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trachtung »Vom Nutzen und Nachteil der Historie für
das Leben«, 2003.



Abbreviations xiii

GA47 Nietzsches Lehre vom Willen zur Macht als Erkenntnis,
1989.

GA48 Nietzsche: Der Europäische Nihilismus, 1986.
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Joimóm. Aus der Geschichte des Seyns, 1998.
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Introduction

Man as the measurer. – Perhaps all the morality of mankind has its origin
in the tremendous inner excitement which seized on primeval men when
they discovered measure and measuring, scales and weighing [das Maass
und das Messen, die Wage und das Wägen] (the word ‘Man [Mensch]’,
indeed, means the measurer [Messendend], he desired to name himself
after his greatest discovery!). With these conceptions they climbed into
realms that are quite unmeasurable and unweighable [unmessbar und
unwägbar] but originally did not seem to be.

Friedrich Nietzsche, The Wanderer and His Shadow, § 21.1

Thus aletheuin shows itself most immediately in legein. Legein, ‘to speak’
[Sprechen], is what basically constitutes human Dasein. In speaking, it
expresses itself: by speaking about something, about the world. This legein
was for the Greeks so preponderant and such an everyday affair that they
acquired their definition of man in relation to, and on the basis of, this
phenomenon and thereby determined it as zoon ekhon logon. Connected
with this definition is that of man as the being which calculates [rechnet],
arithmein. Calculating does not mean here counting [zählen] but to reckon
something, to be designing [berechnend sein]; it is only on the basis of this
original sense of calculating [Rechnen] that number [Zahl] developed.

Martin Heidegger, Plato’s Sophist (GA19, 17–18).2

The Greeks made one invention too many, either geometry or democracy.
Bruno Latour, Pandora’s Hope.3

What is the relation between politics and number, between our
understanding of the political as the realm in which political action
occurs and the notion of calculation? How does enumerating some-
thing, holding something to account, coming to a reckoning differ
from a purely linguistic description or judgement? Is there something
inherently problematic in reducing complex phenomena to a question
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of number, an issue of quantity? In a whole range of political questions
– from the abstract geometry of understandings of territory and
political space more generally, to the explosion of population statistics
and measures of economic standards, the popularity of utilitarianism,
Rawlsian notions of justice, the notion of value, and, indeed, the very
idea of political science – the interrelation of number and politics are
demonstrated. Beyond the narrow sense of the political, dominant
trends in disciplines such as history and geography have a tendency to
reduce time and space to coordinates, to models of linearity and
repetition. These illustrate a very real take on the political, a way of
grasping it, rendering it, reducing it, measuring, controlling and
dominating it.
This book, part of a longer project engaging with issues around the

relation between politics and number, began as an investigation into
what Heidegger could tell us about the historical ontology of geo-
metry, the mathematics of space. The question of space was one I had
examined in relation to Heidegger’s thought before,4 but I was
particularly intrigued by Heidegger’s suggestion that Greek thought
did not have a concept of ‘space’ (GA40, 50), and that therefore Greek
geometry cannot straightforwardly be related to the geometry under-
stood in terms of Cartesian extension. We can conceive of place –
topos, khora – without space. Descartes’ understanding of ‘space’ as
extension – and, moreover, of the material world as something
extended in three dimensions of which geometry is the science that
best allows us access to – has more than merely mathematical
implications. It is behind his overall ontological casting of the world
as calculable, which, in Heidegger’s, account paves the way for
modern machine technology. As the chapters of this study show, this
has numerous political consequences.
Indeed, grasping this determination of the world – that to be, is to be

calculable – is useful in understanding the modern notion of the
‘political’ as a whole, not sociologically, empirically, or ontically,
but ontologically. A key question is how the rise of statistics – the
description of states – is embedded in the transformed understanding
of population that Foucault’s late 1970s lectures analysed in such
detail.5 But often merely implicit in his work is how all this is related to
the calculative revolution. A similar set of concerns arise in relation to
contemporary attempts to rethink the question of singular and plural
in political subjectivity through the notion of ‘multitude’. Hardt and
Negri claim that ‘the entire tradition of political theory seems to agree
on one basic principle: only ‘‘the one’’ can rule, whether that be
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conceived as the monarch, the state, the nation, the people, or the
party’.6Differences are subsumed into a single body, democracy as the
rule of the many becomes the rule of the people which ‘syntheses or
reduces these social differences into one identity’. In contrast, the
multitude ‘is not unified but remains plural and multiple’. As they
continue, ‘the multitude is composed of a set of singularities – and by
singularity here we mean a social subject whose difference cannot be
reduced to sameness . . . the plural singularities of the multitude thus
stand in contrast to the undifferentiated unity of the people’.7

