Paul reminds those who boast of a special
mystical link with God of Christ’s words: “Be content with my grace; for my
strength is powerful in the weak.” One need only—as young Luther and, later,
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Kierkegaard—penetrate once more into this primordially Christian religiosity
of the unavailable moment of grace, and the cathedrals of metaphysics and
theology, which had tried to make faith resistant to time, collapse in a heap.

Such attempts at transforming the unavailable “temporal” God into a credit
balance are motivated, Heidegger suggests along with St. Augustine, by the
“unrest” of the human heart, which is seeking rest. Augustine had drawn a
strict distinction between the tranquility that one takes for oneself and the
tranquility that one receives from God. It overwhelms one, and to it applies
equally what St. Paul says about the Lord—it comes “like a thief in the night”
and it takes away all unrest. We cannot make peace unless peace is granted us.

Everyone who, in the Christian tradition of the West, ever drew attention to
the gulf between God and Man, and to the unavailable moment of grace,
hence the mystery of time, is now summoned by Heidegger as a compurgator
for his own attempt to prove that factual life is severed from God and that
metaphysical refuges are chimeras.

In the introduction, written in 1922, to his Phenomenological Interpreta-
tions to Aristotle—a work to be discussed later—Heidegger writes: “Any phi-
losophy that understands itself in what it is must know, as the factual How of
the interpretation of life—especially when it still has a ‘surmise’ of God—that
the snatching back of life performed by it represents, religiously speaking, a
raising of a hand against God. But only thus does it present itself honestly to
God, that is, according to the possibilities available to it as such; in atheistic
terms, keeping itself free from a tempting anxiety that merely pays lip service
to religiosity” (D], 246).

Heidegger speaks of God as Husserl does of reality outside consciousness.
Husserl brackets reality in; Heidegger brackets God in. Husser! intended, by
this bracketing, to attain the field of pure consciousness and demonstrate that
this, in itself and from itself, already contains the full plurality of reality. And
Heidegger brackets God in so as to embrace the pure worldliness of the world,
free from any tendency to create in it substitute gods. Husserl says: “I must
first lose the world . . . in order to regain it by a universal self-examination.”
Is Heidegger pinning his hopes on a similar inversion? Does he hope to lose
God through the self-transparency of factual life in order then to regain him
as an unavailable event breaking into factual life “like a thief in the night”?

We shall see.

Meanwhile, at any rate, Heidegger, with his philosophical “atheism,” is
adopting a position complementary to the dialectical theology that experi-



enced its great breakthrough in 1922 with the publication of the second ver-
sion of Karl Barth’s The Epistle to the Romans.

There is a “raising of the hand against God” also in Karl Barth, who has
described his theology as a theology of crisis. It is the God of culture who got
into a crisis—in the war and through the war. To Barth, this God of culture is
in the same position as, to Heidegger, the Church’s “treasure of truth.” What is
simply unavailable is falsely turned into a cultural asset. Like Heidegger, Barth
wants to “snatch life back,” to cut off its escape routes into comforting meta-
physical constructs. There is no sliding transition to God; God is the negation
of the world. It is self-deception, Barth declares, to try to develop a concept of
God out of worldliness. This also is Heidegger’s critique of metaphysics and
culture devotion. Heidegger was aware of a sense of kinship with the great
Protestant theologian, which is why, at the beginning of the 1920s, he once
remarked that the only spiritual life of the age was in Karl Barth. Heidegger’s
“bracketed-in” God probably resembled Karl Barth’s God:

God, the pure and absolute boundary and beginning of all that we are
and have and do; God who is distinguished qualitatively from men and
from everything human and must never be identified with anything
which we name, or experience, or conceive, or worship, as God; God who
confronts all human disturbance with an unconditional command
“Halt,” and all human rest with an equally unconditional command “Ad-
vance”; God, the “Yes” in our “No” and the “No” in our “Yes,” the First
and the Last, and, consequently, the Unknown, who is never a known
thing in the midst of other known things . . . this is the Living God.?

Turning against the cultural monopolization of God, Barth writes, “There is
therefore no occasion here for romantic experience, no opportunity for en-
thusiastic rhapsody, no case for psychological analysis. There is no sign here of
‘germ-cells’ or of ‘emanations’ of divinity. There is nothing here of that
overflowing, bubbling life in which we think we can discover a continuity of
existence between us and God.” Much of this theology was a counterpart to
Spengler’s sensational book The Decline of the West. The “earthquake atmo-
sphere” of God’s judgment on our culture, so articulately conjured up by
Barth, is a fairly close reflection of the shaken cultural optimism voiced in
Spengler’s book. Barth’s theology still contains echoes of the catastrophe of
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the war, for instance when he refers to the “shell craters” left behind when God
breaks into our lives.

“Snatching life back” from a false Beyond—this is now the most important
task for Heidegger and Barth. Martin Heidegger tears life loose from God;
Karl Barth tears God loose from life. This “life,” which has to be snatched back
to oneself, is examined by Heidegger in his lecture on phenomenological in-
terpretations to Aristotle in the winter semester of 1921-22. No doubt his
students, having expected an introduction to Aristotle, experienced a surprise.
Although Heidegger begins with a few reflections on the reception of Aris-
totle—that is, with the history of philosophy—he does so merely to point out
that the pursuit of the history of philosophy as a rule had little to do with
philosophy. “The real foundation of philosophy is radical existential interven-
tion and the production of questionableness; placing oneself and life and the
crucial implementations into questionableness is the basic concept of all, and
the most radical, illumination” (GA 61, 35). In his lecture during the war
emergency semester Heidegger had used the lectern experience to demon-
strate how poorly we understood the simplest experiences. Now the “crucial
implementations” of life are to be brought into focus.

After the first surprise for the students—that instead of learning about
Aristotle they were being told about factual life—there immediately followed
another. If anyone had expected the “radical existential capture” to lead into
the personal existential sphere, they were in for a disappointment. True,
Heidegger kept emphasizing that one should philosophize not “about” factual
life but “from inside” it. And admittedly there was some talk about “risk” and
about the fact that in the performance of such thinking one might also
“drown,” and that “courage” was needed because radical questionableness
implied “risking one’s entire inner and outer existence.” The prelude, there-
fore, is dramatic, excited, but later the whole business is strangely cooled by a
complicated apparatus of concepts that might have their origin in the arsenal
of neofactual aloofness. Reference is made to “ruinance, prestruction, destruc-
tion, larvance, relucence.” Heidegger, who at that time was beginning to ap-
pear in peasant smocks, speaks not in a primordial or earthy manner but
factually, almost technically, in a chilled mode. A gesture of sparkling moder-
nity—that is how it must have seemed at the time. Not a trace of a jargon of
intrinsicness.

It is in this lecture that the typical Heidegger tone of the next few years is
first heard, that unique tension between existentialist heat and aloof neutral-



ity, between abstract conceptuality and emotional concreteness, between ap-
pellative importunity and descriptive distance.

We live from day to day, but we do not know ourselves. We are in our own
blind spot. If we are to become transparent to ourselves, then this requires an
effort that “strikes back at life,” Heidegger says. Heidegger’s philosophy of life
is a philosophy against a spontaneous life tendency. That is why it can be
biting cold and, at the same time, existentially alive with high tension.

Heidegger’s lecture on Aristotle thus begins with the explication of the idea
that anyone wishing to comprehend Aristotle, anyone wishing to place himself
into a relation of tension, must first have comprehended himself; at the least
he must have comprehended what he wishes to comprehend in and through
Aristotle. Anyone hoping to comprehend himself must be clear about the
situation in which he finds himself. This is a further-education situation at the
university in the subject of philosophy in the year 1921. This situation em-
braces a whole world, questions upon questions. Why study philosophy, of all
things, just now? What role can philosophy play altogether at this time—at the
university, as a profession, or as a preparation for another profession? What
does one expect of one’s life when one has chosen philosophy? Heidegger
raises these questions, or rather, he stage-manages them. He hopes to create a
blizzard of blurred and questionable ideas to make it clear how unclear and
foggy the situation in fact is when we try to make it transparent. In this
context we can once again observe how Heidegger’s original word creations
come about during the gradual completion of his ideas. We cannot, Heidegger
states, view the life that we are in from the outside; we are always in the midst
of it, surrounded by its details. Where we are there exists only “this” and “this”
and “this.” Heidegger describes this life with its many “this heres,” and sud-
denly he has the appropriate term—the characteristic aspect of life is “this-
ness” (GA 61, 88). This thisness is hard to bear. Philosophy’s answer, as a rule,
is that it erects values, traditions, systems, idea constructions in which one
may find shelter so one does not have to stand about “so naked” and unpro-
tected in one’s own time. One barricades oneself behind educational assets
and deals with philosophy as if it were life insurance or a mortgage. One
invests labor and effort, asking oneself: what profit does this yield, what use is
it to me, what can I do with it? However, Heidegger claims, one can do noth-
ing with philosophy; at most one can, by philosophizing, gain clarity about
what one “does” at all. Philosophy deals with the “fundamental,” the funda-
mental in the most literal sense—that is, what is at the beginning. What mat-

113

TIVd 33494 40 SMVT dHL SNIAANLS ANV WSIDITOHLVYD HLIIM O9NILYYd



ters is not the question of how the world began, nor any principles in the
sense of supreme values or axioms. The “fundamental” is what is driving one
and what, time and again, makes one the beginner of one’s life.

Laboriously and meanderingly Heidegger tries to describe a movement,
heightening the tension. Everyone is eager to hear an answer to the question
of what the actual moving principle is. The lecture is almost half over and the
listeners are still left in the dark with the statement: “If one understands that
factual life is, in essence, always escaping from the on-principle, then one will
not be surprised by the fact that the appropriating reversal to it is not present
‘just as a matter of course’” (GA 61, 72).

Orpheus was not allowed to turn around as he tried to lead Eurydice out of
the realm of the dead. He did turn, and Eurydice sank back to join the shades.
Heidegger wishes to induce the moved life to turn; it is to “comprehend itself
from its roots,” meaning that it should become aware of the ground from
which it comes and from which it wants to escape, by “living itself firmly into”
its world. But is not this reversal so difficult because life surmises that in its
own heart there is “nothing,” a void, a horror vacui, which drives it outward
toward a quest for something to fill it? Must we not, for the sake of our life
efficiency, conceal from ourselves what is driving us out into a world in which
we have always had to provide something? Heidegger encourages us to do so,
to cast a glance upon what is our serious daily concern, a glance that no longer
permits the truly concerned to remain serious in the same manner. The magic
formula by which Heidegger lets the everyday and commonplace appear sud-
denly as though transformed is concern. “Life is concern, more particularly in
the inclination toward making-things-easy-for-oneself, in escape” (GA 61,
109).

The concept of concern will be at the center of Being and Time, but it makes
an impressive appearance even in this lecture. Concern is the quintessence of
attitudes such as, “One concerns oneself about something, one is worried, one
intends something, one makes sure things are all right, one wishes to discover
something.” Thus understood, “concern” (Sorgen) and “providing” (Besorgen)
are almost identical with action altogether. Heidegger has chosen this concept
to emphasize the time-related character of this life activity. By acting “provid-
ingly” we are “ahead” of ourselves. We have something “ahead of us,” in the
spatial and temporal sense, something that we are concerned with, that we
wish to realize; or we have it “behind us” and therefore wish to preserve it or
get rid of it. Providing has around it a spatial, and even more so a temporal,



horizon. Every action is Janus-headed; one face looks to the future, the other
toward the past. One provides for the future to make sure one will not have
omitted anything in the past.

It would be easy to understand this entire analysis as a description of trivi-
ality decked out with an extravagant vocabulary—namely, the fact that people
always act in some way or other. But to understand Heidegger in this way
would be to misunderstand him. The punch line would be lost. It consists of
the following reflection: in concern one is not only “ahead of” oneself but—
Heidegger argues—one is also lost to oneself. The world of concern covers us.
We are hidden from ourselves, we “live ourselves firmly into” the concerns
involved. “In concern, life bars itself against itself, and in this barring-itself-off
it does not get rid of itself. It keeps seeking itself in an ever new looking-away”
(GA 61, 107).

For this process—life “living out of itself” and “living itself firmly into” a
concern, and in doing so “escaping” itself—Heidegger coins the term “rui-
nance.” The association with “ruin, ruinous” is entirely deliberate. In the nar-
rower sense, ruinance means “fall.”

Concern and providing had been understood by Heidegger as movement
into the future or into the past, in any case as “horizontal.” Now he tips this
motion from the horizontal into the vertical and, naturally, endows it with
massive acceleration—a fall, a crash. But the “factual life,” living from day to
day, does not even notice that it is falling. Only philosophy opens our eyes to a
situation that is no situation but a fall. Life, Heidegger says, should be
snatched back to itself, if only to discover that it can find no hold in itself, nor
indeed anywhere else. Heidegger makes a major effort to remove the misun-
derstanding that self-transparency of life would mean putting life to rest. On
the contrary: philosophy is heightened unrest. It is, as it were, methodically
operated unrest. Heidegger’s philosophy during these years is characterized by
the dadaist motto: “Surely I won’t lose my head to such an extent that, while
falling, I wouldn’t study the laws of free fall” (Hugo Ball).

Where are we falling? This question Heidegger cannot avoid at the end of
his lecture. His answer is an oracle that no doubt lets many students fall into
despair: “The Whither of the fall is not something alien to it, it is itself of the
character of the factual life, more accurately: ‘the Nothing of factual life’”
(GA 61, 145).

What is the “Nothing of factual life”? Factual life itself cannot be “nothing,”
seeing that it is taking place. Factual life exists, or better: it is the case. Hence
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the “Nothing of factual life” must be something that belongs to that life with-
out dissolving it into nothingness. Does this Nothing belonging to factual life
possibly mean death? But there is no mention of death in the lecture. Instead,
Heidegger defines this Nothing as follows: factual life becomes a Nothing
insofar as it loses itself in “ruinant existence.” As Heidegger puts it, the “non-
presence [of factual life] in ruinant existence” (GA 61, 148).

Heidegger, by now suspecting that he is about to produce a new turn in
philosophy, varies his idea of the nonpresence of factual life in ruinant exis-
tence with the idea of alienation that had played an exceedingly important
historical role with Hegel and Marx in the nineteenth century. The idea states
that Man so creates his world that he cannot recognize himself in it. His
self-realization is his self-atrophy.

In this lecture Heidegger does not yet succeed in clearly differentiating his
own reflections from the tradition of ideas. But everything depends on this
differentiation. The philosophy of alienation presupposes an image of the
“true self,” an “idea” of Man as he is and as he could and should be. But it is
over just this idea that Heidegger places a big question mark. Where do we get
this alleged knowledge of Man’s real destination? Heidegger suspects that be-
hind such “knowledge” there is smuggled theological stuff. One may hang on
to it, he says, but in that case one should correctly declare such ideas, and
proclaim that one has accepted them in good faith; one must not pretend that
they are philosophically provable.

We observe Heidegger rejecting this idea of a true self while still being in its
thrall. This tension will remain. It will be expressly and magnificently resolved
in Being and Time under the heading of “authenticity” (Eigentlichkeit).

In the early 1920s, while Heidegger is on the road toward his philosophy of
the self-transparency of life—probing, searching, defining his position—into
just that period falls the beginning of his friendship with Karl Jaspers, who is
likewise searching for a new beginning for philosophy. It is the beginning of a
delicate friendship between two beginners.

They met in the spring of 1920 at a party at the Husserls. After eighteen
months of cautious probing they eventually, in the summer of 1922, felt
united in “the knowledge of a rare and original comradeship-in-arms”
(Heidegger to Jaspers, June 27, 1922). Even their first meeting was marked by



a common opposition to academic rituals. Jaspers in retrospect describes the
evening at the Husser] home in his Philosophical Autobiography:

In the spring of 1920 my wife and I spent a few days in Freiburg
Husserl’s birthday was being celebrated. There was a fairly large circle
around the coffee table. Frau Husserl referred to Heidegger as the “phe-
nomenological child.” I recounted how a girl student of mine, Afra Gei-
ger, a top-rank personality, had come to Freiburg to study under Husserl.
According to the acceptance regulations of his seminar, he had rejected
her. Thus both he and she had, thanks to the rigidity of academic rules,
lost a good opportunity, because he had omitted having a look at the
person herself. Heidegger cut in, vigorously, confirming my point. It was
a kind of solidarity of the two younger men against the authority of
abstract orders The atmosphere of that afternoon was not good. I
seemed to perceive something petit bourgeois, something constraining,
something lacking the free movement from person to person, the spiri-
tual spark . Only Heidegger seemed different. I visited him, sat alone
with him in his den, saw his work on Luther, saw the intensity of his
labor, felt sympathy for his forceful, terse way of speaking.’

Karl Jaspers, Heidegger’s senior by six years, was then regarded as an out-
sider by professional philosophers. He was a medical man, coming from psy-
chiatry; in 1913 he had made a name for himself with General Psycho-
pathology, a book that soon became a standard work in that field. Jaspers,
however, began to detach himself from medicine. He began to realize, largely
through clinical boundary cases, that the psychic element could not be ade-
quately understood within the framework of a psychology inclining toward
the natural sciences. He had, while still on the territory of that psychology,
received incentives from Dilthey’s method of understanding and from the
phenomenological cautiousness in describing consciousness phenomena. But
the decisive breakthrough came from Max Weber and Kierkegaard.

Jaspers was impressed by Max Weber’s strict distinction between factual
research and value judgment. Like Weber he was convinced that erroncous
scientific pretensions had to be refuted, but—and here he went beyond him—
he believed that the area of value judgments, that is, personal responsibility in
life, both required and was capable of self-illumination, which, while it could
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not be “scientific,” was certainly more than a matter of merely private reflec-
tion or religion. Jaspers intended to render transparent what Weber called the
“life powers,” which underlay all decisions. For this kind of philosophizing,
which he would later call “existential illumination,” Jaspers found his great
model in Kierkegaard. Weber had taken philosophy out of the body of the
exact sciences and thereby liberated it; Kierkegaard had restored to it its exis-
tential emotion. That is how Karl Jaspers saw it.

His Psychology of Ideologies, published in 1919, represented a transition
from psychology to philosophy in the sense of “existential illumination”; it
was a book with an impact far beyond the specialized world of scholarship.
Using Weber’s method of idea-type construction, Jaspers examined the “atti-
tudes and world pictures” that arise from fundamental problems such as free-
dom, guilt, and death, and that impress their peculiar profile on the
philosophical constructs of a period. Descriptively, as it were “from outside,”
Jaspers designs a typology of such world pictures and attitudes, though not
with a historical or sociology-of-knowledge intent. Nor does he aim at any-
thing like “consciousness altogether,” which was supposed to underlie all such
patterns—a question then popular with the neo-Kantians. Although Jaspers’s
book was sometimes understood in historical, sociology-of-knowledge, or
neo-Kantian terms, this was not his intention. Jaspers was concerned with the
question of in what forms self-being could realize itself, how it could fail, and
on what it could suffer shipwreck. It is the movement of freedom that Jaspers
tries to follow, and it is also fear of freedom, of the resultant readiness to shut
oneself into a “capsule” of allegedly safe principles and declarations. He was
interested mainly in the patterns of behavior and thought in “marginal situ-
ations” (death, suffering, chance, guilt, struggle) in which the venturesome
character of a life undertaken in free self-responsibility emerges. “Everything,”
Jaspers writes about this book in his Autobiography, “was seized as if in a swift
grip The mood of the whole was more comprehensive than what I suc-
ceeded in saying™®

With this book a new note entered philosophy. The public resonance was so
great that Jaspers, though not a doctor of philosophy, was appointed in 1921
to a philosophy professorship in Heidelberg. But his position remained am-
biguous. The exact scientists regarded him as a renegade, as someone who had
sold himself to what was inexact, to philosophy, and the philosophers re-
garded him as a psychologist with a strong inclination toward preaching.
Jaspers did not mind. He felt he was “on the way into the open.”