What is crucial, then, despite Hardt and Negri’s over-privileging of
the Hobbesian model, is a sustained investigation of the ontological
determination that was required to make the people one, to reduce.
What is required in order that humans, groups and organisations can
be understood as either the same or different? Determining things as
different and seeking to render them more equivalent, or counting
them the same in the first place, requires a number of important
moves: most importantly, recognising things as sufficiently similar in
their essence that they can be summed or evaluated against each other.
In other words, while examinations of these issues are necessary, what
would make them more sufficient is an examination of their condi-
tions of possibility. This would be to examine how mathematics and
politics intersect, through an examination of how calculation, the
taking of measure, is key to the constitution of the modern state.8

One of the other ways in which this is important is in the notion of
‘territory’, which in terms of the modern state system of bounded
geographical territories is usually said to have begun with the Peace of
Westphalia in 1648. This is some eleven years after Descartes’ Dis-
course on the Method and the Geometry, seven after the Meditations,
and the negotiations were just beginning when the Principia Philo-
sophiae appeared in 1644. Though the peace and the writings are not
directly linked, it is perhaps symptomatic that a philosophical justi-
fication for demarcated, controllable, calculable space is made at the
same time this is put into practice.9 Modern technology requires a
view of space as mappable, controllable and capable of domination;
modern politics is able to fully exploit this. While this is a much more
complicated story than can be noted here – the importance of
Westphalia is moot, with colonial divisions of the world such as
the Treaty of Tordesillas, Renaissance politics and the Diet of Augs-
burg all perhaps better examples; and Descartes’ break from Greek
geometry is rather the culmination of a number of small changes with
scholastic debates, for example – the guiding theme emerges from
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thinking this question of the politics of calculation. How do political
conceptions of space relate to mathematical-philosophical ones? This
geometry of the political is therefore a historical inquiry. Geometry
does not, contra Husserl,10 have an origin [Ursprung], but rather a
descent [Herkunft], an emergence [Entstehung]. Husserl’s Ursprung
would be the Evidenzen or conditions of possibility for geometry – a
putatively historical examination that is essentially anti-historical. But
this inquiry would be genealogical. It is not a question of (funda-
mental) ontology, but of historical ontology.11

The work here, though, concentrates on an engagement with the
question of the politics of calculation through a reading, exegesis and
critique of the work of Martin Heidegger. It is therefore a very limited
engagement, but one that I believe opens up the problems in a useful
way. Heidegger is important here because his work both critically
examines the importance of mathematics in terms of determining
thought, and investigates the role played by understandings of calcu-
lation in terms of politics. It is his insistence on working through to the
ontological determination that conditions the particularities of its
consequences that is so fundamental to what he can contribute.
And yet Heidegger’s own politics and the way in which he harnessed
his thought to political action mean that any straightforward appro-
priation of his work is impossible. We simply cannot read Heidegger
neutrally. Indeed, as I aim to show here, several seemingly apolitical
concerns are inherently political.
The book therefore contains three substantive chapters which make

use of the range of Heidegger’s writings in order to provide a detailed
analysis of the relation between language, politics and mathematics in
his work. Although it does not claim to be exhaustive in its treatment,
it attempts to provide a fairly comprehensive overview of Heidegger’s
work on these issues. This takes in early lecture courses on Aristotle
and Descartes, courses and unpublished writings from the Nazi years,
including the famous Beiträge zur Philosophie: Vom Ereignis, and,
to a lesser extent, post-war works on technology. While some of
Heidegger’s writings on these questions, such as the essays ‘The Age of
the World Picture’ and ‘The Question Concerning Technology’, are
well known, these are not, to my mind, the most productive places to
examine. Rather, a number of other analyses are made, specifically of
work where the philosophical inquiry is sharper and the political
nature more explicit. The publication of this material means we are
now in a position to undertake a much deeper and careful analysis of
Heidegger’s thought than was possible even a few years ago.12 The
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main chapters encounter various texts of Heidegger’s, and though
there is a definite chronological sense to the argument, they are
thematically divided rather than slavishly linear. In doing this, dif-
ferent slices of Heidegger’s thought can be examined. While there is
both continuity and contrast between his early and late positions, it is
revealing that themes mentioned only in passing in early work are
returned to and developed in later writings.
The concluding section asks questions of Heidegger’s work taken as

a whole to examine how this readingworks as ameans of taking on the
political, of making problematic the link between politics and calcula-
tion, through speaking against number. As such the detailed textual
analysis in Chapters One, Two and Three provides a springboard into
the matters themselves, both in the conclusion and for future work.