It was in this situation that Jaspers and Heidegger met. And Jaspers under-
stands Heidegger only too well when, characterizing his own work in a letter
to him on August 25, 1921, he writes: “Whether I too will find my way out
into the open I don't know; it'll be something if I get myself to the point of at
least going” (BwH]J, 25).

Since 1919 Heidegger had been working on a review of Jaspers’s book. In
June 1921 he sent it to Jaspers; it had grown into a voluminous treatise that,
just because of its bulk, could not, as planned, appear in Der Gottingische
Gelehrte Anzeiger, and it was not published until 1973.

Heidegger begins with a lot of praise for the book, but soon, though in
cautious formulation, proceeds to criticize it. Jaspers, he claims, had not gone
far enough. He had written “about” the implementation of existence, but he
had not placed his own reflections “into” this implementation of existence. He
endeavored to preserve his freedom vis-a-vis the capsules of ideology and to
refer to the core of personal existence, but such references would themselves
become ideologies if that creative freedom at the bottom of self-being was
described as something present, that is, ultimately as a scientifically confirm-
able fact. “True self-contemplation,” Heidegger writes at the end of his review,
“can meaningfully be released only if it is present, and it is present only in a
strict being-awakened, and it can be genuinely awakened only in such a way
that the Other is, in a certain manner, ruthlessly driven into reflection .. To
drive into reflection, to arouse attention, is possible only if one leads a stretch
of the way oneself” (W, 42). But one can only lead the way if one seizes the
“business” of philosophy for oneself. The “business” of philosophy, however,
was “the philosophizing person himself and (his) notorious wretchedness”
(W, 42).

Jaspers had no reason to take the reference to wretchedness personally; the
context made it clear that what was meant was a kind of anthropological
wretchedness. Jaspers therefore was not annoyed about the review, but he
found himself at a loss. What did Heidegger mean by his demand that one
should philosophize not “about” the implementation of existence but “out
of it”? Either Heidegger had misunderstood him and failed to realize that he
was already on the road suggested by him, the road of philosophy as “self-
affliction”  (Selbstbekiimmerung)—Heidegger’s word—or else Heidegger
meant something totally different by that road, in which case his suggestions
were insufficient. Jaspers certainly did not see how Heidegger intended to
make headway on his road. There remained nevertheless a sense that they
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were traveling the same road. On August 1, 1921, Jaspers writes to Heidegger:
“In my opinion your review, of all those I have read, is the one that digs most
deeply to the root of ideas. It therefore affected me profoundly. However, [ still
miss . . . the positive method. Reading it, I always felt the potential for advanc-
ing, but then I was disappointed and thought that I, too, had come that far”
(BwH]J, 23).

In his reply Heidegger described his review as a “ridiculous and poor begin-
ner’s piece”; he said he certainly did not believe that he was “any further than
[Jaspers], especially as I have made up my mind to take a few detours” (Au-
gust 5, 1921, BwHJ, 25). The correspondence rests for a year. Then, in the
summer of 1922, Jaspers invites Heidegger to Heidelberg for a few days:
“Surely it would be nice if we could philosophize a few days at suitable hours,
and test and consolidate our ‘comradeship-in-arms. As I imagine it, we would
be living together—each in his own room, my wife is away—each doing what
he likes, and that we—apart from our meals—would meet and talk as we felt
inclined, especially in the evenings, or as it may come about otherwise, with-
out any constraint” (September 6, 1922, BwH], 32).

Heidegger accepts the invitation, and neither man will ever forget those
September days. They will live off these memories, for soon their friendship
will not be supported by anything else. The philosophical intensity, the
friendly relaxed atmosphere, the sudden sense of a joint departure and begin-
ning—for Jaspers, as he writes in retrospect, these were “overwhelming.” In an
unforgettable way Heidegger had become “close” to him. And Heidegger, after
these sacred conversations, writes to him: “Those eight days at your home are
continually with me. The sudden, outwardly noneventfulness of those days

the unsentimental rough step with which friendship came upon us, the
growing certainty of a comradeship-in-arms sure of itself on both ‘sides’—all
this to me is uncanny in the sense that the world and life are uncanny to the
philosopher” (November 11, 1922, BwH], 33).

So inspiring was that friendship in its initial phase that Jaspers proposed
the foundation of a journal for which only the two of them would write, a
“torch” of philosophy. The time had come for a voice to be raised in the
“philosophical wasteland of the age” against professorial philosophy: “We will
not rant, but discussion will be ruthless” (November 24, 1922, BwH], 36). But
then Professor Jaspers remembers that Heidegger does not yet have a chair;
the project of the journal would therefore have to wait until Heidegger was
appointed to one. The worries professors have.



There is one other obstacle to the project—the two men are not yet so
completely certain of their own position as they would have to be to open a
campaign. Jaspers: “We don’t know ourselves yet what we want; i.e. we are
both borne by a knowledge that does not yet exist explicitly” (November 24,
1922, BwH]J, 36). And Heidegger replies that a lot was being accomplished
already if he himself were becoming “more secure in the right kind of con-
crete insecurity” (July 14, 1923, BwH], 41).

In point of fact, between the summer of 1922 and that of 1923 Heidegger
succeeds in taking important steps of self-clarification. The outlines of Being
and Time begin to emerge. They can be found in the collection of texts, Phe-
nomenological Interpretations to Aristotle: Notice of the Hermeneutical Situation
(a collection only rediscovered in 1989), which toward the end of 1922 he
sends to Marburg to accompany his application for a post; and in the “Ontol-
ogy” lectures of 1923, given during his last Freiburg semester before his as-
sumption of the Marburg professorship.

The Phenomenological Interpretations made a tremendous impression in
Marburg. Paul Natorp regarded it as a “concept of genius” and for Hans-
Georg Gadamer, who was then a doctoral student under Natorp and was
permitted to see the manuscript, it was a “true inspiration.” The text had such
a “weight of impact” that he decided to go to Freiburg for the next semester to
hear Heidegger and then follow him back to Marburg.

The ontology lecture series in the summer of 1923 must have made a
similarly powerful impression. Quite a number of men who were later to
achieve name and standing in philosophy were then sitting at the feet of
Privatdozent Heidegger, who was beginning to be regarded as the secret king
of philosophy, a king in Swabian loden cloth. They included Gadamer, Max
Horkheimer, Oskar Becker, Fritz Kaufmann, Herbert Marcuse, and Hans
Jonas.

In his Aristotle manuscript Heidegger offers a terse definition of his philo-
sophical intention: “The subject of the philosophical question is human exis-
tence, the question being about the character of its Being” (D], 238). Only at a
first glance is this definition uncomplicated. What else was philosophical re-
search to do, or what else has it ever done but to explore human existence?

Admittedly, over the course of its history, philosophy had examined matters
other than human existence. That was just why Socrates’ protest became
necessary when he tried to bring philosophy back to man’s concern with
himself. And this tension between a philosophy that tried to fathom God and
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the world and a philosophy concentrating on human existence continues to
persist in the history of philosophy. Thales of Miletus looking at the sky and
in consequence falling into the well is probably the first personification of this
conflict. In Heidegger’s philosophy, existence is still in the process of falling.

At first glance, similarly, the term “character of Being” seems to present no
difficulty. What else would one discover in examining an object than the
nature of its being? The character of Being of a molecule—is this not the
elements of which it is composed, the nature of chemical reactions, its func-
tion in the organism, and so on? The character of Being of an animal—does
one not discover this in its anatomy, its behavior, its place in evolution?

Understood thus, the term “character of Being” pales; it then simply en-
compasses everything one can know of an object. Such knowledge inevitably
is knowledge of differences—the way one molecule differs from another, the
way an animal differs from another animal or from plants or also from Man.
The summary concept of “character of Being” becomes a plurality of “charac-
ters of Being.”

From this viewpoint there is, on the one hand, the attitude of wishing to
know, which in itself remains unchanged, and on the other, the different
possible objects of which one wishes to know something—that is, whose char-
acter of Being one wishes to fathom, no matter for what purpose in the indi-
vidual case.

Of course the sciences have long realized, certainly since Kant, that different
objects have to be approached with different methods. This applies in particu-
lar to the two “worlds” of nature and Man—insofar as Man is more than
nature, a culture-producing and hence self-producing creature. It was the
neo-Kantians who focused awareness on the methodological difference be-
tween the humanities and the natural sciences. According to Windelband, the
natural sciences seek general laws, the humanities seek understanding of the
individual. Put differently, in Rickert’s words, natural science examines facts
while the humanities examine values. However, this kind of awareness of the
different characters of Being is not nearly radical enough for Heidegger. What
he is himself aiming at he formulates in his Aristotle manuscript in a single,
exceedingly concise and therefore very difficult sentence, which I will first
quote and then, using the ontology lectures for elucidation, briefly comment
on: “This fundamental direction of philosophical questioning is not put upon
or screwed on from the outside on the object questioned, but should be un-
derstood as the explicit seizure of a fundamental liveliness of factual life,



which is in such a way that in the concrete emergence of its Being it is con-
cerned about its Being, and that even where it avoids itself” (D], 238).

Not “put upon from outside”—Heidegger wishes to apply the phenom-
enological principle that what is to be examined should be given an opportu-
nity to “show itself,” to the examination of existence altogether. The ontology
lectures therefore deal very extensively with preliminary considerations of
how one may appropriately speak about Man—but presently one discovers
that with these preliminary considerations one already finds oneself at the
core of the problem.

If, says Heidegger, we approach a “subject” in order to discover what it is; if
we wish to comprehend its “Being-meaning” (Seinssinn), we must first get
into the “implementation meaning” (Vollzugssinn), from which alone its Be-
ing-meaning can be derived. Anyone entering our economic life from a
strange culture, and still unable to grasp its implementation meaning, will be
unable to comprehend the Being-meaning of money, even though he may
touch it or weigh it in his hand; or: music remains a noise unless we stand in
the implementation meaning of music. This applies to the different areas of
Being—art, literature, religion, calculation with imaginary numbers, or foot-
ball. These considerations, moreover, also—by argument e contrario—reveal
the blinkered aspect of the reductionist method. If we say: thinking is a func-
tion of brain physiology, or love is a function of glandular secretion, then we
are making a statement about the Being of thinking and of love without
having placed ourselves in their implementation. The meaning of their Being,
however, is revealed only in this implementation. Viewed from a nonimple-
mentation angle, all this is not present at all—the game, the music, the pic-
ture, religion.

These reflections are of a phenomenological character. They are to provide
clarity on what attitude is needed for the “phenomena” to be able to show
themselves as “they are in themselves.” A “game” cannot show itself in a
nongame attitude. Love only reveals itself to love, God only reveals himself to
faith. And how, Heidegger asks, must we observe to ensure that what Man “is”
can reveal itself at all?

The answer can only be that thought of Being, if it wishes to understand
that Being, must place itself in its implementation meaning. That is what
Heidegger means with the quoted formulation from his Aristotle manuscript:
“the explicit seizure of a fundamental liveliness of factual life.”

This “fundamental liveliness” Heidegger for the first time, emphatically,
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calls “existence.” Something “exists”—Dby this phrase we usually mean that we
presume the existence of something, and if we then discover that the pre-
sumed something exists, we say it really exists. Galileo, on the strength of
calculations, assumed that there must be a moon of Jupiter, and with the aid
of a telescope he subsequently found that this moon of Jupiter “exists.” But
this meaning of existing in the sense of being “really present” is what Heideg-
ger wishes to exclude. He uses the term in a transitive sense: by existing we are
not merely present, but we must exist ourselves; we not only live, but we must
“lead” our life. Existence is a mode of Being, more precisely: the “Being acces-
sible to itself” (D], 245). Existence is something that is, something that, other
than stones, plants, or animals, stands in a self-relationship. It not only “is,” it
also becomes aware that it is “here.” Only because there is this self-awareness
can the entire horizon of concern and time open for us. Existing, therefore, is
not a being-present but an implementation, a movement. How much this
insight moved Heidegger himself emerges from a letter to Karl Lowith of
1921: “I do only what I must do and what I believe to be necessary, and I do it
as my powers permit. [ do not embellish my philosophical labors with cultural
requirements suitable for a vague historical present . . I work for my own ‘I
am’ and my particular spiritual origins. From this facticity surges the fury of
‘Existence.”

The implementation meaning of existence is the (above-described) existing
in a transitive sense, or, meaning the same thing, it is factual life as a con-
cerned, afflicted, self-outlining life in time. Human existence becomes com-
prehensible only from its implementation meaning, but not if we place it
before ourselves as an object present. The philosophy of existence, as Heideg-
ger has it in mind and as he adumbrated it in outline a few years before Being
and Time, does not stand as an observer “above” existence but is an expres-
sion, an organ of this existence. Philosophy is concerned life in presence-of-
mind action. This extreme possibility of philosophy—Heidegger says in his
ontology lectures—is “existence’s alert awareness of itself” (GA 63, 15), which
means ambushing it “where it avoids itself” (D], 238). It means making trans-
parent life’s “inclination to decay,” cutting off its escape routes to presumed
stability, and having the courage to surrender to life’s restlessness in the
knowledge that anything presumed durable, firmly established, obligatory is
nothing but something done up, a mask that existence puts on or that it allows
to be put on itself by “public attitudes,” by prevalent opinions and ideas of
morality and interpretations.



“Alertness of existence to itself” is described by Heidegger as the supreme
task of philosophy. But because this truth does not allow us to discover a true
self, instead simply hurling us back into the heart of unrest from which we are
trying to escape, there is such a thing as “fear of philosophy” (GA, 19). For
Heidegger during these years philosophy causes unrest. The fear of philoso-
phy is the fear of freedom. Instead of “freedom,” Heidegger still speaks of the
“possibility” of factual life.

Philosophy in Heidegger’s sense is therefore a coimplementation of con-
cerned and providing existence, but it is also free mobility and contemplation
of the fact that having possibilities is part of the reality of Man. Philosophy,
therefore, is nothing other than alert existence and thus just as problematic
and just as mortal as this existence.

The best that one can say about philosophy, including Heidegger’s philoso-
phy, is that it is an event that, like all existence, has its time.



MARBURG UNIVERSITY AND

HANNAH ARENDT, THE GREAT PASSION

Heidegger first applied for a professorship at Marburg University in 1920. At
that time he merely achieved an honorable mention in third place; although
the young Privatdozent had seemed quite promising, it was thought that he
had not yet published enough. When the question of a possible appointment
to Marburg once more came up in the summer of 1922—the vacancy was for
what is called an extraordinary professorship—Heidegger had still not pub-
lished anything new. But his reputation, based solely on his teaching, had
meanwhile grown to such an extent that Paul Natorp, the head of the neo-
Kantian Marburg School of Philosophy, wrote to Husserl on September 22,
1922, that Marburg was going “to take a fresh look at Heidegger,” not only in
the light of Husserl’s glowing testimonial “but also in the light of what I have
been told about his latest work.”' Natorp inquired if Heidegger was preparing
some publication that one might have a look at. Husserl passed the inquiry on
to Heidegger, who—as he wrote to Jaspers—sat down “for three weeks,”
summarized his own essay on Aristotle, added a brief introduction, and
dispatched the sixty-page manuscript to Marburg. It was entitled “Phenom-



enological Interpretations of Aristotle (Demonstration of the Hermeneutical
Situation).”

“In Marburg, too, the work has now struck home,” Heidegger wrote to
Jaspers on November 19, 1922. Natorp had indeed informed Husserl that he
and Nicolai Hartmann, an influential man at Marburg, had “read Heidegger’s
summary with the greatest interest, and found in it . . . a remarkable original-
ity, depth and intellectual rigor.”> Natorp thought Heidegger’s prospects were
very good.

At the same time the University of Gottingen was showing interest in
Heidegger. There, Georg Misch drafted an almost extravagantly positive as-
sessment. Heidegger, he said, “displays an absolute originality that stems from
his own development and his consciousness of the historicity of human life.”

In Géttingen, Dilthey’s son-in-law Misch cut little ice with his praise, de-
spite the supporting fire from Husserl, who was championing Heidegger for a
professorship not only at Marburg but also at his own former university. His
chances looked better in Marburg. But Heidegger, who on his meager salary of
an assistant could no longer feed what had become a family of four (which is
why Elfride had to take a job in education), remained skeptical. To Jaspers he
wrote: “The endless dance they lead you, the half-prospects, the praise and
flattery, etc.—you end up in a terrible state” (November 19, 1922, BWH], 34).%
However, Heidegger was successful. On June 18, 1923, he was offered an
“associate professorship with the status and rights of a full professor,” as he
proudly reported to Jaspers the following day.

A year earlier Jaspers and Heidegger had formed a “fighting alliance.” They
had intended to publish a philosophical journal that would deal “ruthlessly”
with the philosophical spirit of the time; the project, however, had been put
aside because Heidegger was not yet firmly enough in the saddle. Although
this had now changed, the two men did not revive their plan for a journal. Even
so, Heidegger became aggressive, and in a letter to Jaspers of July 14, 1923,
this is not to be overlooked. With cheerful anger the newly appointed profes-
sor pounces on his guild. About his rival Richard Kroner, who was placed
third on the recommendation list, he writes: “I have never encountered such a
miserable human being—now he lets himself be pitied like an old woman—
the only act of charity that one might still show him would be to deprive him
of the venia legendi (his position of Dozent) this very day.” Kroner, he said,
had promised Nicolai Hartmann that if he was appointed, he would attend his
lectures like a student. “I certainly shan’t be doing that,” Heidegger informed
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Jaspers, “but I shall give him hell by the manner of my presence; a whole
combat patrol of sixteen is coming along with me.”

In the same martial manner Heidegger again invokes his fighting alliance
with Jaspers, the moment for whose realization (he says) had now come: “A
lot of idol worship has to be eradicated—i.e., the various medicine men of
present-day philosophy have to be exposed for their awful and miserable
craft—while they are alive, so they shouldn’t think the kingdom of God had
arrived with them already.”