Writing about Heidegger and politics, rather than Heidegger’s poli-
tics, presents a number of difficulties. Heidegger’s membership of the
Nazi party, and his role as Rector of Freiburg University between
1933 and 1934, has led to a debate which has been played out in many
times and places – the late 1980s being only the most recent. Some of
this has been so comprehensively explored in recent years that one
might wonder if there is anything left to be said. Although it is
sometimes unavoidable, I will generally not go into detail about
the facts here. There are many places those interested can go for this
information.13 Instead, I will approach this question from another
direction, that of the relation between the politics and the thought. We
should note, of course, that Heidegger’s political involvement goes
beyond merely his membership of the party, and includes his grasp of
the political more generally. Perhaps inevitably, given the collision
in one person of Nazism and continental philosophy, a cautious,
balanced approach has seldom been taken. What has been notable is
that much of the existing literature takes one of two main strategies –
exonerating Heidegger through a separation of the man from the
thought, or simply damning his thought because of the actions.14

As some of the better recent literature has recognised, neither
exoneration nor outright dismissal is adequate to the matter at hand:
rather, we need to investigate how the thought relates to the political.
Two approaches are taken – either to work entirely textually, to
examine the writings themselves, a position of immanent criticism; or
to work contextually, relating Heidegger to his time, to the material in
archives that shed light on his politics. While both have much to
commend, neither alone is sufficient.15 The work of Hugo Ott and, to
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a substantially lesser extent, Victor Farı́as, is important in uncovering
materials that will not appear in the published corpus; but it is the
work of interpreters of Heidegger’s writings that shows us why this is
important. Put simply, while Heidegger’s political action is central to
understanding his thought, it is only of interest because of his thought.
His actions take on a significance because of his thought, not the other
way round. If Heidegger’s thought did not open up numerous pos-
sibilities in philosophy and other disciplines, he would simply be yet
another minor bureaucrat in the Nazi machine: neither blameless nor
worthy of particular attention.
One of the attempts to think through Heidegger’s thought for a

possible ethics and thereby politics is found in Olafson’s work on
Mitsein. Olafson contests any straightforward attempt to make the
thought and the action part of a whole. We can see this both in his
criticisms of Derrida’s work on the role spirit plays in Heidegger’s
work, and most explicitly in the separation of Being and Time from
the later politics.

Heidegger is not the only great philosopher whose conduct in the arena of
public affairs has been contemptible but who nevertheless made important
and original contributions to thought. Although we inveterately want our
heroes and villains to be all of a piece, that simply is not the way things
work. In this respect, philosophers can be just as disappointing as the rest
of us; the associations of philosophers, beginning with Plato and Aristotle,
with the world of power have always been suspect and their judgements
often deplorably misguided. In our own day, to cite just one example from
the other end of the political spectrum, Sartre was apparently unable to
recognise the Communist regimes of Eastern Europe for the tyrannies they
were. But if this fact is irrelevant, as I think it is, to an assessment of Being
and Nothingness, how can Heidegger’s implication in Nazism dictate a
judgement on Being and Time?16

The opening statements Olafson makes here, if banal, in no way
validate the concluding clause. In a sense, the question is the other way
round: how can Being and Time help with an assessment of Heideg-
ger’s implication in Nazism? Heidegger’s politics does not dictate a
judgement, but it does, rightly, make us sceptical. Rather than
assuming, as Olafson seems to do, that Being and Time can rise
above the politics, we need to see to what extent Being and Time, and
the lecture courses that were central in its development, are already
political. Olafson makes the suggestion that ‘what is true is that
Heidegger’s one attempt to formulate a social philosophy was not
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only a disastrous failure but betrayed the best inspiration of his own
thought as well’.17 For this judgement to be true, the level of engage-
ment with both needs to be much more sustained.
Better examples that could be given here are Jacques Derrida’s

painstaking examination of Heidegger’s use of the word Geist (that
Olafson criticises), Charles Bambach’s analysis of notions of auto-
chthony, and Janicaud and de Beistegui’s more general studies.18