Although publicly Heidegger still describes Husserl as his teacher, and al-
though he still benefits from his support, he has already distanced himself
from him so far that, in a letter to Jaspers, he includes him among the blas-
phemed medicine men:

No doubt you know that Husserl has an invitation to Berlin; he behaves
worse than a Privatdozent who confuses a professorship with eternal bliss

Husserl has totally gone to pieces—if indeed he ever was in one
piece—which I have lately been increasingly questioning—he vacillates
this way and that and utters trivialities such as would reduce one to tears.
He lives by his mission of being “the founder of phenomenology,” no
one has any idea what that is—anyone who has been here for a semester
realizes what’s happening—he is beginning to suspect that the people are
no longer following him . . . And such a person today hopes to save the
world in Berlin.

In point of fact, Husser]l did not accept the flattering invitation to Ernst
Troeltsch’s Berlin professorship. His need to go to Berlin to save the world
evidently was not as great as Heidegger assumed. There are some indications
that Heidegger was projecting his own ambitions onto his former teacher.
This pugnacious letter to Jaspers shows the extent to which Heidegger was
already enjoying the role of a Hercules about to clean up the Augean stables of
philosophy. Is this not exactly the salvationist attitude that Heidegger attrib-
utes to Husserl? In this letter to Jaspers he certainly indulges in fantasies of a
“fundamental reform of philosophy” and of “revolution.” That summer
Heidegger discovers that he is Heidegger.

The ontology lectures of the summer semester, his last in Freiburg, are
marked by great self-assurance. Full of enthusiasm, he tells Jaspers: “I leave to
the world its books and its literary ado and instead get the young people—‘get’



means seizing them fiercely—so that for the whole week they are ‘under pres-
sure’; some of them can’t take it—the simplest way of selection—some need
two or three semesters before they understand why I will not allow any lazi-
ness, any superficiality, any cheating, or any phrases—least of all ‘phenom-
enological’ ones . . . My greatest joy is that I can here accomplish a change by
example and that I am now free” (July 14, 1923, BwH], 41).

In financial matters he did not yet feel the same confidence, however. What
salary could he demand? Was he entitled to an apartment, to a removal sub-
sidy? Jaspers tried to tone down his expectations: “With regard to your salary
you'll hardly be able to make demands” (June 20, 1923, BwH], 39).

Some time before moving to Marburg, Heidegger purchased a small plot of
land in Todtnauberg, where he had a very modest cabin built. He took no part
in the operation himself. Elfride organized and supervised everything. From
then on, Todtnauberg was his place of retreat from the world and, at the same
time, the commanding height of his philosophizing. From there all roads led
downbhill.

Heidegger arrived in Marburg in the fall of 1923; he was to leave the town
again in the late summer of 1928 to succeed Husserl in Freiburg. His assess-
ment of those five years in Marburg varied. To Jaspers he wrote at the end of
his time in Marburg: “I cannot list anything for you that would speak in favor
of Marburg. I wasn’t happy here for a single hour” (May 13, 1928, BwH], 96).
From a greater distance, however, Heidegger in a private conversation de-
scribed these years as “the most exciting, the most concentrated and the most
eventful” period of his life, as well as the “happiest.”

Heidegger’s negative assessment of his time in Marburg, in his letter to
Jaspers, also had a tactical aspect. Jaspers was then considering leaving Heidel-
berg and was anxious to know whether Heidegger would advise him to move
to Marburg. But this Heidegger was unable to do, since it had not only been
the situation at that university but also his commuting between Marburg and
Todtnauberg that had made these years so productive for him. There was,
moreover, another factor, which Heidegger was unwilling to disclose to Jas-
pers. We shall come to that shortly.

Marburg is a mainly Protestant, small, provincial town with an ancient
university. In 1927 it celebrated its four hundredth anniversary. On that occa-
sion—so Hermann Mé&rchen reports—one could see Heidegger in an unfa-
miliar cutaway and with a grim face enter the Catholic church, normally not
attended by him, while the anniversary service was held in the reformed
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church. During the vacations between semesters the little university town
would empty and fall asleep, but at those times Heidegger was in his cabin in
Todtnauberg anyway. Marburg was a transparent place: everybody knew ev-
erybody else. It was a good place for intrigues, small-town gossip, the emer-
gence of cliques, and the narcissism of minute distinctions. A small world
that, because it was dominated by “the educated,” believed itself to be great.
Heidegger wrote to Jaspers: “The university boring. The students respectable,
without special motivation. And since I concern myself a lot with negativity, I
have here the best opportunity to study the appearance of ‘Nothingness™
(December 2, 1926, BwH], 69).

There was no social life in Marburg, but then Heidegger attached no im-
portance to such things. Nevertheless, he made an occasional appearance in
the house of Frau Geheimrat Hitzig, where all new arrivals to the academic
world were ceremoniously introduced. Rumor had it that this lady was a
blood relation of ninety-one living full professors in Germany. There was also
a circle of Stefan George admirers centered on the economic historian Fried-
rich Wolters. Those with “modern,” new-factual, or left-wing views met at the
house of the art historian Richard Hamann. Rudolf Bultmann headed a group
in which once a week, from eight to eleven in the evening, Greek texts were
read aloud; at eleven began the cozy part, which likewise conformed to a strict
timetable—one hour of superior academic gossip, followed by wine and ci-
gars, when jokes were permitted. The best of these anecdotes were, as befitted
conscientious scholars, recorded in a register, to enable future reference. Per-
sons such as Ernst Robert Curtius, who was used to an haute-bourgeois life-
style, suffered under these conditions and occasionally took the train to
neighboring Giessen to enjoy a good meal at the railway restaurant there.
Because a good meal, as he used to say, was impossible in Marburg.

In this limited university world Heidegger very soon became a mysterious
star. He gave his lectures in the early hours of the morning, which evidently
was not a sufficient deterrent, because after a mere two semesters there were
150 students in his classes. Gadamer, until Heidegger’s arrival a disciple of
Nicolai Hartmann, reports that the Hartmann followers switched over to
Heidegger in droves.

Hartmann, a Baltic baron, was a night bird. He would rise at noon and did
not really come alive until midnight. He had gathered around him a cheerful
crowd who would debate into the small hours. Gadamer records: “When
Heidegger came to Marburg and scheduled his lectures for seven o'clock in



the morning, a conflict became unavoidable and we ceased to be worth much
after midnight in Hartmann’s circle.”®

Hartmann, who until Heidegger’s arrival had been the philosophical center
of Marburg and now found himself displaced, accepted an invitation to Co-
logne two years later—with a sense of relief and liberation. Before that time,
the newly graduated Dr. Gadamer had tried to bring his old and new teachers
together: “When in 1924, at the time of our greatest poverty, I had to organize
a small student procession, with a farm cart, I had a noble team drawing
it—Hartmann and Heidegger on the same shaft. And they were pulling in the
same direction! Heidegger on such occasions displayed a charming boyish
sense of humor. When, on the return journey, the cart was empty, he suddenly
let Hartmann do all the pulling on his own jumped onto the cart and
opened his umbrella.™

Heidegger cut a striking figure in Marburg in his personal appearance. On
winter days he could be seen walking out of the town with his skis shouldered.
Occasionally he would turn up for his lectures in his skiing outfit. In the
summer Heidegger wore his famous loden suit and knickerbockers—these
were his glorified scouting garb. The students called these clothes his “existen-
tial suit” It had been designed by the painter Otto Ubblohde, and to Gadamer
suggested something “of the modest resplendence of a peasant in his Sunday
best.” 1©

Heidegger very soon made contact with the Akademische Vereinigung Mar-
burg, the Marburg Academic Association, a group that was connected with
the Biindische Jugend (the Youth Movement), opposed the fraternity system,
rejected alumni philistinism, championed the principle of self-education and
personal responsibility, and sought to realize the ideal of interdisciplinary
studies. This circle was characterized by a mixture of the severity of the Stefan
George followers and the romanticism of the hikers’ movement. In social and
political matters its members tended toward the left, or at least were antibour-
geois. On one occasion, when a student declared that he hoped to “educate
himself into a personality,” Heidegger sarcastically remarked that he had bet-
ter give up that idea. The intellectual atmosphere was not unlike that de-
scribed by Thomas Mann in his Doctor Faustus. Mann has Adrian Leverkithn
and his friends engage in great discussions about God and the world while
spending their hiking nights in barns, using “a sort of learned lingo, quite
unaware how pompous they sounded, flinging about the stilted and preten-
tious phrases with artless virtuosity and self-satisfaction. ‘Natural relations of

[
w
-

LANTIYY HYNNVH ANV ALISYTIAINN DINAIAVIN



life, ‘theonomic sanctions, such were their preciosities. With gusto they pro-
pounded the ‘problem of being, talked about ‘the sphere of the divine, or ‘the
academic sphere’; about the ‘structural principle, ‘condition of dialectic ten-
sion, ‘existential correspondences, and so on.”!"!

Heidegger gave a few lectures to the Academic Association. He added even
greater emphasis to the strictness practiced in the group by declaring that
existential problems, more than any others, had to be treated with “the icy
coldness of the concept” He even invited the students to his house, on one
occasion for a St. Nicholas party. There was a sing-along, Frau Elfride had
baked a cake, and a St. Nicholas put in an appearance. Hermann Morchen,
who recorded the event, received a copy of Hegel's Phenomenology of the
Mind. Heidegger and the students also went hiking together, with tent and
guitar. Students of this circle were allowed to visit Heidegger at his cabin in
Todtnauberg. There, the secret king of philosophy held court in the Biindische
Jugend manner. At the summer solstice, wheels of fire were sent rolling down-
hill. Heidegger called out strong words after them. Sometimes a pile of wood
was lit in the meadow in front of the cabin and he made a speech. “To be
awake by the fire at night . . .,” he began on one occasion, and with the next
sentence was back with his beloved Greeks. Parmenides in Todtnauberg.

Arnold von Buggenhagen, who failed as a student under Heidegger, de-
scribes his lecturing as follows: “Heidegger spoke in a medium-loud voice,
without notes, and into his speech flowed an exceptional intellect, but even
more so a force of will that determined the direction his speech would take,
especially when the subject became dangerous. In the role of a speaker on
ontological matters he presented not so much the image of a professor as that
of a captain-commodore on the bridge of an ocean giant in an age when
drifting icebergs could still mean the sinking of even a Titanic craft.”!?

Buggenhagen describes the effect of this new tone of philosophizing, which
was christened “existential philosophy” only after the publication of Jaspers’s
principal philosophical work in 1932. It was a relief from the demands of a
seemingly shallow rational universalism and an encouragement to bring one-
self into play “somehow.” Its charm was in the very vagueness of this “some-
how.” It soon became obvious that Heidegger’s philosophizing was not
concerned with personal confessions, with expressionism, or with practical
help for living. Any such expectations had been rejected by him very firmly. In
his lectures he frequently quoted Schelling: “The fear of life drives man from
the center.” The “center” to Heidegger was the self-encounter expressed in the



simple sentence: “I observe that I am.” Buggenhagen reports how Heidegger
masterfully stage-managed the disquiet that arises, or should arise, from this
“naked that” Anyone who had learned from Kant that the foundation of
cognition lies in reason might now have the impression that it lies in the
unexchangeable and irreplaceable existence of the individual. Not, therefore,
in the generalizable, but in the individual. This as it were fundamental idea
was always under discussion, even though unuttered, but it refused to take on
clear outlines. Buggenhagen reports that he and many of his fellow students
asked themselves shamefacedly whether they actually possessed “enough exis-
tential mass” to be able to escape generalizing reason."

Heidegger’s students soon realized that his philosophy course could not
simply be “crammed for” like traditional university subjects. Although his
lectures were full of intimidating erudition, it was clear that this was of slight
importance to him; he handled his extensive learning almost casually. To
watch this philosopher in action was an astonishing spectacle for the students.
To some he seemed “like an eagle soaring in the sky,” to others like “a man in
a frenzy.” Buggenhagen relates that it suddenly occurred to him to wonder
“whether this philosopher was not some Aristotle gone berserk, arousing at-
tention because he was pitting the greatness of his thinking power against his
thinking, and because in that thinking he claimed not to be thinking at all, but
to be existence.”'* But this Heideggerian “existence” remained a mystery to
many of his students, and the best they could do was to look around for their
own mysteriousness. Buggenhagen admits that he did not succeed in this.
Others were to be more successful.

Hermann Morchen reports that Heidegger could also be impressively “si-
lent.” To Morchen who, alongside philosophy and German literature, was also
studying theology, the lecture on “existence” had religious significance. He
questioned Heidegger, who remained silent—for Morchen, proof “that noth-
ing speaks more definitely and louder than essential silence. At the same time
it is an illustration of the kind of freedom that Heidegger left to those who
passed through his school.”* In class Heidegger once said: “We honor theol-
ogy by keeping silent about it.”

This silence, however, was made more difficult for him in Marburg than in
Freiburg, since Marburg was a bulwark of Protestant theology. There, in par-
ticular, Protestantism’s “modern” forms were in evidence, such as attempts to
find a new approach to Christian belief through the dispute between the
scientific spirit and culture.
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Shortly after his arrival in Marburg, Heidegger attended a lecture by
Eduard Thurneysen, one of the “dialectical” theologians gathered around Karl
Barth. To Gadamer, Heidegger’s contribution to the discussion remained un-
forgettable, because what he said ran counter not so much to the spirit of the
place as to what rumor in Marburg attributed to Heidegger—that he had
turned away from Church and faith. Heidegger said that it was “the true task
of theology, the task to which it had to find the way back, to seek the word that
was capable of calling to faith and to preserve in faith.”¢

This formulation more or less accurately describes the effort of the great
local theologian Rudolf Bultmann, who had come to Marburg two years
ahead of Heidegger. There he would renew Protestant theology, for the second
time, after Karl Barth. Even though this theology would not experience its
great breakthrough until after 1945, under the name of “demythologization,”
it was mapped out by Bultmann during Heidegger’s years in Marburg. And it
is a theology born of the spirit of Heidegger’s philosophy. Of this, Bultmann
himself left no doubt. It is from Heidegger’s analysis of existence that Bult-
mann takes over his description of the human situation, of “existence”—
being “thrown,” anxiety, temporality, death and escape into nonitselfness.
Also important to him is Heidegger's critique of a metaphysics in which
thought pretends unto itself a totally unreal detachment from time and avail-
ability of life. What for Heidegger is critique of metaphysics is demythologiza-
tion for Bultmann. Bultmann the philosopher attempts, like Heidegger, to
reveal the “existential structure” of human existence; Bultmann the theologian
next tries to confront this “naked” existence with the Christian message, simi-
larly stripped of religious dogmas and reduced to its existential basic meaning.
It is the fact that Heidegger, as Bultmann understands him, describes not an
ideal of existence but merely the existential structures that makes him so
acceptable to Bultmann’s theology. Bultmann states: “Existential philosophy,
while it gives no answer to the question of my personal existence, makes
personal existence my own personal responsibility, and by doing so it helps to
make me open to the word of the Bible.”"”

Heidegger and Bultmann soon became friends and would remain friends
for life. However, the intellectual relationship between them remained asym-
metrical. Heidegger was not influenced by Bultmann to the same extent as the
other way around. He accepted Bultmann’s theology on the premise of faith,
which, however, could not be the concern of philosophy. To that extent he did
not follow Bultmann. Bultmann, on the other hand, continues a good part



along the way of Heidegger’s philosophy to find the point at which he might
encounter the Christian message.

At Bultmann’s invitation Heidegger, in the summer of 1924, lectured the
Marburg theologians on “The Concept of Time”"—a perfect example of
Heidegger’s mastery of eloquent philosophical silence on matters of theology.
He did not wish to say anything on theological or divine matters, he assured
his audience at the beginning; he would confine himself to the “human.” But
he then talked about the human in such a way that a theology of the type of
Bultmann’s fitted like a key into a lock.

At the time of this lecture Heidegger is already developing the ideas that
would become his work Being and Time. In concise form he presents an
outline of the principal “fundamental structures of existence,” all of which are
determined by the character of time. Using this pointed definition for the first
time, he explains temporality as liability to death: “Dasein.  knows of its
death . It is Dasein’s running ahead to its past” (BZ, 12).!® Even in every
action and experience here and now we notice this “past.” The passage of life
is always a passing away of away. Time is experienced by us on ourselves in
this passing away. Hence this past is not the event of death at the end of our
life, but the manner of the execution of life, “the ‘how’ of my Dasein pure and
simple” (BZ, 18)."

In what do these reflections differ from the great tradition of meditation on
death, from Socrates’ ideas of death, from the Christian memento mori, from
Montaigne’s dictum “Philosophizing means learning how to die”? They differ
in that Heidegger reflects on death not to triumph over it with thought, but to
make it clear that it is only the thinking of death, the ever-present “in-the-
past,” that opens access to temporality and thus to the unavailability of exis-
tence.

This lecture confines itself to hints that will subsequently be massively de-
veloped in the famous chapter on death in Being and Time. Yet these hints are
sufficient to represent a clear rejection of a massive tradition of theology and
metaphysics. This is the tradition that establishes God or the Supreme Being
as a sphere outside time, in which we, in belief or in thought, may participate.
Heidegger interprets this as an escape from one’s own temporality. This as-
sumed link to the eternal does not extend beyond time but merely recoils
from it; it does not enlarge our options but lags behind them.

This tradition, from which Heidegger distances himself, is the same against
which Bultmann develops his theology of demythologization, a theology that
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places the Cross and the dying of a god at the center of the Christian message.
Bultmann’s theology presupposes the experience of temporality in the way
Heidegger develops it. According to Bultmann, one must have experienced
“Being unto death,” with all the terrors and anxieties, before one can even
become receptive to the Christian message. The Cross and Resurrection repre-
sent the transformation taking place in the life of a believer. Man’s rebirth is
not a fantastic event in some future eternity but something that is occurring
here and now as a transmutation of the inner person—rebirth out of the
radically experienced temporality, that is, the fatality, of life. In life embraced
by death and in death embraced by life. That is the paradoxical and spare
message of the New Testament, in Bultmann’s interpretation.

The extent to which Heidegger’s philosophy provided inspiration for the
religious thinkers of his day is demonstrated also by the example of Hans
Jonas, who studied with Heidegger and Bultmann. Jonas’s great investigation,
Gnosis and the Spirit of Late Antiquity, deals with a different spiritual tradition,
just as Bultmann deals with that of Christianity. (Gnosis was the most power-
ful spiritual movement of late antiquity and early Christianity.) Like Bult-
mann, Hans Jonas uses Heidegger’s analysis of existence as his “lock,” into
which the spiritual message then fits as a “key.” And in his case it fits remark-
ably well. For gnosis—at least in Jonas’s interpretation—lives by the experi-
ence of “being thrown.” Gnostic mysticism and theology tell of the “crash” of
the spirit (Pneuma) into the temporal world, where it must always remain
alien and homeless. It can only assimilate to the temporal world provided it
betrays and forgets its origin, provided it dissipates itself and loses itself to the
world. For the salvational concepts of gnosis, everything depends on whether
this spirit, drifting about in the world, overcomes its oblivion of existence,
gathers itself up from its dissipation, and remembers its forgotten origin. In
brief: Hans Jonas describes gnosis as a historically fixable religious movement
in search of an “intrinsicalness” understood in the Heideggerian sense.

During his time in Marburg Heidegger experienced the surprising opportu-
nity—the local theologians would call it a kairos, the great chance—of a very
specific kind of intrinsicalness. It was an encounter that, as he would later
confess to his wife Elfride, became “the passion of his life.” At the beginning of
1924 an eighteen-year-old Jewish student had come to Marburg to study
under Bultmann and Heidegger. Her name was Hannah Arendt.



She came from an assimilated Jewish bourgeois family in Konigsberg, in
East Prussia, where she had grown up. At the age of fourteen she had devel-
oped a philosophical curiosity. She had read Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason
and had such a good command of Greek and Latin that, at the age of sixteen,
she founded a circle for the reading of ancient literature. Even before graduat-
ing from school, which she did as an external student in Kénigsberg, she had
attended Romano Guardini’s lectures in Berlin and read Kierkegaard. Philoso-
phy to her had become an adventure. In retrospect she wrote: “It is as the
rumor has it—thinking has come alive again, the educational treasures of the
past, long believed to be dead, have been made to speak again, and it was
found that they brought forth very different things than one had suspiciously
assumed. There is a teacher; perhaps thinking can be learned . . . the thinking
that springs as a passion from the simple fact of being-born-into-the-world
and which . . . can have no more ultimate purpose . . . than life itself."?

Hannah Arendt was a young woman whose short hair and modish clothes
attracted all eyes in Marburg. “The most striking thing about her was the
suggestive force that emanated from her eyes,” wrote Benno von Wiese—who
was for a short while in the twenties her boyfriend—in his memoirs. “One
virtually drowned in them and feared never to come up again.”*' Because of
an elegant green dress that she was fond of wearing, the students called her
“the green one.” Hermann Moérchen recounts how at the neighboring tables
in the dining hall conversation would suddenly fall silent when she was talk-
ing. One simply had to listen to her. She behaved with a mixture of self-assur-
ance and shyness. During her obligatory admission interview for Bultmann’s
class, she turned the tables on him and laid down her own conditions for her
attendance. Without beating about the bush she informed Bultmann that
“there must be no anti-Semitic remarks.” Bultmann assured her in his calm
and gentle manner that “we two together will handle the situation” should any
anti-Semitic remarks be made.”2 Hans Jonas, who made her acquaintance in
Bultmann’s class and became a friend, records that the students regarded their
young woman colleague as an exceptional phenomenon. They perceived in
her “an intensity, a purposefulness, a feeling for quality, a quest for the essen-
tial, a profundity that lent her an aura of magic.”

She lived in an attic near the university. There her friends, some of whom
had followed her from Konigsberg and Berlin, would meet for philosophical
discussions. There also, at times, she would offer them the charming spectacle
of calling her little roommate, a mouse, out of its hole in order to feed it.
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And in that attic, from February 1924 for the next two semesters, she also
met with her philosophical mentor Martin Heidegger, in absolute secrecy and
unknown even to her closest friends.

Elzbieta Ettinger has reconstructed the story of this relationship from Han-
nah Arendt’s papers. She quotes from Arendt’s letters and paraphrases those
of Heidegger (which have not been released for publication). According to
Ettinger’s research, upon which the following account is based, the affair
started in February 1924. Heidegger had been aware of the student for a
couple of months when, at the beginning of February, he invited her to his
office for a talk. Her image stayed with him: “wearing a raincoat, a hat pulled
low over her face, now and then uttering a barely audible ‘yes’ or ‘no.”%*

Hannah Arendt must have instantly and irresistibly felt attracted to the
man she admired. On February 10, Heidegger wrote his first letter to Hannah.
He addressed her formally as “Dear Miss Arendt.” “Keeping a courteous dis-
tance,” according to Ettinger, “he declared his respect for her, praised the
qualities of her mind and soul, and asked her only that she let him help her to
remain faithful to herself”* It was a letter that was both businesslike and
emotional—lyrical, “beautifully phrased,” Ettinger comments.* Heidegger’s
first letter to Elisabeth Blochmann had been along the same lines—a mixture
of subtle homage and self-staging as spiritual guide. Then, on June 15, 1918,
he had written: “and if I had not gained the conviction that you are worthy of
being seized by such a spirit in your destiny, I should not have ventured to
write to you today or to remain in spiritual contact in future. Remain strong
and happy” (BwHB, 7). Heidegger’s first letter to Hannah is perhaps a little
less wooden but just as psychagogic. She is overcome and confused. The great
master has turned to her. Four days later Heidegger writes, “Dear Hannah.”
And two weeks later he writes a few lines that, according to Ettinger, suggest
“the beginning of physical intimacy.”?¢

It was during that month of February that, as Hermann Mérchen reports,
Heidegger in Bultmann’s class presented an interpretation of Luther’s com-
mentary on Genesis 3, the story of the fall.

Hannah accepted the rules of their love affair as laid down by Heidegger.
The most important of these was strict secrecy. Not only should his wife not
know, but also no one at the university and in the small town must be allowed
to know anything. Heidegger sent her cryptic notes, “giving the place and the
time, down to the exact minute, of their next rendezvous, and the elaborate
signals of lights switched on and off.”” Hannah submitted to these arrange-



ments, she told him, “because of my love for you, to make nothing more
difficult than it already was.”?® She dared not demand of Heidegger that he
should decide to choose her.

During the summer vacation of 1924, while Heidegger is in Todtnauberg,
Hannah returns to her family in Koénigsberg and there composes a lightly
encoded self-portrait and sends it to Heidegger. She is tormented by a feeling
of not being really present in this relationship. She must not show herself, but
in her “Shadows”—the title of her text—she intends to reveal herself at last.
She tries to find a language for the “extraordinary and magical™* that has just
happened and that has split her life into a “Here-and-Now” and a “Then-and-
There”® She calls her love an “unbending devotion to a single one™' In a
shadowy manner, totally dissolved into moods, Hannah Arendt sketches her
inner emotions, which are dominated by the pressure of a worldless, aloof
inwardness. In a text broken up by reflections, and using the detachment of
the third person singular, she tells of a love that has not yet properly come into
the world. There is something entirely elemental missing, something that
Arendt will later, in The Human Condition, call the “worldly interspace: Love,
by reason of its passion, destroys the in-between which relates to us and
separates us from others.”> What separates the lovers from the world in which
they live is that they are worldless, that the world between them has burnt
away.

This “worldly interspace” is extinguished not only by passion but also by
the external constraint of secrecy. Where love dares not show itself, where
there are no witnesses to it, there the criterion of distinction between reality
and imagination is lost. This is what depresses Hannah, and in her “Shadows”
she speaks of being “homeless.”** And in a poem of those days we read:

Why do you give me your hand
shyly, as if it were a secret?

Are you from such a distant land
that you do not know our wine?*

Heidegger was her senior by seventeen years, the father of two boys, mar-
ried to an ambitious woman who guarded most carefully the family’s reputa-
tion and who was suspiciously watching her husband as he enjoyed the
adulation of his female students. Elfride was especially reserved toward Han-
nah Arendt, not only because Heidegger was obviously treating her preferen-

139

LANTYY HVNNYH ANV ALISYTAINN ODINGHVIN



tially but also because she was Jewish. Elfride’s anti-Semitism was notorious
even in the 1920s. Giinther Stern (Anders), who was subsequently married to
Hannah Arendt for a number of years, recalls how, on the occasion of a party
at Todtnauberg, Elfride Heidegger asked him if he did not want to join the
National Socialist youth group in Marburg, and how horrified she was when
he informed her that he was a Jew.

The fact that Hannah Arendt did not then compel Heidegger to come to a
decision about her does not, of course, mean that she did not expect him to
arrive at one. The secrecy, after all, was his game. In her eyes, it was he who
would have to raise their relationship to a more compact reality. But he did
not wish to do so; for him, Arendt’s devotion was a piece of luck that would
not entail any responsibility for him. In his letters he kept assuring her that no
one understood him so well as she did—even, and especially, in philosophical
matters. In point of fact, Arendt will later demonstrate how well she under-
stood Heidegger. She will understand him better than he understood himself.
She will, in the manner of lovers, respond to and complement his philosophy,
endowing it with that reality that it was still lacking. To his “running ahead
into death” she will reply with a philosophy of being born; to his existential
solipsism of Jemeinigkeit (each-one-ness) she will reply with a philosophy of
plurality; to his critique of Verfallenheit (helpless addiction) to the world of
Man (One / They) she will reply with her amor mundi. To Heidegger’s Licht-
ung (clearing) she will respond by philosophically ennobling the “public.”
Only thus does Heidegger’s philosophy become an entity—but he will not
notice it. He will not read Arendt’s books, or only very cursorily, and what he
does read will offend him. More of all this later.

Heidegger loves Arendt, and he will love her for a long time yet. He takes
her seriously as a woman who understands him; she becomes his muse for
Being and Time. He will admit to her that without her he could not have
written that work. But at no time will he realize that he might learn from her.
When Arendt’s great book The Origins of Totalitarianism appears in 1955 and
she considers a visit to Heidegger, she drops the idea. In a letter to Heinrich
Bliicher she explains her reason: “The fact that my book must be out just now
. . . creates the worst possible constellation . . . As you know, I am quite ready
to behave toward Heidegger as though I have never written a word and will
never write one. And this the unspoken conditio sine qua non of the whole
affair” 3

Back to Marburg. The longer the affair lasts the more difficult it becomes to



maintain the secrecy. Moreover, it is gradually becoming uncanny for Hannah.
Since Heidegger is interested in the precious moments of encounter rather
than in having Hannah about him—this role is reserved for Elfride—he sug-
gests to Hannah at the beginning of 1925 that she should move, ideally to
Heidelberg to his friend Karl Jaspers. Not an end to the affair, only a geo-
graphical separation. Hannah meanwhile has also been toying with the idea of
leaving Marburg. But her reasons are different. She had probably, as Ettinger
suspects, hoped that Heidegger would try to keep her with him, and she is
hurt that the suggestion that she should leave should have come from him.
But, as Ettinger also points out, it was not just a matter of tactics on her part.
Ten years later she would write to Heinrich Bliicher, who would become
everything to her—lover, friend, brother, father, colleague—*It still seems un-
believable to me that I can have both, the ‘great love, and retain my own
identity. And only now I have the former since I also have the latter. Finally |
know what happiness actually is.”%

Only in her union with Bliicher—a fellow exile; a former communist; later,
as an autodidact, appointed to a professorship in America—only with this
intellectually charismatic, sovereign, and warm-hearted man will she find that
fusion of surrender and being herself. With Heidegger that was not possible.
To save herself she tries to get away from Heidegger toward the end of 1924.
But she cannot tear herself away. Although she keeps her new Heidelberg
address secret from him, she hopes in her heart of hearts that he will look for
her and find her.

Heidegger discovers her Heidelberg address from Hans Jonas, and letters
once more go to and fro. Arrangements became even more elaborate. In the
spring of 1926 Heidegger travels to Switzerland for a lecture. The arrange-
ment, according to Ettinger,”” was that Hannah would meet Heidegger at a
small town en route. He would break his journey for a day. They would spend
the night at an inn. He promises to look out for her at every small station
where the train stops.

Hannah informs Heidegger of her affair with Benno von Wiese, and later
also of her relationship with Giinther Anders. She finds his reaction hurtful.
He congratulates her and arranges further rendezvous. He lets it be under-
stood that, with his grand passion, he is above her petty, ephemeral love
affairs. More important, he clearly fails to realize that her affairs are inept
attempts to get free from him. Or if he does realize it, then it seems to her his
behavior indicates that he wants to wield his power over her. She withdraws,
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does not answer his letters, but then just a single invitation, a plea, a declara-
tion of love will bring her to him. Ettinger describes such an instance: Hannah
is on a journey to Nuremberg with a woman friend in the late twenties. She
receives a letter from Heidegger, “summoning her to a rendezvous™ just as
the official Klamm summons Frieda in Kafka’s Castle. And Hannah reacts just
like Frieda: she hears the summons and hastens to Heidegger.

Six years after leaving Marburg, Hannah Arendt wrote her book about
Rahel Varnhagen. Her description of Rahel’s broken love affair with Count
Finckenstein suggests that her own experience and disappointments have en-
tered into her writing. Rahel wanted the count to acknowledge her, not only in
her salon but also before his family. She, the Jewess, wished to be pulled across
into his Junker world, and if he lacked the courage to make her, as Arendt puts
it, the present of “visibility” and of “being known,” then at least he should
decide to make a clean break. Rahel, according to Arendt, had been humiliated
chiefly by the fact that the count allowed things to run their course, thereby
making it possible for the inertia of circumstances to triumph over the adven-
ture of love. “He was the victor, and had attained what he wished: namely,
mastery over his own life and his own destiny, in spite of those claims of hers
which to him appeared immoderate and mad, and he had achieved this mas-
tery as he wished without committing himself to evil or good, without taking
any stand at all.”%®

Was not Heidegger also such a “victor,” who, by his indecision, assured that
“destiny” would remain master over her “immoderate and mad claims”™?

When “destiny” had done its work, separating the two for many years, and
Arendt met Heidegger again in 1950, she wrote to Heinrich Blicher: “At
bottom, I was happy at the confirmation that I was right never to have forgot-
ten.”4* That new encounter would be the beginning of a new chapter of this
lifelong story.

The inspiration for Heidegger’s work continues, even after his muse’s depar-
ture. In the vacations, he works in Todtnauberg on the manuscript that would
be published in 1927 under the title Being and Time. He has rented a room
from a peasant of the neighborhood; the hut is too confining and too noisy
when his family is present. In his letters to Jaspers, to whom he does not reveal
his relationship with Hannah Arendt, he demonstrates a grim and vigorous
energy. On July 24 he writes: “On Aug. 1 I’'m off to the cabin—and am look-



ing forward a lot to the strong mountain air—this soft light stuff down here
ruins one in the long run. Eight days lumbering—then again writing” (BwH]).
On September 23, 1925: “It’s marvelous up here—I'd love to stay up here with
my work until spring. I have no desire for the company of professors. The
peasants are much more agreeable and even more interesting” (BwHJ). On
April 24, 1926, comes the triumphant news from Todtnauberg: “On April 1 1
started printing my essay ‘Being and Time’ . I am working full tilt and am
annoyed only by the coming semester and the philistine air that surrounds
one again . It’s late night already—the storm is sweeping over the hill, the
beams are creaking in the cabin, life lies pure, simple, and great before the soul

Sometimes I no longer understand that down there one can play such
strange roles” (BwH]).

The impetus for completing at least part of Being and Time had come from
outside. In 1925 Nicolai Hartmann had accepted an appointment to Cologne,
and the Marburg faculty was anxious to make the Extraordinarius (associate
professor) Heidegger an Ordinarius, a full professor. The appointment com-
mission therefore exerted some gentle pressure on Heidegger: it was time he
submitted a new publication. They referred to a statement by Hartmann that
“an absolutely outstanding work by Heidegger” was on the point of comple-
tion. This assurance was enough for the philosophical faculty to propose
Heidegger on August 5, 1925, as a successor to Hartmann. From Berlin, how-
ever, came a rejection. On January 27, 1926, Minister of Culture Carl Hein-
rich Becker wrote: “With all due recognition of Professor Heidegger’s
successes as a teacher, it does not seem appropriate to me to entrust him with
an established full professorship of the historical importance of the Chair of
Philosophy at your university until major literary achievements have earned
that special recognition from his colleagues in the field which such an ap-
pointment calls for” (quoted in BwH], 232). On June 18, 1926, the philo-
sophical faculty once more wrote to the ministry, requesting the appointment
of Professor Heidegger. He had meanwhile sent a major work to the printer.
Printers’ sheets were enclosed. On November 25 the sheets were returned. The
ministry held to its decision. At the beginning of 1927 Being and Time was
published as an offprint by the Jahrbuch fiir Philosophie und Phanomenologis-
che Forschung (Annual for Philosophy and Phenomenological Research) ed-
ited by Husserl and Max Scheler. Now at last the ministry understood what
kind of work it was that had just been published. On October 19, 1927,
Heidegger was promoted from associate to full professor.
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It had been an irritating business. On April 24, 1926, Heidegger wrote to
Jaspers: “To me the whole affair is . . . a matter of total indifference”—but at
least Heidegger had been compelled to publish his work, even though he
himself may not have considered it quite finished. Jaspers was being sent the
sheets as they came off the press, along with Heidegger’s rather modest com-
ment. On May 24, 1926, Heidegger wrote: “On the whole, this is an interme-
diate piece to me” (BwH]). On December 21, 1926, he observed that he did
not assess his work “excessively highly,” though he had “on its basis learned to
understand .  what greater ones have aimed at” (BwH]). And on December
26, 1926: “This work is not going to yield to me more than what I already
possess of it—that I have worked myself free and can now, with some cer-
tainty and direction, pose questions” (BwH]).

In the spring of 1927 Heidegger’s mother was dying. Heidegger hints to
Jaspers how it pains him to be regarded by his pious mother as a son who has
lapsed from the faith. “That [ am a great worry to her, making her dying more
difficult, you will probably appreciate. The last hour I spent with my mother
... was a piece of ‘practical philosophy’ that will remain with me. I believe that
to most philosophers the question of theology and philosophy, or rather faith
and philosophy, is a purely academic question” (March 1, 1927, BwH]J, 73).

On March 9, 1927, during the time that his mother was dying, Heidegger
gives a lecture in Tiibingen entitled “Phenomenology and Philosophy,” which
a year later he will repeat in Marburg in revised form. In it Heidegger states
that faith, in its innermost core, as a specific option of existence, remains the
mortal enemy of . . . the existential form that, in its nature, belongs to philoso-
phy. This conflict, however, does not rule out “mutual respect and apprecia-
tion,” but these are possible only if the difference is clearly observed and not
fudged. Christian philosophy is “wooden iron.” Philosophy must be able to
rely on itself “as the free questioning of existence resting purely upon itself”
(W, 66).

This is how he understands his philosophy. With Being and Time he be-
lieves he has arrived at it. That is why, as a farewell present, he places an
author’s copy of the newly published book on his mother’s deathbed.



BEING AND TIME:

WHAT BEING? WHAT MEANING?

Let me recapitulate. After a theological prelude, Martin Heidegger had begun
as a Catholic philosopher. His thought had moved about the sphere of the
question of God as the coping stone and guarantor of our cognition of the
world and ourselves. Heidegger came from a tradition that could maintain
itself only defensively against a modernist movement for which God had lost
his meaning. Heidegger wanted to defend the heaven above Messkirch—even
with the weapons of the modernist movement, such as Husserl’s thesis of the
transtemporal and transsubjective validity of logic, an idea he found pre-
formed in the metaphysical philosophy of the Middle Ages. However, he also
discovered there the nominalistic self-doubt of a reason that admits to itself
that not only God but also haecceitas, the uniquely singular, remains incom-
prehensible to it. Individuum est ineffabile.

It was only the idea of historicity that unveiled for him the whole question-
ableness of metaphysics. Although metaphysical thought does not postulate
the unchangeability of man, it does postulate the unchangeability of the ulti-
mate conceptual references. Heidegger learned from Dilthey that truths, too,



have their history. Toward the conclusion of his habilitation thesis he per-
formed his decisive shift of perspective. He now viewed medieval thought, to
which he had come so close, from a greater distance—and in that view it
appeared as a charming but declining epoch of the spirit. Dilthey’s discovery
“that meaning and significance only originate in man and his history” became
crucial for him. The radical idea of historicity destroys any universalist claim
to validity. In man’s self-understanding it possibly represents the greatest
break in Occidental history. It also means the end of Heidegger’s “Catholic
philosophizing.”