Superficially similar are Young’s attempts to suggest that Heidegger’s
thought can be consistent with liberal democracy;19 and, at the other
end of the scale, Ernst Nolte’s biography, which does not merely admit
the Nazi affiliation, but suggests that it was the only valid response to
the problems of the times.20 As Sheehan acidly notes, ‘with friends like
Nolte, Heidegger may not need enemies’.21

In aspiration at least, this book is closer to the first four, and in large
part this study is undertaken through a contextualised textual reading,
examining the words and ideas Heidegger uses, and the situation in
which he was speaking. It is for this reason that there is such an
emphasis on language in this study – both as a topic of concern, and as
a method of inquiry. This text is, it has to be said, littered with
Heidegger’s German and Aristotle’s Greek. But this emphasis on
words is not arbitrary. As Klemperer points out, ‘Nazism permeated
the flesh and blood of the people through single words, idioms and
sentence structures which were imposed on them in a million repeti-
tions and taken on board mechanically and unconsciously . . . Words
can be like tiny doses of arsenic’.22 Heidegger’s use of words is one of
the most important aspects of his thought, and his analysis of words
one of his ways of coming to terms with the Nazi regime. As Bourdieu
puts it, ‘we must abandon the opposition between a political reading
and a philosophical reading, and undertake a simultaneously political
and philosophical dual reading’.23

There are a number of ways such a political and philosophical
reading can be done – one would be to investigate why Heidegger
allied himself to National Socialism in the first place; another why he
continued to believe it had potential for ‘greatness’; a third why he felt
it had, in practice, failed. Each of these will receive some treatment in
this study. It is, of course, important to recognise that ‘National
Socialism’ was never a unified body of action or thought, and that,
as Sluga notes, not only did a range of philosophers commit in some
way to National Socialism, ‘they did so for a number of different and
mutually incompatible philosophical reasons’.24 This should make
us guard against a straightforward case of thinking that because
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Heidegger criticised or distanced himself from some aspect of
National Socialism, that this was a straightforward rejection. Criticism
of National Socialism could come from within as well as without. As
Gillespie suggests, ‘Heidegger himself had no doubts that his earlier
thought was compatible with at least some idealised version of
Nazism’.25 Gillespie continues to suggest that Heidegger ‘never aban-
doned his support for the ideals of National Socialism’ and that,
‘coupled with his unremitting criticism of other contemporary poli-
tical possibilities, there is little doubt that Heidegger continued to
regard the Nazi movement as the most promising political develop-
ment of his time’.26 While I would broadly support this interpretation,
what is in danger of being missed here is why Heidegger offered
‘unremitting criticism’ of other political positions – notably Bolshe-
vism and Americanism – and why National Socialism in practice, if
not in theory, was equally a failure. Here, then, the continual stress
will be more on the thought than the politics, but with a recognition
that this treatment of the thought must be understood to include the
political thought. Indeed, as Sheehan has suggested, ‘major elements
of his philosophy are deeply flawed by his notions of politics and
history – and that this is so quite apart from the fact that he joined the
Nazi party and, for whatever period of time, ardently supported
Hitler’.27

Equally, if the relation of his thought to his political career has been
less well examined, even more rare – for obvious reasons – have been
attempts to utilise his thought for political purposes. For even when
Heidegger is profoundly wrong, he is never less than interesting. The
book will insist that questions of language and calculation in
Heidegger are inherently political, and that a far broader range of
his work is therefore concerned with politics than is usually admitted.

One of the key issues that runs through this book is the understanding
of Mitsein, of being-together. This is both an issue in relation to the
being-together of humans both in the world, generally, but more
specifically in community, and the mode of connection of the material
world itself. While there are a similar set of issues at play in both, the
recurrent theme here is that which divides Heidegger’s major work,
Being and Time. As Chapter One will outline at length, this work can
be profitably understood as structured around the Aristotelian dis-
tinction between poiesis and praxis, between making and doing. In the
Nicomachean Ethics, Aristotle both differentiates these modes of
activity, and the character of the intellectual reflection that informs
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them, namely tekhne and phronesis. Poiesis is concerned with things
in the world, which do not share our mode of being, such as
equipment, matter and nature; praxis with things which do share
our mode of being, other humans. As this book will show, it is useful
to read Being and Time as concerned with the tekhne of poiesis in the
first part of Division I; and in the second part of that Division and
Division II, with the phronesis of praxis.
Chapter One deals with the second issue, which although secondary