Real history, the collapse of yesterday’s world in a world war, also persuaded
Heidegger that the ground was shaking and that a new beginning had to be
made.

To post-1918 Heidegger, historical life becomes the foundation of philoso-
phizing. This realization, however—according to him—does not get one very
far so long as the concept of “life” remains undefined. Phenomenology had
taught him that there was a problem here. In the proper phenomenological
manner he asked himself: What attitude must I choose in order that human
life can reveal itself in its specificity? The answer to this question provided the
basis for his own philosophy—the critique of Vergegenstindlichung, of objec-
tivization. Human life escapes us, he taught, if we try to capture it from a
theoretical, objectivizing attitude. We notice this even in the attempt to bring
the “lectern experiment” to our consciousness. In objectivizing thought, the
wealth of life-worldly references disappears. The objective attitude “de-experi-
ences” experience and “de-worlds” the world we encounter. Heidegger’s phi-
losophy turns toward the darkness of the lived moment. This is not a case of
mysterious profundity, of any underworld of the subconscious or superworld
of the spiritual, but of the “self-transparency” of life performances, including
the common everyday ones. Philosophy to Heidegger becomes the art of the
“growth of Dasein for itself.” This turn toward the everyday world has a po-
lemical accent, aimed against a philosophy that still believes that it knows
man’s calling. Heidegger enters the scene with the grand gesture of a new
beginning. His early lectures betray a dadaist pleasure in destroying exalted
cultural values and unmasking traditional meaning-attributions as mere
ghostly spectacle. He was “raging” with his “facticity” and did not give a damn
for the “cultural tasks for a universal today,” he wrote to Lowith in 1921.
Laboriously at first, but with a crescendo of triumphant success, he gradually
lifts from the darkness of Dasein—as he now calls human life—those struc-



tures that are presented as “existentials” in Being and Time—“Being-in” (In-
Sein), “state of mind” (Befindlichkeit), “deterioration” (Verfallen), “care”
(Sorge). He finds the formula of a “Dasein that is concerned with its own
potentiality-for-Being.”

The years between 1923 and 1927, when Being and Time appeared, were a
period of enormous productivity for Heidegger. In major lectures the themes
of Being and Time were already being developed. Compared to this massif of
ideas—in his Collected Works it accounts for fifteen hundred pages—Being
and Time is little more than the tip of the iceberg. But in this work his ideas
are presented with architectural refinement and terminological sophistication.
Moreover, the scaffolding, the methodological provisions, were left standing,
which was bound to lend the work an appearance of monstrous ponderous-
ness. This did not lessen its effect in the academic world, however, which tends
to treat anything simple with suspicion. Among the general public the obscu-
rity of the book enhanced its aura. It was left open whether Dasein itself was
so obscure or only its analysis. Certainly the whole thing seemed somehow
mysterious.

In Being and Time Heidegger develops the philosophical proof that human
existence, Dasein, has no other support than this da, this there-ness. In a sense
he continues Nietzsche’s work: to think the death of God and criticize the “last
humans” (Nietzsche) who make do with pitiful substitute gods and do not
even permit appalled horror over the disappearance of God. In Being and
Time the formula for the capacity to experience horror is “Courage for
anxiety.”

Being and Time: a title that promises that here all is at stake. It had been
known in the academic world that Heidegger was preparing a major work, but
it had not been expected to signal such a massive claim. It should not be
forgotten that Heidegger then was not yet regarded as a constructive philoso-
pher but as the virtuoso interpreter of philosophical tradition, a man who
knew how to present it like no one else, a man who dealt with Plato and
Aristotle the way Rudolf Bultmann dealt with Christ—revitalizing them.

Hermann Morchen recalls how, at the beginning of 1927, at an informal
meeting with his Biindisch students, he “wordlessly, expectantly, like a child
showing off his favorite toy, produced a galley-proof sheet straight from the
printer—a title page: Being and Time.™

The work, with assured dramatic effect, begins—in a sense like Goethe’s
Faust—with a “prologue in heaven.” Plato enters. A sentence from his So-
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phistes dialogue is quoted: “For manifestly you have long been aware of what
you mean when you use the expression ‘being’ We, however, who used to
think we understood it, have now become perplexed.”

This “becoming perplexed,” Heidegger states, is still there, but we do not
admit it to ourselves. We still do not know what we mean when we say that
something is “being.” The prologue complains about a double forgetting of
Being. We have forgotten what Being is, and we have even forgotten this
forgetting. “So it is fitting that we should raise anew the question of the
meaning of Being,” but because we have forgotten our forgetting, “first of all
we must reawaken an understanding for the meaning of this question.”

As befits a prologue, there is a hint at the very beginning of what this is all
leading to—"the interpretation of time as the possible horizon of any under-
standing whatsoever of Being”* The meaning of Being is—Time. The punch
line is disclosed, but to make it comprehensible Heidegger needs not only this
whole book but also the rest of his life.

The question of Being,. Strictly speaking, Heidegger asks two questions. The
first is: What do we actually mean when we use the term “being”? The ques-
tion is about the meaning of the term. From this question Heidegger proceeds
to a totally different one as to the meaning of Being itself. As for this question
with its double meaning, Heidegger asserts that there is a lack of under-
standing even for the meaning of the question. An odd assertion.

As to the question of the meaning of Being (not just of the term), it may be
stated that this is the question that has continually occupied human reflection
from the beginnings of history to the present day. It is the question as to the
sense, the purpose, and the meaning of human life and of nature; the question
about the values and signposts of life; the question of the why and wherefore
of the world and the universe. Practical-moral life makes man ask this ques-
tion. In earlier days, when physics, metaphysics, and theology still belonged
together, scholarship had tried to answer the question as to meaning. How-
ever, since Kant discovered that as moral creatures we are bound to ask the
Sinnfrage, the question as to the meaning, although we cannot as scholars
answer it, strict scholarship has shown reserve with regard to this question. Yet
practical moral life continues to pose it, every day, in advertisements, in po-
etry and moral reflection, and in religion. How can Heidegger claim that there
is no longer any understanding for the question? He can do so only because he
believes that all kinds of meaning endowments and their related questions
about meaning actually miss the “meaning of Being.” A bold assertion, which



first of all places the philosopher himself in the right light. He emerges as
someone who is rediscovering what had lain forgotten and hidden since
Plato’s days. Even in the “prologue in heaven” Heidegger stages himself as the
protagonist of an epochal caesura. What he has to contribute in detail to the
meaning of Being we shall see presently. Heidegger is a master at making
approach roads long. We can only really rejoice in light if it appears at the end
of the tunnel.

To begin with, Heidegger sets aside the question as to the meaning of Be-
ing—we shall call it here the “emphatic question.” He starts with another
question, the semantic question, which is: What do we mean when we use the
term “being” (seiend), in what “sense” do we speak of Being (Sein)? This
question certainly belongs to the context of the modern sciences. Every disci-
pline—physics, chemistry, sociology, anthropology, and so on—deals with a
certain area of what is being, or else it deals with the same area with different
sets of questions and methods. Any methodical reflection on how one has to
approach a certain subject implies a regional ontology, even if one no longer
calls it so. Heidegger’s assertion that one no longer realizes in what meaning
one tackles Being in each separate subject area does not therefore at first seem
to make sense. After all, neo-Kantianism had developed an extraordinary
sense of awareness of method. There were Rickert’s and Wildebrand’s subtle
distinctions between the natural and the cultural sciences, Dilthey’s herme-
neutics, Max Weber’s understanding sociology, Husserl’s phenomenological
method, the psychoanalytical hermeneutics of the unconscious. None of these
disciplines was methodologically naive; each possessed an ontological aware-
ness of problems by reflecting on their place in the overall context of the
exploration of reality. The same, therefore, applies to the semantic-methodo-
logical question as applies to the emphatic question with regard to the mean-
ing of Being. On both occasions Heidegger claims that there is no
understanding for the meaning of the questions—and yet they are being
posed everywhere, the emphatic one in practical moral life, the methodologi-
cal-semantic one in the sciences.

Heidegger must be after something special—but we do not yet know what.
He skillfully builds up our suspense before he puts forward his thesis. In the
exploration of Man in particular, he argues, it becomes obvious that the sci-
ences are not clear about the sense in which they allow Man to be “being.”
They act as if it were possible to get Man as a whole into focus, as one can
other objects in the world. In so doing they follow a spontaneous tendency of
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“Dasein to understand its own Being . . . in terms of that entity towards which
it comports itself proximally and in a way which is essentially constant—in
terms of the ‘world’” (SuZ, 15).° But this is a self-mystification of Dasein,
which, so long as it lives, is never finished, entire, or completed, as an object
might be, but always remains open for the future, full of possibilities. Dasein
(being here) implies being possible (Mdglich-sein).

In contrast to the rest of what is, Man has a relationship with his own
Being. This Heidegger calls “Existence.” Existence—as 1 showed earlier in
Heidegger’s interpretation of Aristotle—has a transitive meaning. The intran-
sitive aspect of Dasein is called “thrownness” (Geworfenheit) by Heidegger.
“Has Dasein as itself ever decided freely whether it wants to come into ‘Dasein’
or not?” (SuZ, 228).t But if—intransitively—we are here, then we cannot but
live transitively that which we are intransitively. That which we have become
intransitively, we can and must be transitively. Sartre would later find a for-
mula for it: “Make something of what we were made into.” We are a self-rela-
tionship and hence also a Being-relationship. “Dasein is ontically distinctive in
that it is ontological” (SuZ, 12).”

The term “ontic” designates everything that exists. The term “ontological”
designates the curious, astonished, alarmed thinking about the fact that I exist
and that anything exists at all. Ontological, for instance, is the inimitable
sentence by Grabbe: “Only once in the world, and of all things as a plumber in
Detmold!” Dasein or existence therefore means we not only exist, but we
perceive also that we exist. And we are never finished like something that
exists, we cannot walk around ourselves; at each point we are open for a
future. We must lead our lives. We are charged with ourselves. We are what we
become.

At the very beginning—at the question, How can one speak appropriately
of Dasein>—Heidegger focuses on time. Gazing ahead into time, we observe
that many an uncertainty lies before us. But there is one certainty, the great
“in-the-past,” death. We are acquainted with it not only because others are
dying but also because we can experience that in-the-past at any moment—
the flow of time, a series of little departures, lots of little deaths. Temporality
is the experience of the present, the future, and eventually the fatal in-the-
past.

Both aspects of temporality—its concluding and its initializing aspect, Be-
ing-toward-death and being possible—are major challenges to Dasein. That is



why—and here the circle closes and we stand once more at the beginning—
Dasein is inclined to deal with itself as with something that exists, something
that one believes one can cope with, even before one is finished. Man’s scien-
tific objectivization is to Heidegger an avoidance of the disturbing temporality
of Dasein. Yet the sciences merely continue the stubborn tendency of everyday
Dasein to understand itself “from the world”—that is, as a thing among
things. Science is the cultured and methodical form of the everyday self-objec-
tivization of Dasein. It is this stony heart that Heidegger intends to assail.

He links the two questions, the emphatic one as to the meaning of Being
and the methodological-semantic one about the meaning of the term “Being,”
in the thesis: the tendency to throw Dasein among things persists also in the
emphatic question as to the meaning of Being. The “meaning” is sought as
something that exists in the world, or in some imaginary Beyond, as some-
thing present-at-hand, something that one can hold on to and orient oneself
by—God, a universal law, the stone tablets of morality.

This manner of asking about the meaning of Being as though it were some-
thing present-at-hand is to Heidegger an escape of Dasein from its temporal-
ity and its potentiality-for-being. The question as to the meaning of Being had
been asked and answered in the dimension of a metaphysics of existence—
and therefore missed. That kind of nonsense was then rampant—“meaning”
was being practiced; there were meaning research programs; there was talk of
the shortage of sense-and-meaning resources, which therefore should be used
economically. It was a particularly foolish metaphysics of existence.

This is not a theoretical “mis-attitude.” The question as to the meaning of
Being—as mentioned earlier—is no longer a question of the strict sciences,
which have made brilliant progress just because they got out of the habit of
asking it. The question as to the meaning is put instead by daily practical-
moral awareness. But how is that attitude of awareness to be understood?

It is one of the theatrical refinements of Being and Time that Heidegger
does not raise the real subject of the question as to the meaning of Being until
halfway through the work. The subject, the “who” of this question, is a mood,
the “basic state of mind of anxiety.”® In a state of anxiety Dasein asks about
the meaning of Being, the meaning of its being. The famous paragraph forty
is devoted to the analysis of anxiety. There are no paragraphs in Being and
Time devoted to rejoicing or love—moods from which the question as to the
meaning of Being might just as well spring—despite Hannah Arendt. This has
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to do not only with the philosophically justifiable distinction of certain
moods with regard to their philosophical yield capacity, but also with the
author, with his real moods and with his predilection for certain moods.

Anxiety is the shadowy queen among moods. It has to be distinguished
from fear.” Fear is directed toward something definite, it focuses on detail.
Anxiety, on the other hand, is vague and as boundless as the world. The “of
what” of anxiety is “the world as such.” In the face of anxiety everything sinks
to the ground, stripped of all significance. Anxiety is sovereign, it can grow
powerful within us, triggered by nothing. And why not, seeing that its real
counterpart is nothingness? If a person suffers from anxiety, then “the world
has nothing more to offer him, nor has the Dasein-with of others.” Anxiety
tolerates no other gods beside it; it isolates in two respects. It breaks the bond
to fellow beings and lets the individual drop out of his familiar relationships
with the world. It confronts Dasein with the naked “That” of the world and of
its own self. But what remains when Dasein has passed through the cold fire of
anxiety is not nothing. That which anxiety consumes also lays bare the hot
kernel of “Dasein—the Being—free for the freedom of choosing itself and
taking hold of itself.”!°

It is in anxiety, therefore, that Dasein experiences the uncanniness of the
world and its own freedom. Thus anxiety can be two things at a time—world
anxiety and anxiety of freedom.

This analysis is inspired by Kierkegaard, with whom anxiety of freedom is
anxiety of becoming guilty. Kierkegaard attempts to overcome this anxiety by
the “leap” into faith, a leap across the chasm. He has lost the faith of his
origins. For Heidegger it is the anxiety after the leap, when one is about to
plunge downward.

Obviously Heidegger’s philosophy of anxiety also stems from the general
crisis mood of the 1920s. The malaise of culture—Freud’s essay under this
title appeared in 1929—was widespread. The worldview essays of the period
were marked by an uneasy sense of a declining, perverted, or alienated world.
The diagnoses were gloomy and the therapies offered numerous. A boom was
enjoyed by attempts to cure the ailing whole from one point. Just as in Wei-
mar politics the democratic center was being eroded by the extremism of
totalitarian reformers, so the crisis philosophy of those years was dominated
by a resort to extremist solutions. These bore various names—the proletariat,
the unconscious, the soul, the sacred, the people’s community, and so on. This
fairground of crisis-management philosophies was examined at the time by



Carl Christian Bry in his book Verkappte Religionen (Masked Religions), a
best-seller of the 1920s. When the book appeared, two years ahead of Being

and Time, fanatical anti-Semitism and racial ideas were rampant, the Bol-
shevization of the German Communist Party was beginning, Hitler was writ-

ing Mein Kampf in Landsberg prison, millions were seeking salvation in 153
sectarian movements—occultism, vegetarianism, nudism, theosophy and an-
throposophy—there were countless promises of salvation and offers of a new
road. The trauma of devaluation had made the businesses of the inflation
saints flourish. Anything, Bry wrote, can become a “masked religion” if it
becomes, “monomaniacally,” the sole principle for the interpretation of
meaning and salvation. Bry, himself a religious man, found a surprisingly
simple criterion for distinguishing between religion and substitute religion. A
genuine religion educates Man for reverence for the inexplicability of the
world. In the light of faith, the world grows bigger, and also darker, because it
retains its mystery, and Man sees himself as part of it. For the monomaniac of
a “masked religion,” on the other hand, the world shrinks. “In each and every
thing he finds only the confirmation of his opinion,” which he defends with
the fervor of faith against the world and against his own doubts.!!

Being and Time fitted into this general crisis mood, but it differed from the
bulk of the genre by not offering a therapy. In 1929 Freud had introduced his
diagnosis of the “discontents of civilization” with the words: “My courage
fails, therefore, at the thought of rising up as a prophet before my fellow-men,
and I bow to their reproach that I have no consolation to offer them, for at
bottom this is what they all demand.”’? These words apply also to Heidegger’s
enterprise. He, too, thinks on the basis of his experience of malaise and refuses
to stand up as a prophet “offering consolation.”
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True enough, Heidegger’s emphatic question as to the meaning of Being
might well arouse such expectations. And they were indeed aroused—but not
fulfilled. For these expectations to be disappointed was part of the message of +
Being and Time, the message that states: there is nothing behind it. The mean-
ing of Being is Time; but Time is not a cornucopia of gifts, it gives us no con-
tent and no orientation. The meaning is Time, but Time “gives” no meaning.

Anxiety in Heidegger’s analysis of Dasein marks the point of peripeteia—
man drops out of the relations in which he had “entered and settled.” The
analyses that precede the chapter on anxiety have as their theme a Dasein that
has settled firmly in its world. It turns out that anxiety, because it lets the
world slip away and in that respect is a distance phenomenon, is easier to



describe than this strange, distanceless, firmly settled “Being-in-the-world” of
daily existence. If one wants to make it transparent, one has, in a manner of
speaking, to “share” in this distanceless movement of Dasein and not adopt a
standpoint outside it. Here, more than elsewhere, the phenomenological prin-
ciple applies: one must not speak about the phenomenon but instead choose
an attitude that will allow the phenomenon to “show” itself.

In this respect philosophy has frequently sinned in the past. It either de-
scribed how consciousness originates from the world (naturalism) or how the
world is constructed from consciousness (idealism). Heidegger seeks a third
way. His original but convincing approach is: one must start from the In-Sein,
the Being-in, because “phenomenologically” one neither first experiences
oneself and then the world nor, the other way about, first the world and then
oneself, but in experience the two are simultaneously present in indissoluble
union. This experience had been named “intentionality” by phenomenolo-
gists. For Heidegger this is the most important insight of phenomenology,
though he understands it only as the world-reference of Dasein and not, as
Husserl, as a structure of consciousness.

The analysis of Being-in leads to bizarre terminological convolutions. Any
conceptual statement must avoid relapsing into the tempting separation of
subject and object or into a choice between subjective (internal) and objective
(external) standpoints. In consequence we see the emergence of those hy-
phenated verbal monstrosities designed to describe the structures in their
indissoluble connections. A few examples: In-der-Welt-sein (Being-in-the-
world) means Dasein does not confront the world but always already finds
itself present in it; Mit-sein-mit-anderen (being-with others): Dasein always
already finds itself in joint situation with others; Sich-vorweg-sein (Being-
ahead-of-oneself): Dasein gazes from the present moment into the future not
occasionally but continually, with concern. These expressions demonstrate the
paradoxical character of the whole undertaking. Analysis means that some-
thing is taken apart. Heidegger, however, attempts, while analyzing the effects
of his analysis, to reverse the splitting into parts and elements again. Heideg-
ger reaches into Dasein as into a colony of algae. No matter where one grabs it,
one will always have to pull it out as a whole. This endeavor to seize something
individual while always taking along with it everything that is connected with
it at times leads to involuntary seif-parody. Thus Sorge (care) is defined as
Sich-vorweg-schon-sein in (einer Welt) als Sein-bei (innerweltlich begleitendem
Seienden) (ahead-of-itself-already-being-in (a world] as Being-alongside [en-
tities encountered within-the-world]) (SuZz, 327).”?



The complexity of the language is to be appropriate to the complexity of
everyday Dasein. In his summer 1925 lecture “Prolegomena on the History of
the Concept of Time,” Heidegger says: “If we are forced here to introduce
ponderous and perhaps inelegant expressions, it is not a matter of personal
whim or a special fancy for my own terminology, but the compulsion of the
phenomena themselves If such formulations come up often, no offence
should be taken. There is no such thing as the beautiful in the sciences, least of
all perhaps in philosophy” (GA 20, 204).! The special terminology is also—
analogously to Bertolt Brecht’s practice—an alienation technique, because
what is being examined here is “not a strange and unfamiliar matter, but on
the contrary the nearest, which is perhaps precisely why it leads us astray into
mistakes” (GA 20, 205)."> To that extent this is a calculated language. It states
the obvious in a way that even philosophers can grasp. And to the same extent
the language also testifies to the difficulties of philosophy in exploring the
everyday life that hitherto it has, as a rule, avoided. “That which is ontically
closest and well known, is ontologically the farthest and not known at all; and
its ontological signification is constantly overlooked” (SuZ, 43).'®

The analysis of Dasein is called by Heidegger “existential analysis,” and the
fundamental determinants of Dasein are “existentials.” This concept has given
rise to numerous misunderstandings, but it was created simply in analogy to
the traditional concept of category. Traditional philosophy customarily called
the fundamental determinants of its “objects” categories, such as space, time,
extension, and so on. As Dasein to Heidegger is not an object that is present
but “existence,” he calls his fundamental determinants not categories but exis-
tentials.

Heidegger therefore begins his analysis of Dasein with In-Sein (Being-in),
because Dasein itself begins with it. Being-in means not only that one finds
oneself somewhere, but also that one has always been dealing with something,
been concerned with something.

To be radical is to get at the roots. To Marx, Man’s roots were “working
man.” Heidegger’s “dealing with something” as Man’s fundamental determi-
nation is even more comprehensive. Labor was defined by Marx as “metabo-
lism with nature.” With Heidegger, “dealing with,” while referring to the
(objective, natural) world around him, refers equally to the “self-world” (the
self-relationship) and to the “with-world™ (society).

Heidegger’s approach is pragmatic because action—and “dealing with”
means just that—is seen as the fundamental structure of Dasein. Pragmatical
also is his linking of action and cognition. In Heidegger’s terminology, pri-
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mary dealing-with always has its own Umsicht (circumspection). Cognition is
a function of action. It would therefore be a mistake, he says, to try to under-
stand recognizing awareness outside of itself. This statement is aimed against
Husserl’s phenomenological exploration of awareness. As cognition stems
from practical dealing with the world, it needs to be explored through the
practical activity of life.

Is this not a return to the well-known materialist principle of “Being deter-
mines consciousness”? Heidegger’s objection is that if one allows conscious-
ness to be determined by Being, one is pretending to know what Being is. But
we do not know, Heidegger argues; we are asking about it. One can only
attentively observe and phenomenologically describe how the “environment”
(Umwelt), the “with-world” (Mitwelt), and the “self-world” (Selbstwelt) en-
counter Dasein.

He asks, first of all: How and as what does the objective environment en-
counter us? It does so as “equipment” (Zeug) which, in the radius of my
activity, has a definite “involvement” (Bewandtnis).

An illustration. The door that I customarily open is not perceived by me as
a painted wooden panel. When I am attuned to it, I do not perceive it at all. I
open it to get into my study. It has its “location” in my living space, and also in
my lifetime; it plays a certain part in the ritual of my daily life. Its creaking is
part of it, as are traces of wear and tear, memories “attaching” to it, and so on.
This door, in Heidegger’s terminology, is “ready-to-hand” (zuhanden). If un-
expectedly it were to be locked one day, and I knocked my head against it, then
I would painfully perceive the door as the hard wooden panel that in reality it
is. Then the ready-to-hand (zuhanden) door would have become a present-at-
hand (vorhanden) door.

The references into which we have thus entered form the world of “readi-
ness-to-hand” (Zuhanden). There is a connection of meaning to which I am
adjusted even without recognizing it in detail. We “live” these meanings with-
out expressly bringing them into our awareness. Only when a disturbance
occurs, either from outside or from our consciousness, does this connection
fall apart and the objects are seen as something merely present-at-hand. In
this presentness-at-hand, however, the lived significances of the readiness-to-
hand have disappeared or at least become invalid. Only by the transformation
of readiness-to-hand into presentness-at-hand do things become objects in
the strict sense, objects that can be explored from a theoretical attitude.

Heidegger’s analysis attempts to save the world of readiness-to-hand for



thought, because most of the time it is “overtaken” by philosophical recogni-
tion. We are all too ready to arrange objects (and people) in such a way that
they are merely present-at-hand in an indifferent manner. Later Heidegger
will call this transformation of the world into something merely present-at-
hand “oblivion of Being” (Seinsvergessenheit), and the conscious preservation
of ready-to-hand living space will become Being-closeness, understood as
“closeness to” or “dwelling with the things.” The corresponding attitude will
be called “composure” (Gelassenheit). In Being and Time, meanwhile, a differ-
ent existential ideal predominates—as will be seen presently.

The fundamental structure of this dealing with the world is called “anxiety,”
or “care,” by Heidegger. To illustrate this point he quotes the late-antique Cura
fable of Hyginus.

Once when “Care” was crossing a river, she saw some clay; she thought-
fully took up a piece and began to shape it. While she was meditating on
what she had made, Jupiter came by. “Care” asked him to give it spirit,
and this he gladly granted. But when she wanted her name to be be-
stowed upon it, he forbade this and demanded that it be given his name
instead. While “Care” and Jupiter were disputing, Earth arose and de-
sired that her name be conferred on the creature, since she had furnished
it with part of her body. They asked Saturn to be their arbiter, and he
made the following decision, which seemed a just one: “Since you, Jupi-
ter, have given its spirit, you shall receive that spirit at its death; and since
you, Earth, have given its body, you shall receive its body. But since ‘Care’
first shaped this creature, she shall possess it as long as it lives.” (SuZ,
198)”

“Care” does not mean that, now and again, one is worried about some-
thing. Care is a basic characteristic of the human condition. Heidegger uses
the term in the meaning of providing, planning, looking after, calculating,
foreseeing. The time reference is important here. Only a creature that sees
before it an open and unavailable time horizon, into which it has to enter, can
be caring. We are caring and providing creatures because we expressly experi-
ence a time horizon open ahead. Care is nothing other than lived temporality.

As we are, in caring, driven by time, we actively encounter a world that,
from the perspective of dealing with it, can be present-at-hand or ready-to-
hand. Dasein itself, however, is neither something present-at-hand nor ready-
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to-hand but “existence.” To exist means having a self-relation, having to adopt
an attitude to oneself and to one’s Being. How does man become aware of his
own Being? Heidegger’s answer: in “mood.” The possibilities of disclosure that
belong to cognition reach far too short a way compared with the primordial
belonging to moods, in which Dasein is brought before its Being as “there”
(SuZ, 134)."®

Heidegger emphatically fights against a persistent self-mystification of phi-
losophy. Because philosophy is an effort of thought, it credits thought with the
greatest capacity of disclosure. Emotions and moods are claimed to be subjec-
tive and hence not suitable to bearing objective cognition of the world. The
so-called affects, of course, have always been the object of theoretical curiosity.
They were allowed to be objects of cognition but were not, as a rule, admitted
as organs of cognition. This had changed with Nietzsche and life philoso-
phy—but not radically enough for Heidegger. Philosophizing out of moods,
had, according to Heidegger, allowed itself to be “banished to the sanctuary of
the irrational”—a bad place of residence for philosophy. “Irrationalism, as the
counterplay of rationalism, talks about the things to which rationalism is
blind, it does so only with a squint” (SuZ, 136)."

Heidegger takes a close look at moods, directly, without squinting. We are
always in some mood or other. Mood is a “state of mind.” Although we can
drive.ourselves into a mood, the essential characteristic of moods is that they
arise, seep into us, creep up on us, pounce on us. We are not the master of
them. In mood we experience the limits of our self-determination.

Heidegger explores not all possible moods but just those few that fit into his
concept. As the basic everyday mood, he highlights “the pallid, evenly bal-
anced lack of mood” (Ungestimmtheit), with traces of irritation and boredom.
This, he claims, “discloses the burdensome character of Dasein” (SuZ, 134).%
Everyday activity is an escape from that mood. Dasein pulls itself together,
turns active, refuses to admit to itself what the mood notifies. “ Dasein for the
most part evades the Being which is disclosed in the mood” (SuZz, 135).2!

Heidegger’s fundamental ontology might be seen as an elaborate attempt to
cut off Dasein from its routes of retreat. With the same elaborate and persis-
tent intensity, Heidegger focuses on those moods in which “the burdensome
character of Dasein” is revealed—pallid and everyday in irritation and bore-
dom, lurid and dramatic in anxiety.

However, the assertion that the burdensome moods are the fundamental
ones is by no means cogent. Max Scheler, who, similarly to Heidegger, ascribes



fundamental character to the moods, arrives at different results. In his essay
Nature and Forms of Sympathy (1912) he declares love and affection, “vibra-
tion in tune and going along with,” to be the fundamental state of mood and,
unlike Heidegger, he regards the gloomy and burdensome as a disturbance
and a suspension of this sympathetic basic condition.

It would be easy to say that Heidegger had taken his own predominant
basic mood and the mood of the crisis period of the Weimar Republic as his
starting point. This would be justified in the sense that he himself invariably
emphasizes the “mineness” (Jemeinigkeit) and the “historicity” (Geschicht-
lichkeit) of a mood. Yes, in spite of Jemeinigkeit and Geschichtlichkeit he tries to
make statements that would be fundamentally ontologically justified—not
only his Dasein and that of his period but Dasein altogether is to be seized in
its basic moods.

With his analysis of Dasein Heidegger had intended to pose the question of
Being, and he did not wish to see it understood merely as a contribution to
philosophical anthropology. It is the more remarkable that leading philo-
sophical anthropologists of the day, for example Helmuth Plessner and Ar-
nold Gehlen, likewise proceed from the burdensome character of human
existence, but they draw different conclusions from it. By way of contrast,
Heidegger’s approach becomes particularly clear. Plessner, in his principal
anthropological work, The Steps of the Organic and Man (1928), defines man
by reference to his “eccentric” position. He has no special organic environ-
ment into which he is wholly integrated. He is open to the world. He does not,
like animals, live “from his middle into his middle,” but must first seek and
create his middle.? He is a creature of distance, heavily bearing the burden of
himself and his eccentric position, for it involves him in delicate contradic-
tions. He seeks a position for himself, he establishes connections, but he does
not succeed in being totally absorbed in them. Time and again he cuts
through these connections by experiencing himself, from within, as a reflexive
creature. He acts into the world and reflects himself from it outward. Thus he
is eccentric not only vis-a-vis the world but also vis-a-vis himself. “As the I,
which enables the complete return of the living system to itself, Man no
longer stands in the ‘Here-Now, but ‘behind’ it, behind himself, unlocalized,
in nothingness . . . His existence is truly placed upon Nothing."?

Eccentricity means one must bear life more than one is borne by it, or, put
positively, one must lead one’s life. Human life stands under the law of “natu-
ral artificiality.”
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This finding is further developed in the 1930s by Arnold Gehlen. For him,
too, Man is open to the world, not fitted by secure instinct into any specific
environment. This nonadaptation would impair his biological chances of sur-
vival if these failings were not compensated in other ways. What he lacks
through nature, Man must achieve by culture. He must himself create his own
suitable environment. In doing so he proceeds on the principle of least effort.
As he has to “do” such a lot, he endeavors to shape things and himself in ways
that would call for the least input of spontaneity, motivational energy, and
drive. Man therefore tries to eliminate his eccentricity and reflexivity by so
arranging his world that it relieves him of what an entire philosophical tradi-
tion used to regard as the quintessence of human dignity—spontaneity,
reflexivity, freedom.

Life becomes more burdensome the more inward Man becomes. Such
inwardness, as a rule, is too weak to bear his own world, but it is strong
enough to let him perceive the necessary objectivization and institutionaliza-
tion of his social world as an imposition and an “untruth.” Eventually Man,
suffering from the “hiatus” of this inwardness, yields to the inevitable and
permits civilization to relieve him of the burdens of Dasein—even though in
doing so he feels that he is losing himself. Man goes into himself and loses the
world, and he goes into the world and loses himself. From this Gehlen con-
cludes: “Man can maintain a lasting relation with himself and others like
himself only indirectly; he must, denying himself, find himself again by a
detour, and that is where the institutions are. These are, of course, forms
produced by people, in which the spiritual has been objectivized, woven into
the march of things, and, by just that, placed upon duration. Thus at least
people are burned and consumed by their own creations and not by raw
nature, as are the animals.”?*

Gehlen and Plessner, just as Heidegger, proceed from the burdensome char-
acter of Dasein and next describe the cultural techniques of unburdening as
an elementary requirement of survival. Although Heidegger speaks of the
proximal and predominant “tendency to take things easily and make them
easy” (SuZ, 127),% it is, for him, just this tendency that deprives Man of his
“authentic potentiality-for-Being.” The manner in which one deals with the
burdensome character of Dasein decides on inauthenticity or authenticity.
Unburdening, at any rate, is initially suspect to Heidegger as a maneuver of
escape, evasion, or deteriorating—that is, of “inauthenticity.” The “real hero”



bears the weight of the world like Atlas and is, moreover, expected to accom-
plish the trick of having an upright gait and a bold plan of life.

Along with the famous chapter on death, it was the analysis of authenticity
and inauthenticity that earned the work such huge publicity in the 1920s.
Heidegger’s description of the inauthentic world bears a clear critical refer-
ence to his own day, even though he has always denied this. Nevertheless,
criticism of mass culture, urbanization, unstable public affairs, the vastly
growing entertainment industry, hectic everyday life, the superficial character
of intellectual life—all of these enter into his account of a Dasein that lives not
from its own “ability-to-be” but from “They” (Man): “Everyone is the other,
and no one is himself” (SuZ, 128).2

This world of They has been described by other authors of the 1920s, at
times even more impressively and accurately than by Heidegger. Robert Musil,
in his Man without Qualities, says:

“One must value it if there’s a man still left nowadays who is striving to
be something integral,” said Walter

“There’s no longer any such thing,” Ulrich countered. “You only have
to look into a newspaper. You'll find it’s filled with immeasurable opacity.
So many things come under discussion that it would surpass the intellec-
tual capacity of a Leibniz. But one doesn’t even notice it. One has become
different. There is no longer a whole man confronting a whole world, but
a human something floating in a universal culture-medium.”?’

Walter Mehring, in his song “Hoppla, wir leben!” says:

Here in our Earth Hotel
the cream of society lodged.

With an elegant carefree gesture
they bore the burden of life.

And Vicky Baum, in her best-selling novel Grand Hotel (1931), writes: “When
you leave another arrives and takes your bed. Finito. Sit for an hour or two in
the Lounge and keep your eyes open. You'll see that the people there have
no individuality. They’re dummies, all of ’em. Dead, all the lot and don’t
know it.”?®
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Heidegger’s They is a similar dummy: “The ‘they, which supplies the an-
swer to the question of the ‘who’ of everyday Dasein, is the ‘nobody’ to whom
every Dasein has already surrendered itself in Being-among-one-another”
(SuZ, 128).”

Heidegger’s descriptions of the contemporary Weimar scene are impressive
because of the setting in which he places them. In consequence, the trivial and
unremarkable are given a great entrance on his fundamentally ontologically
prepared stage. They play the leading part in the drama of our existence. That
is why Heidegger does not wish to be understood as a critic of his period,
because critique would be something ontic, whereas he is interested in the
ontological.

These “nobodies” perform a spectral play on Heidegger’s stage. They are
masks, but there is nothing behind the masks. No self. What has happened to
the self? Is inauthenticity a state of aversion, of apostasy, or of alienation from
the authentic self? Is the true self waiting in the wings until, at long last, it is
once more realized? No, says Heidegger. Inauthenticity is the “primordial”
shape of our Dasein, not only in the sense of the (ontically) customary, but
also ontologically, because inauthenticity is just as much an existential as Be-
ing-in. We always find ourselves in a situation in which we are actively ab-
sorbed. This was first illustrated by the example of the environment, but of
course it applies equally to the with-world and the self-world. This means
Dasein is “proximally and mostly” not alongside itself but out there alongside
its business and alongside the others.

Proximally it is not “I,” in the sense of my own Self, that “am,” but rather
the Others, whose way is that of the “they” Proximally Dasein is
“they,” and for the most part it remains so. If Dasein discovers the world
in its own way (eigens] and brings it close, if it discloses to itself its own
authentic Being, then this discovery of the “world” and this disclosure of
Dasein are always accomplished as a clearing away of concealments and
obscurities, as a breaking up of the disguises with which Dasein bars its
own way. (SuZ, 129)%

We already know one moment when “disguises” break up and authentic
Being discloses itself—the moment of anxiety. The world loses its significance,
it appears as a naked “that” against the background of nothingness, and
Dasein experiences itself as homeless, unguarded and unguided by any objec-



tive Being. The breakthrough to authentic Being thus takes place as a contin-
gency shock, as the experience of “there is nothing behind it.” Even more
clearly than in Being and Time, Heidegger formulated this initiation experi-
ence for a philosophy of authenticity in his Freiburg inaugural lecture of
1929. Philosophy, he then said, only begins when we have the courage to “let
nothingness encounter us.” Eye to eye with nothing, we then observe not only
that we are “something” real, but also that we are creative creatures, capable of
letting something emerge from nothing. The decisive point is that man can
experience himself as the place where nothing becomes something and some-
thing becomes nothing. Anxiety leads us to this turning point. It confronts us
with the “being possible” that we are ourselves.

Heidegger’s analysis of anxiety expressly does not have fear of death as its
subject. It would be more correct to say that its subject is fear of life, of a life
that one suddenly becomes aware of in its whole contingency. Anxiety reveals
that everyday life is fleeing from its contingency. That is the meaning of all
attempts to firmly root oneself in life.