in Being and Time informs a wide range of Heidegger’s early lecture
courses. It therefore deals with speaking, as Heidegger’s privileged
example of how humans interconnect, both as beings-in-the-world
and beings-in-the-polis. Heidegger reads Aristotle’s definition of the
human as the zoon ekhon logon, as that being that has the logos, as the
being that has language, the being that speaks. In this he criticises
understandings of the human as the rational animal, suggesting that
logic or ratio are narrow and particular ways of reading the notion of
logos. Reading the full range of Heidegger’s early lectures on Aristotle,
but concentrating on the one from Summer Semester 1924, the first
half of the chapter shows how the privileged political text for Hei-
degger is the Rhetoric. However, the speech community envisaged, a
being-in-the-polis, highlights some problematic issues concerning
leadership and exclusion which, while in themselves seemingly neu-
tral, open up a number of crucial problems.
These problems are pursued in the second half of the chapter, which

moves to the next course Heidegger delivered, where he devoted the
first half to a painstaking analysis of the Nicomachean Ethics. The
concentration here is on the notion of phronesis, suggesting that it is
symptomatic that Heidegger neglects to analyse a short but telling
passage where Aristotle shows how this virtue functions in three
domains: concerning the self, the oikia and the polis. In this reading,
Heidegger strips out the ethical in order to reach the ontological
issues, and thereby opens himself up to the political problems that
would later entangle him, particularly in the notion of being-together
politically. This is especially evident through his inability to distin-
guish leading from guiding.
Chapter Two analyses the material in which Heidegger works out

the implications of the tensions in his thinking of political community.
Beginning with a reading of Heidegger’s work on truth, it shows how
Heidegger moved to an understanding of politics as polemos, as
struggle, Kampf, and as war, Krieg, orientating himself and the
German Volk in terms of a position against. Reading Heidegger
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shows how he was very much a novice in political theorisation, and
how his explicit political involvement was founded on his deeply
problematic sense of just what politics was.
This is particularly pursued through an examination of two lecture

courses Heidegger gave under the title of The Essence of Truth, from
1931–32 and 1933–34, that is before and during the Rectorial period.
Taking Heidegger’s 1935 assertion of the ‘the inner truth and great-
ness of National Socialism’ as its themes, it shows how a particular
reading of Plato’s myth of the cave in theRepublic led him to a view of
what the role of the philosopher actually was. This, then, is the pivotal
section of the book. If Heidegger’s violent interpretation of politics as
struggle is difficult to see as separate from Hitler and Schmittian
conceptions of the political, immediately following the resignation
things begin to get much more complicated. The second half of the
chapter therefore examines a lecture course on language and the Volk,
along with material on Hölderlin, which demonstrates the equivocal
position he was now in. While on the one hand the deeply problematic
claims remain, on the other we find him struggling to break free from
at least some aspects, as an attempt to think through the problems of
his grasp of the political.
Chapter Three suggests that this rethinking was most successfully

done in terms of a thinking about number. Initially, this chapter
returns to earlier work of Heidegger on mathematics, notably the
excursus on Aristotle, arithmetic and geometry in the Plato’s Sophist
course. It suggests that here Heidegger thinks through some funda-
mentally important issues about the mode of connection of the world,
but that though these inform the first division of Being and Time in
some central ways, he does not continue the project in anything like
systematic form. From around 1935, however, with the skies darken-
ing, Heidegger consistently argues that modern understandings of
politics are overdetermined through their relation to calculation.
Although it is doubtless invidious to single out a representative

figure, Descartes plays just such a role in Heidegger’s thought.
Particularly in his Geometry, the distinction Aristotle proposed be-
tween the mode of connection of units and points, between arithmetic
and geometry, is collapsed, thus rendering the material, external world
– res extensa – as amenable to calculation and division. The analysis
here is particularly of crucial 1930s texts such as the Question of
the Thing course on Kant, the Nietzsche lectures, the Beiträge zur
Philosophie and other manuscripts. Although these ideas would find
most obvious expression in the later work on technology, it is in these
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earlier writings that we find their most explicit political context. Here
we find Heidegger engaging with a context that includes Gleichschal-
tung, mechanisation, total mobilisation and the four-year plan. The
reduction of the world to calculability, to measurability, is the modern
malaise, and Nazism its most obvious symptom. The interrelation of
machination, calculation and tekhne is explored here in order to
concentrate on the implications this work has for Heidegger’s under-
standing of space, politics and the globe.