One might assume that They are only Everyman, but they are also the
philosophers. Because these, Heidegger remarks critically, firmly root them-
selves in their grand constructs, their worlds of values and metaphysical back-
worlds. Philosophy, too, is for the most part busy removing the contingency
shock or, better still, not admitting it in the first place.

And now to authenticity itself. It is the negation of negation. It resists the
tendency to escape, to evade. Authenticity has made nothingness its own af-
fair. Authenticity means being born again. Authenticity discovers no new areas
of Dasein. Everything can, and probably will, remain as it was; only our atti-
tude to it changes.

If anxiety is the initiation experience of authenticity, then Heidegger’s fa-
mous “anticipation of death” is part of the success of this authenticity. That is
why the chapter on death in Being and Time has its place in the section on
“Being-a-whole of Dasein”—another term for “authenticity.”

In relation to death, too, Heidegger chooses for contrast the common un-
derstanding of death, which may be reduced to the formula “One of these
days one will die too, in the end; but right now it has nothing to do with us”
(SuZ, 253).*' One’s own death, while one is alive, “is proximally not yet
present-at-hand for oneself, and is therefore no threat” (Suz, 253).%

It would not be particularly original, from the philosophical point of view,
if Heidegger were to enrich the thousand-year-old tradition of memento mori
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with a new sermon on penitence and reversal—even though he alludes to it by
quoting from Johannes Tepl’s late-medieval work Der Ackermann aus Boh-
men: “As soon as Man comes to life, from that moment he is old enough to
die”

Heidegger intends to describe phenomenologically the different ways in
which we are met by death in our lives—not in emotional language, but with
exalted, factually aloof terminology. Nevertheless we feel here an excitement
indicating that we find ourselves in the hot zones of his philosophizing.
Death, Heidegger says, is not the end of life but “Being to the end,” it is not
only impending as our final hour but it also stands “into” our life, since we all
know about our death. Death is the “possibility” that is constantly before us,
and as such it is the “possibility of the impossibility of our own existence.”
Although everyone is affected by death, we each have to die our own death.
We are not helped by the thought of the universality of this fate. Death indi-
vidualizes, even though dying takes place in huge numbers. The attempt to
understand death as the absolute boundary must, at the same time, under-
stand it as the boundary of understanding. Relation with death is the end of
all relation. Thought of death is the end of all thought. In thinking about
death, Heidegger hopes to get on the trail of the mystery of time. Death is not
an event “in” time but the end of time. Death appears as an event “in” time
when we experience the death of others. Then we are under the suggestion of
spatialized time. The space of time is so large that, after the death of the other,
we still find room in it. Such spatial images of time stem from inauthentic
time-thinking. This fails to consider “own-time,” the fact that the irreversible
lapse of time, the great “in-the-past,” passes through us. The inauthentic im-
ages of space take time as something present-at-hand.

Heidegger, it should be remembered, had distinguished between being as
existence and the present-at-hand. In connection with his analysis of death,
this distinction becomes particularly important. That which is present-at-
hand is what is spatialized. Human Dasein, on the other hand, is surrendered,
suffered, lived-to-the-end time. “Being-present-at-hand” is confronted by
“Being-in-the-past.” Things are “in” time, but Dasein has its own time, it
“times itself” (zeitigt sich), and as this is an excessive expectation with regard
to the need for security and durability, there is a powerful tendency toward the
self-objectivization of life. One would like to rest in time, the way things do.
These reassuring thoughts of immortality summon the strength of enduring
space against passing time.

The question, posed at the beginning, as to the meaning of Being suddenly



appears in a new light in connection with temporality. One realizes the sense
in which the question about the meaning is usually asked—that is, as a ques-
tion about an enduring meaning or about the meaning of endurance. It is
against this endurance, against the secret and sinister suggestion of space, that
Heidegger’s thought is now turned. The meaning of Being is time. This means
Being is nothing enduring, it is something transient, it is nothing present-at-
hand but an event. He who really dares to think his own death will discover
himself as a finite event of Being. This discovery is almost the maximum of
self-transparency that Dasein can achieve for itself. If self-concealment is in-
authenticity, then this self-transparency is an act of authenticity. As Heideg-
ger’s philosophy works on this self-transparency, it understands itself as such
an act of authenticity.

Some interpreters of Being and Time endeavor to cleanse Heidegger’s phi-
losophy of authenticity, fundamentally and ontologically of all ethics, to fore-
stall any suspicion that there might be a connection between this authenticity
and Heidegger’s later involvement with National Socialism. Such efforts are
doing inadmissible violence to the formalism of that philosophy of authentic-
ity. After all, he expressly declared that “a factical ideal of Dasein [underlies]
our ontological interpretation of Dasein’s existence” (SuZ, 310).»

This ideal, to begin with, is negatively defined. Dasein is authentic when it
has the courage to base itself on itself and not to rely on Hegel’s so-called
substantial morality of state, society, or public morals; when it can dispense
with the unburdening offers on the part of the world of They; when it finds
the strength to bring itself back from “being lost”; when it no longer toys with
the thousand possibilities existing but instead seizes the possibility that one is
oneself.

If Heidegger, the great interpreter of Aristotle, deploys his ethics of authen-
ticity against public ethics, then he must abandon the Aristotelian tradition of
a practical ethics of public life. Aristotle, in contrast to Plato, had brought the
“philosophy of goodness” back to the plane of the social reality of his day. He
had rehabilitated what was usual and what was customary. To him, what was
morally good was to be gained not in opposition to what was socially valid but
by proceeding from it.

For Aristotle and his tradition, and all the way to ethical pragmatism and
the theory of communicative reason, the starting point and yardstick of suc-
cessful and ethically responsible life is just that area that Heidegger describes
as the world of the They.

If the Self retrieves itself from the They and returns to itself, where then

165

EONINVIW LYVHM (ONIFE LYHM !IWIL ANV ONITE



does it arrive? Heidegger’s answer: at the awareness of mortality and time, at
the realization of the unreliability of all civilizational solicitude for Dasein,
and, above all, at the awareness of its own potentiality-for-Being, hence at
freedom in the sense of spontaneity, initiative, creativity. It is a point at which,
by a different route, the German poet Gottfried Benn hopes to arrive. In his
poem “Destille” he says:

I let myself fall apart,

I remain close to the end,

then between fragments and piles
a great hour will stand.

With Benn, Dasein, arriving at itself, must first “fall apart”; with Heidegger it
must tear itself free, and it finds no ground beneath its feet but the abyss of
freedom—yet also a “great hour.” In the spectacular debate with Ernst Cas-
sirer in Davos in 1929, Heidegger will declare that “Man exists at the peak of
his own possibilities only at very few moments” (K, 290).

What matters in Heidegger’s authenticity is not primarily good or ethically
correct action but the opening up of opportunities for great moments, the
intensification of Dasein. Insofar as ethical aspects are concerned at all,
Heidegger’s ideas in Being and Time can be summed up in one sentence: Do
whatever you like, but make your own decision and do not let anyone relieve
you of the decision and hence the responsibility. The Marburg students who,
parodying Heidegger, said: “I am determined, but I don’t know what for,” had
perfectly understood Heidegger’s decisionism and yet misunderstood it. They
had understood it in the sense that Heidegger really supported determination
without reference to the content or values that one would have to decide
about. They had misunderstoad him in expecting from his philosophy such
directives or signposts. Heidegger expressly wants to disappoint such expecta-
tions as belonging to the inauthentic way of philosophizing. Philosophy is not
a moral inquiry office; it is, at least for Heidegger, the task of removing and
deconstructing presumed ethical objectivities. What is left after this task is
truly nothing—measured against the rich tradition of ethical thought.

In good moral-philosophy manner, Heidegger also investigates conscience,
though only to demonstrate there as well this nothingness of concrete deter-
minations. Conscience calls us to authenticity but fails to tell us what we have
to do to become authentic. “What does the conscience call to him to whom it



appeals? Taken strictly, nothing .  ‘Nothing’ gets called to [zu-gerufen] this
Self, but it has been summoned [aufgerufen] to itself—that is to its ownmost
potentiality-for-Being” (SuZ, 273).*

Heidegger does not shrink from the charge of formalism. In his Marburg
lecture on the concept of time, he points to the formalism of Kant’s moral
philosophy, which, after all, has similarly not yielded any other mora}l maxim
than that in one’s own actions the other person’s reason, and that means his
freedom, should be respected. In popular terms: Do not do unto others what
you would not wish to be done unto yourself.

In analogy to Kant’s postulate of mutual respect for reason and freedom,
Heidegger develops his principle of mutual respect for the Dasein in another:
“But these entities towards which Dasein as Being-with comports itself do not
have the kind of Being which belongs to equipment ready-to-hand; they are
themselves Dasein. These entities are not objects of concern, but rather of
solicitude” (SuZ, 121).%

Heidegger chooses a descriptive formulation that in reality, however, con-
tains a demand. The point is that this “solicitude” describes not the everyday,
socially customary manner in which people comport themselves toward each
other but the way in which they should “authentically” comport themselves
toward each other. “This kind of solicitude pertains essentially to authentic
care—that is, to the existence of the Other, not to a ‘what’ with which he is
concerned; it helps the Other to become transparent to himself in his care and
to become free for it” (SuZ, 122).%

In the gesture of description Heidegger here formulates his categorical im-
perative: it is part of authenticity not to make either oneself or the other into
“equipment.” And “Dasein’s resolution towards itself” is similarly, again hid-
den under a descriptive formulation, tied to a moral postulate. This resolution
is to open up the possibility “to let the Others who are with it ‘be’ in their
ownmost potentiality-for-Being . . . Only by authentically ‘Being-their-selves’
in resoluteness can people authentically be with one another” (SuZ, 298).””

However, what this “authentically being with one another” might be re-
mains, for the moment, just as indefinite as the authentic Being-their-selves.
The only information here is again negative. Being with one another, just as
Being-their-selves, must find its way out of the “Being-lost into They.” Is a
collective breakout and departure from inauthenticity thinkable?

Heidegger’s distinction between the inauthentic and the authentic being
with one another has frequently been equated with the distinction between
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community and association, as made by Ferdinand Ténnies in his book, Com-
munity and Society, which was published in 1887 but initially produced no
effect. In the 1920s, however, it became a sociological best-seller, providing
conservative critics of the modern mass society with all their principal con-
cepts. Accordingly, community has a higher value than association, or society.
Community means a “living organism” and a “lasting and genuine” coexis-
tence. Association is a “mechanical aggregate and artifact,” providing only
“transitory and superficial” coexistence. In community people are “united
despite all division,” while in association they are “divided despite all unity.”*®

In actual fact Heidegger’s authentic Being-with-one-another is not coexten-
sive with the concept of community. For surely the concept of community
includes the individual’s wish to rid himself of his burdens of distance, his
loneliness, his individuality. Heidegger’s authenticity, however, rejects any
conformism. Since he encourages Dasein in its “unsubstitutable”—in other
words, individual—potentiality-for-Being, a community of dense homogene-
ity is bound to seem to him rather suspect. However, Heidegger will draw
other political conclusions from his ethics of authenticity. He will see the
National Socialist revolution as a collective breakout from inauthenticity and
therefore join it. But these conclusions do not inevitably follow from the
worldview of Being and Time. Others have drawn different conclusions from
it. Heidegger’s fundamental ontology, including his philosophy of authentic-
ity, are vague enough to allow for different options in political matters. The
earliest Heideggerians, such as Herbert Marcuse, Jean-Paul Sartre, Giinther
Anders, Hannah Arendt, and Karl Lowith, are evidence of this.

Yet there can be no doubt that, despite his ontology of freedom in Being
and Time, Heidegger reveals himself as an opponent of pluralist democracy.
He has no sympathy for the principle of a democratic public. “Publicness
proximally controls every way in which the world and Dasein get interpreted,
and it is always right—not because . . . it avails itself of some transparency on
the part of Dasein which it has explicitly appropriated, but because it is insen-
sitive to every difference of level and of genuineness and thus never gets to the
‘heart of the matter’” (SuZ, 127).%

What Heidegger here accuses the democratic public of is nothing other
than its structural principle. It is indeed a feature of it that all opinions and
ideas can exist in it, no matter whether they possess the “transparency of
Dasein” or not. It is part of this type of publicness that in it everybody may
arise in their full averageness and “level-less-ness” and speak out, whether



authentically or not. Such publicness, at least in its idea, is a mirror image of
life, no matter how trivial and undistinguished—inauthentic—it may be. And
it is, moreover, part of it that the truths have to suffer being degraded to mere
opinions in the market of opinions. The democratic public is truly a play-
ground of the They.

It is well known that the academic mandarins, molded as they were by an
unpolitical or antidemocratic tradition, only in the rarest cases warmed to the
democracy of the Weimar Republic. They despised everything that went with
democracy—the party system, the multiplicity of opinions and lifestyles, the
mutual relativization of so-called truths, averageness and unheroic normality.
In these circles the state, the people, the nation were regarded as values in
which a vanished metaphysical substance continued to live—the state, above
the political parties, effective as an ethical idea purifying the national body;
leader figures charismatically representing the spirit of the nation. In the year
that Being and Time appeared, the rector of Munich University railed against
‘the antidemocratic sentiments of his colleagues: “Always in new disguises the
old unreason—a metaphysical, speculative, romantic, fanatical, abstract and
mystical politicizing .  you can hear sighs about how filthy, how incurably
dirty all political business is, how untruthful the press, how deceitful the cabi-
nets, how common the parliaments, and so on. While they are lamenting in
this way, they think themselves too exalted, too spiritual for politics.”

The authentic Heidegger similarly places himself above the parties and
looks down with contempt on the business of politics.

But how does Heidegger at that time envisage the overcoming of inauthen-
ticity in the political sphere? To this question Being and Time does not provide
a convincing answer. On the one hand, conversion to authenticity remains an
act of radical individualization. Heidegger approvingly quotes Count Yorck
von Wartenburg: “To dissolve elemental public opinion, and, as far as possi-
ble, to make possible the moulding of individuality in seeing and looking,
would be a pedagogical task for the state. Then, instead of a so-called public
conscience—instead of this radical externalization—individual consciences—
that is to say, consciences—would again become powerful” (SuZ, 403).9

On the other hand, Being-in-the-world also includes the fact that Man is
embedded in the history of his people, in his “destiny” and his “inheritance.”
And since authenticity does not represent a special area of action with specific
objectives and values, but merely a changed position and attitude to every
sphere of life, Dasein can place itself into this “destiny” of the people authen-
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tically or inauthentically. But what an authentic takeover and continuation of
the destiny of a people might look like—that is not spelled out in Being and
Time. There is only a hint: Dasein, including collective Dasein, finds its
authenticity not through norms, constitutions, or institutions, but by lived
example, by the fact that “Dasein may choose its hero” (SuZ, 385).!

In spite of these sombre hints about a collective road to authenticity, the
individualist element remains predominant. At one point Heidegger even calls
his starting point “existential solipsism” (SuZ, 188).> On the crucial questions
of existence, everyone remains alone. No people and no collective destiny can
relieve the individual of his decisions in the area of “authentic potential of
Being.” In the face of collective destiny it is important “to have a clear vision
for the accidents of the Situation that has been disclosed” (SuZ, 384).9
Heidegger emphatically rejects any long-term projects of historical action.
What remains is historical occasionalism. The moment has to be exploited,
the opportunity has to be seized. But for what?

Not for an objective in the remote historical future; if indeed there is such
an objective, then it is the moment itself. This is about an intensification of the
sense of Dasein. Authenticity is intensity, nothing else.

So far Heidegger has found his moments of intensity mainly in philosophy.
Before long he will also find them in politics.



10

THE MOOD OF THE TIME!:
l

WAITING FOR THE GREAT DAY

Being and Time was a torso. It was planned in two parts, but not even the first
part was quite finished, even though Heidegger, under pressure, eventually
worked on it day and night. It was probably the only time in his life that he did
not shave for days on end. However, all the subjects of the chapters an-
nounced but not included in Being and Time were dealt with by him in later
works. A draft version of the lacking third section of part one became the
subject of his summer 1927 class, “The Fundamental Problems of Phenome-
nology.”

The extensive part two of Being and Time—the planned destruction of
exemplary ontologies in Kant, Descartes, and Aristotle—was turned by
Heidegger into separate essays or lectures over the next few years. Kant and the
Problem of Metaphysics appeared in 1929; his lecture on “The World Picture,”
with its critique of Cartesianism, was given in 1938; his arguments against
Aristotle were developed in his lectures in the 1930s.

In that sense Being and Time was being continued and completed. Even his
so-called turning point—as the Heidegger school subsequently mystified it—



was foreshadowed within the framework of this project. It is first mentioned
as a task in his “Logic” lecture of the summer semester of 1928: “The tempo-
ral analytics is, at the same time, the turning point” (GA 26, 201).

This turning point means: the analytics of Dasein first “discovers” time, but
then turns about toward its own thinking—under the viewpoint of compre-
hended time. The thinking of Time thinks about the temporality of think-
ing—not, however, in the sense of an analysis of the historical circumstances.
This is not, to Heidegger, the core of temporality. The temporality of Dasein
proceeds, as we already know, in “care.” Caring, Dasein lives into its open time
horizon, making provision and taking precautions in the search for points of
support and reliabilities in the flux of time. Such points of support can be
work, rituals, institutions, organizations, values. Such points of support, how-
ever, are bound, for a philosophy that has turned toward the awareness of its
own temporality, to lose all substantial dignity. By discovering the flux of time,
philosophy cannot do anything other than comprehend itself as part of it.
Deprived of its universalist, time-stripped pretensions, this “turned” philoso-
phy discovers that, in the meaning of Being is Time, there can be no escape
from Time into a reliable Being. The lines of escape are cut off. Philosophy no
longer provides answers; it can only comprehend itself as caring questioning.
Philosophy is nothing other than care in action, “self-caring” (Selbstbekiim-
merung), as Heidegger calls it.

Because of its pretensions to wisdom, philosophy has a rather nontranspar-
ent way of deceiving itself. By philosophizing Heidegger hopes to discover the
tricks of philosophy. What, in point of fact, can it achieve? Heidegger’s answer:
it can, by discovering Time as meaning, sharpen our sense for the throbbing
heart of Time, for the “moment.” The turning point: after the Being of Time
we have now the Time of Being. But this teeters on the tip of the moment in
question.

The “moment” has a strange pathos for Heidegger. What he means by it is
not the commonplace that elapsing time always passes through a present,
through a moment-point. To him, the moment is not simply “given” but has
to be discovered, for the simple reason that our customary relation with time
conceals momentariness under an empty or stable and-so-forth. Momen-
tariness is not an occurrence but an achievement of Dasein, a virtue of
authenticity. “The moment of vision is nothing other than the look of resolute
disclosedness in which the full situation of an action opens itself and keeps
itself open” (GA 29/30, 224).! To face up to the moment and hence to the



compulsion to decision is what Heidegger calls a “fundamental possibility of
Dasein’s existence proper” (GA 29/30, 224).2

Heidegger’s discovery and distinction of the “moment of vision” is part of
the feverish curiosity and joy in experimenting which characterized the 1920s.
The philosophical concepts of the fracture of the period—from Ernst Bloch’s
“darkness of the lived moment” to Carl Schmitt’s “moment of decision,” from
Ernst Junger’s “sudden fright” to Paul Tillich’s Kairos—+-all refer, as does
Heidegger, to the “moment,” which began its career with Kierkegaard.

Kierkegaard’s “moment” is the one when God bursts into life and the indi-
vidual feels summoned to make the decision to risk his leap into faith. At such
a moment the historical time that separates the individual from Christ loses
its significance. Anyone addressed by Christ’s message and work of salvation
exists “simultaneously” with Christ. The entire cultural tradition, in which
religion is dragged along as a cultural possession and conventional morality, is
burned to nothing at that existentially heated moment. Ever since
Kierkegaard, the “moment” has been the banner of antibourgeois religious
virtuosi like Carl Schmitt, who, with his mystique of the moment, strays into
politics and constitutional law, or Ernst Jinger, who finds himself among the
warriors and surrealists. The flat and-so-forth of bourgeois stability is con-
fronted by the blinding pleasure of intensive infinity—in the moment.

The moment thus understood promises a relation with the “entirely
Other,” it means a different experience of time and the experience of a differ-
ent time. It promises sudden turns and transformations, perhaps even arrival
and redemption, but at any rate it enforces decision. At such a moment hori-
zontal time is intersected by a vertical one. The moment—in the definition of
Rudolf Otto in his impressive book The Saint, 1917—is the subjective time
equivalent of the encounter with the numinous. Indeed, the numinous in any
shape was the objective of the intensity-seeking spiritual life of the 1920s. The
metaphysical impulse is transformed into anxiety lest one should miss the
crucial moment. “The central clock of an abstract epoch has exploded,” Hugo
Ball wrote in his Flight out of Time,®> while at the Club Voltaire he staged a
thousand small cultural revolutions in expectation of the great revolution.
Dadaism is the only training program for the great moment that would make
everything new. “To be a dadaist means letting oneself be thrown by things,
opposing all sedimentation; to have for a moment sat on a chair means to
have endangered life” (Dadaist Manifesto). In a spiritually and materially de-
stabilized environment, presence of mind is the great ideal. Presence of mind
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is a sense of opportunity. This presence of mind is dealt with also in Kafka’s
novel The Castle, written in the early 1920s. In it, missed opportunity and lack
of presence of mind become a metaphysical horror scenario. The geodetist
Josef K., through being asleep, misses his appointment with the castle author-
ity. Perhaps it could have saved him.

The New Realism, metaphysically greatly cooled, also attaches importance
to presence of mind. It admits as standard only that which is “at the peak of its
time.” For Brecht, the boxer becomes a cult figure; he is the athlete of presence
of mind. The good boxer has an instinct for the moments when to duck and
when to punch. The mobility fantasies of the New Realism are dominated by
the obsession that one can miss one’s time the way one misses a train. A
certain type of time analysis of the final years of the Weimar Republic seeks
historical truth not in a time continuum, but in rupture and break. Bloch’s
Spuren (Traces), Benjamin’s Einbahnstrasse (One-Way Street), and Ernst
Jiinger’s Abenteuerliches Herz (Adventurous Heart) are examples. To all those
attempts, Benjamin’s statement that “the Now of recognizability is the mo-
ment of awakening” applies.*

History is a volcanic crater: it does not occur, it erupts. That is why one has
to be swiftly and meaningfully present before one is buried. A person loving
the moment must not be too worried about his safety. Dangerous moments
call for adventurous hearts. Since “world history proceeds from catastrophe to
catastrophe”—according to Oswald Spengler—one must be prepared for the
decisive to take place “as abruptly as a flash of lightning or an earthquake.
Here again we have to emancipate ourselves from the nineteenth-century idea
. .. of an evolutionary process.”

Kierkegaard was one thinker of the nineteenth century who initiated the
twentieth century into the mystery of the moment. The other was Nietzsche.
Kierkegaard’s moment meant the break-in of the wholly Other. Nietzsche’s
moment means breakout from the accustomed. At the moment of the “great
liberation” there occurs, for Nietzsche, the birth of the free spirit:

The great liberation comes . . . suddenly, like the shock of an earthquake:
the youthful soul is all at once convulsed, torn loose, torn away—it itself
does not know what is happening. A drive and impulse rules and masters
it like a command; a will and desire awakens to go off, anywhere, at any
cost; a vehement dangerous curiosity flames and flickers in all its
senses . . . A sudden terror and suspicion of what it loved, a lightning-



bolt of contempt for what is called “duty,” a rebellious, arbitrary, volcani-
cally erupting desire for travel.®

Nietzsche’s moment is heightened intensity, attained not by contact with
the absolute, as with Kierkegaard, but in independent transcending—“the
great detachment.” An endogenous heating up. There is no orientation by
superior values, which have all disappeared—*“God is dead!” The intensity of
the moment stems from freedom, from absolute spontaneity. From nothing-
ness. Of course such moments are exceptional states. But it is only this excep-
tion that illustrates what in regular life remains hidden. “The rule proves
nothing, the exception proves everything In the exception the power of
real life breaks through the crust of a mechanism that has become torpid by
repetition.”’

These are sentences from Carl Schmitt’s Political Theology (1922), vigor-
ously pleading for decisions that, looked at normatively, emanate from noth-
ingness.® The power of decision has no other foundation than the will to
power; in lieu of legitimation, the intensity of a powerful original moment.
This theory of decision stemming normatively from nothingness was called
“political romanticism” by Paul Tillich in 1932—a romanticism containing
within itself the demand “to create the mother from the son and to summon
the father from nothingness.” To Carl Schmitt the state is a numinous state of
exception placed on duration; the nationalized sacred moment is called by
him sovereignty. Its sharp definition is: “Sovereign is he who decides on the
exception.” !® Schmitt admits to the theological content of his concept of sov-
ereignty. To jurisprudence the state of exception, or emergency, has a sig-
nificance analogous to the miracle in theology. The sovereignty of God is
revealed in the miracle, as the sovereignty of the state is revealed in a state of
exception or emergency.

The admirers of great moments in the years of the Weimar Republic were
nearly all adventists of nothingness, priests without glad tidings; one’s attitude
was the content.

Heidegger’s moment, when Dasein returns to itself from dispersal, is also a
state of exception in which “the crust of a mechanism that has become torpid
through repetition” (Carl Schmitt) is broken through. It is a moment also in
the sense of Nietzsche and Kierkegaard—something is breaking in and some-
thing is breaking out. What matters, Heidegger says in his lecture series on
“The Fundamental Concepts of Metaphysics” (1929—30), is that the moment
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of “inner terror” should be admitted, the terror “that every mystery carries
with it and that gives Dasein its greatness” (GA 29/30, 244)."

Meanwhile Heidegger had again returned to Freiburg. In 1928 he was ap-
pointed to Husserl’s chair. Husserl himself had championed Heidegger as his
successor. Heidegger's writings and lectures after 1929, his 1928 Freiburg in-
augural lecture, “What Is Metaphysics?,” his 1929 lectures on “The Essence of
Reason,” his 1930 lectures “On the Essence of Truth,” and above all his great
192930 set of lectures, “The Fundamental Concepts of Metaphysics,” all
betray a new tone. The temperature is rising. Eventually New Realism comes
to an end in Heidegger’s work too. The cool, almost engineered, fundamental-
ontological descriptions are now expressly put under an existential pressure.
Heidegger begins to turn up the heat on his students.

During his work on the 1929—30 lectures he wrote to Elisabeth Blochmann:
“My metaphysics lecture is giving me a lot of trouble; but the whole work is
more free. Scholastic constraint and perverted scientific attitudes and what-
ever is connected with these, has dropped off me” (Dec. 18, 1929, BwHB, 34).
What had happened?

As recently as in his 1928 lecture “Metaphysical Initial Foundations of
Logic” Heidegger, in summing up the “results” of Being and Time, emphasized
that existential analysis is pure description, that it speaks of existence, but not
to it. “The analytics of Dasein therefore precedes all prophecy and ideological
revelation; nor is it wisdom™—it is merely analytics (GA 26, 172).

Analysis of Dasein makes neither of the two claims that Aristotle stated to
be the basic possibilities of ethical thought. It is neither sophia (wisdom), nor
phronesis (practical sense, circumspection). It is not an ideological revelation
counseling how one should behave in, and with regard to, time. Nor is it a
kind of wisdom aiming at a standpoint beyond the turbulence of time. It is
not concerned either with eternal truths or with time-limited cleverness. The
analysis is merely designed to show the condition of Dasein altogether. And,
without any fear of simplification, this is reduced in the 1928 lecture to a few
concise theses.

First, Dasein is factually always initially dispersed in its world (the body,
nature, society, culture).

Second, this dispersal would not even be perceived if it were not for the
“original positivity and extent of Dasein,” which lose themselves in dispersal
but can be snatched back from it. Without original massiveness there would
not be anything to be dispersed. The dramatic fundamental happening of



Dasein unrolls between origin and dispersal, whereby, paradoxically, dispersal
is more original than original massiveness, which one never possesses but can
always only attain from dispersal.

Third, this snatching back from dispersal requires an impulse through evi-
dence—of the moment of true sensation. For Heidegger this is the mood of
anxiety, of boredom. In this mood the voice of the calling conscience, by
which Dasein is summoned to itself, becomes audible.

Fourth, this fluctuation between dispersal and concentration, between the
great moments and everyday cares, becomes visible only if Dasein as a whole is
successfully brought into focus. The fluctuation between dispersal and origin
is the whole; there is nothing more.

Fifth, this focusing on the whole is possible only “on the basis of the ex-
treme existential engagement” of the philosophizing person himself (GA 26,
176). The fundamental ontologist can existentially analyze only what he has
existentially lived through.

What can the philosophizing person stake? Answer: his own anxiety and
boredom, his own listening to the call of conscience. Any philosophizing that
does not take its beginning from the moments of true sensation is devoid of
roots and relevance.

Whatever this “extreme existential engagement” may mean in detail, it is
certain that Heidegger’s analysis of Dasein can be understood only if the same
engagement is brought into play by the listener or reader. Heidegger must
manage somehow to challenge this “existential engagement” He cannot
merely talk about “existence,” he must awaken the “original positivity and
massiveness” in the Dasein of the other. He who wants to hear, and, even more
so, he who wants to understand, must feel. The philosopher cannot confine
himself to “describing the consciousness of Man,” he must master the skill of
“invoking the Dasein in Man.” This means that the perspectives of fundamen-
tal ontology reveal themselves “only in and from a transformation of the
human Dasein.” In short, existential analytics, to be understood at all, requires
existential engagement. Heidegger therefore must find a way to conjure up in
his students those moments of true sensation. He must, in a sense, stage-
manage them. These efforts will then be initiations, exercises, and meditations
free from “scholastic constraint and perverted scientific attitudes.” The mo-
ments of true sensation—anxiety, boredom, call of conscience—have to be
aroused in his students so that the “mystery of Dasein” that inhabits them
may show itself. Heidegger’s new style is “event philosophy.” Philosophy must
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conjure up state of mind, which it then endeavors to interpret. For instance, it
must give Dasein a fright, displace it into anxiety, drive it into boredom so that
it may then make the discovery that it is a nothingness that drifts in those
moods.

This new note of existential action philosophy had a tremendous effect on
his students at the time. Heinrich Wiegand Petzet, who as a student attended
the inaugural “What Is Metaphysics?” lecture, reports: “It was as if a gigantic
flash of lightning was rending a darkness-clothed sky in almost painful
brightness the things of the world lay revealed it was not a matter of a
system, but of existence . . It had me speechless when I left the Aula. I felt as
though for a moment [ had gazed at the foundations of the world.”*?

Indeed it is as if Heidegger wants to compel his audience to gaze for a
moment at the foundations of the world. The foundations, the justification,
all these statements about the sufficient reason, the scientific attitude, and the
everyday feeling of life—wherever one looks there is a need to stand on firm
ground. With a gently mocking note in his voice, Heidegger reviews the differ-
ent variants of solidity and being settled. But what about nothingness? he asks
in between. He who radically asks about foundations and reasons, must he
not sometime discover that the ground is an abyss? That a Something can be
perceived by us only against the background of Nothing?

For a while Heidegger assumes the part of the positivist scientists and logi-
cians, for whom, as is well known, the Nothing does not exist. The scientist
invariably deals only with a Something, and the logician points out that the
Nothing is merely a linguistic artifice, the substantivization of a negative state-
ment (“The flower is not yellow,” or “He is not coming home”). These objec-
tions provide Heidegger with an opportunity for polemicizing against the
inner “necrosis” and “rootlessness” of modern science. It shuts itself off, he
claims, against elementary experiences. “The idea of ‘logic’ itself disintegrates
in the turbulence of a more original questioning” (WM, 37).!* Heidegger
remains on the trail of the Nothing. However, he cannot demonstrate it by
argument; he has to awaken an experience. This is the moment of anxiety,
which we have already encountered. “Anxiety reveals the Nothing. We ‘hover’
in anxiety. More precisely, anxiety leaves us hanging because it induces the
slipping away of beings as a whole” (WM, g)."

This “slipping away” is cramping and draining at the same time. Draining
because everything loses its meaning and becomes null and void. Confining
because the void penetrates into the feeling of self. Anxiety drains and this



void cramps: the heart contracts. The external world becomes objectivized,
rigidifies into lifelessness, and the inner self loses its center of action, it deper-
sonalizes itself. Anxiety is objectivization outside and depersonalization in-
side. “This implies that we ourselves—we men who are in being—in the midst
of beings slip away from ourselves. At bottom therefore it is not as though
‘you’ or ‘I’ feel ill at ease; rather it is this way for some ‘one’” (WM, 32)."

At this zero point of anxiety Heidegger performs a surprising turnabout.
This momentary drowning in nothingness he calls “being beyond beings as a
whole” It is an act of transcending, and it alone enables us to speak of being
as a whole. Of course we can address the subject of the whole also in the
abstract. Purely intellectually we create a superconcept or an overall concept—
totum, the whole. But the whole thus understood has no experienced reality: it
is a concept without content. Only when the worrying feeling arises that there
is nothing special about this whole does it become experienced reality, a real-
ity that does not approach us but slips away from us. The individual for whom
reality slips away in anxiety thereby experiences the drama of distance. The
worrying distance proves that we are not entirely of this world, that we are
being driven beyond it, not into another world but into a void. In the midst of
life we are encompassed by emptiness. In the transcendence of this empty
field of play that opens up between us and the world, we experience the “being
held out into the nothing” (WM, 38).'¢ Every “why” question feeds on the
ultimate question: Why is there Something and not rather Nothing? Whoever
can think himself and the world away, whoever can say no, acts in the dimen-
sion of the nothing. He proves that there is such a thing—the Nothing. Man,
Heidegger says, is “a placeholder of the nothing” (WM, 38).""

The transcendence of Dasein, therefore, is Nothing.

The religious among the philosophers of the moment allow the numinous
to emerge in the moment (Rudolf Otto), or that “which unconditionally con-
cerns us” (Paul Tillich), or “the kingdom of God” (Karl Barth), or the “en-
compassing” (Karl Jaspers). Heidegger’s moment, too, leads to a transcen-
dence, but to a transcendence of the void. The transcendence of Nothing. It
proceeds from the peculiar movement between Nothing and Something that
man can perform with his consciousness. That is his numinous playing field,
which allows him to experience as a miracle the miracle that something exists
at all. And not only that: equally astonishing against this background is man’s
creative potency. He can produce something; he discovers himself with the full
contingency of his Being-thus, but he can shape himself and his world, he can
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allow Being to grow or he can destroy it. In the anxiety of emptiness, one loses
a world, and yet one experiences a new world being always born again out of
Nothing. Through anxiety one can come into the world anew.

Dasein means existing in this playing field in this open manner. The field
for play is opened up by the experience of the Nothing. The wheel can turn
because at its hub it has “play”—that is, freedom. This freedom implies not
only that Dasein experiences the Nothing but also that it can create space for
itself by negation under “unyielding antagonism” or “stinging rebuke,” in
“galling failure” and “merciless prohibition” (WM, 37).1®

No and Nothing are to Heidegger the great mysteries of freedom. That area
of play between Nothing and Something that has opened up in Dasein pro-
vides the freedom for separation (Scheiden), for distinguishing (Unter-
scheiden), and for decision (Entscheiden). “Without the original revelation of
the nothing, no selfhood and no freedom” (WM, 37).1*

The fundamental metaphysical event of Dasein is therefore this: by being
able to transcend into the Nothing, Dasein is also able to experience being as
something that steps out of the night of nothingness into the light of Being.

In the summer of 1929, a few weeks after the “What Is Metaphysics?”
lecture, Elisabeth Blochmann visits Heidegger at Todtnauberg. There is a sup-
pressed love affair between the two of them. Later that same summer, Hannah
Arendt had confessed to Heidegger in a letter that he still represented “the
continuity” of her life, and she had “boldly” reminded him of “the continuity
of our—please let me say this—love.”?® And now here is Blochmann. Heideg-
ger is between the two women. To Blochmann he speaks of “the limits of our
friendship,” which he had touched upon by “compelling her about some-
thing” that “was bound to be distasteful to her” Heidegger had hurt
Blochmann, either by getting too close to her or by not getting close enough.
The ambiguity of his letter of September 12, 1929, allows of both interpreta-
tions. The letter refers to an excursion the two of them had made to Beuron.
They had visited the church of the Benedictine abbey there. Their conversa-
tion had centered on the subject of religion. Heidegger had explained to
Blochmann his attitude toward the Catholic Church, and the letter recalls that
conversation. The truth, he writes, “is not a simple thing.” It requires “its day
and its hour when we have the Dasein in its entirety.” And further on: “God—
or whatever they call it—calls everyone with a different voice.” One must not
arrogate to oneself a “power of attorney” over it. No institution and no dogma
are capable of holding the truth in safekeeping. All that was “brittle pretense.”



Then he refers to the situation that must have irritated Blochmann after this
lengthy conversation. They had both jointly attended the nocturnal service,
compline, in the abbey church, and Heidegger had been deeply moved, much
to the surprise of Elisabeth, who was still under the impact of his fierce po-
lemics against the Catholic Church. In this letter he therefore tries to explain
his attitude. This experience in Beuron, he writes, would “unfold as a seed
corn for something essential.”

His attempt to describe this “essential” is almost a paraphrase of the central
idea of the metaphysics lecture—or perhaps it would be more correct to say
that the metaphysics lecture is a paraphrase of the experience of the nocturnal
service in Beuron. Heidegger says: “That man each day walks out into the
night is a banality for present-day man . . . Compline still contains the mythi-
cal and metaphysical primeval power of night, which we have to pierce con-
tinually in order truly to exist. Because the Good is only the Good of the Evil.”

The compline, he writes, had become for him a symbol of “existence being
held out into the night and of the inner necessity of daily readiness for it.”
And then he links this experience with his philosophy of the Nothing. “We
believe that we are producing the essential, forgetting that it grows only if we
live totally—and this means: in the face of the night and of the Evil—in
accordance with our heart. The decisive thing is this primally powerful nega-
tive—to place nothing in the path of the profundity of Dasein. This is what,
concre