The conclusion will bring together the three main strands of the book,
evaluating the political implications of Heidegger’s work. It will
suggest that although much more of his own thought is political than
usually noted, a thorough recognition of these interrelations has
powerful potential. Noting how his work in the area of calculation
has proved important in other studies, it will suggest that it is possible
to take this forward in productive ways. Overall, the book intends to
show that there is a way of using Heidegger’s thought for political
purposes that is not blind to the way it was employed by him, but that
this is only possible through a sustained engagement with his political
thought. An inquiry into the question of measure and the mode or
order of connection is only one way into, through and beyond
Heidegger’s texts, but it is a revealing one. Taking on the political,
and yet distancing itself from an understanding of the political as
polemical, this book contributes to understanding of the relation of
calculation to the political. In thinking the relation of calculation to
politics, it opens up new ways of thinking about the political, through,
as the conclusion suggests, taking the measure of the political.
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One – Speaking: Rhetorical Politics

Logos, Logic and Speech

In its treatment of the question of being,Being andTime spends the first
division of the first part on an analysis of Dasein, before moving in the
second division to the relation of Dasein to temporality. As Heidegger
makes clear in the introduction, the purpose of ‘the analytic of Dasein
remains wholly orientated towards the guiding task of working out the
question of being’. It therefore does not provide ‘a complete ontology
of Dasein’, and cannot be confused with anthropology, biology or
psychology precisely because of this ontological focus (GA2, 17, see
45). This should doubtless be remembered when Heidegger is criti-
cised for neglecting some key issues in Being and Time, such as the
body, gender and so on. Nonetheless, given that he moved beyond the
concentration on being itself, most explicitly in relation to politics,
certain absences become both more marked and remarkable.
Language has a privileged place in Being and Time. Questions of

speech and poetry undoubtedly play an important role throughout
Heidegger’s career, but even in this early period he tells us that speaking
‘is what basically constitutes humanDasein’ (GA19, 17–18). ‘Speaking’
here is his translation of theGreek legein, ‘to speak’, Sprechen. Speaking
is a way of human expression, indeed the way of human expression,
‘speaking about something, about the world’ (GA19, 17–18; see GA2,
161). Because this was such a commonplace, everyday, indeed funda-
mentalway of being, the human is defined by it, henceAristotle’s famous
definition of the human as the zoon ekhon logon (Politics, 1253a9; see
Nicomachean Ethics, 1098a3–5, 1139a5–6), the animal that has the
logos. For Heidegger, logos is thus ‘the fundamental determination
[Bestimmung] of the being of humans as such (GA18, 18).
Heidegger suggests that ‘logos gets translated (that is always
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interpreted) as reason, judgement, concept, definition, ground or
relationship [Vernunft, Urteil, Begriff, Definition, Grund, Verhältnis]’
(GA2, 32). Naturally, to try to render such a putatively polysemantic
word with a simple equivalent is problematic, and he recognises that
his suggestion of Rede, discourse or talk, is insufficient as a translation
unless we work through what it means. It is important to note that this
is not ‘language’, for which Heidegger tells us the Greeks had no word,
rather they ‘understood this phenomenon ‘‘in the first instance’’ as
Rede’ (GA2, 165; GA20, 365; GA21, 6; GA29/30, 441; GA54, 103).
Rather than laboriously detailing what is wrong with all the other
translations, Heidegger suggests that what we find in Rede is the way
in which what is being talked about is revealed through the talking,
either for the speaker or those listening to them (GA2, 32–3). In a
series of opaque comments, Heidegger then outlines how the other
ways of translating this term are all related, at base, to this sense of
logos as Rede.1 Leaving his readers somewhat at sea, Heidegger
contends that ‘this interpretation of ‘‘apophantical discourse’’ may
suffice to clarify the primary function of the logos’ (GA2, 34).
Apophantical is a straightforward rendering of the Greek apophansis,
and means ‘letting a being be seen from itself’, an assertion which
points to something, an indication, deriving from the verb aufzeigen,
to point out or show.2 Saying that ‘the hammer is too heavy’ does not
mean but rather discloses, and not just by way of a representation of
the hammer, but the very being itself. This is the very meaning of logos
to the ancients, as ‘the only clue for obtaining access to that which
properly is [zum eigentlich Seienden], and for defining the being of
such beings’ (GA2, 154, see 157, 159ff).
This is a dense and contentious set of claims. Logos is undoubtedly

related to the verb legein, but there is something singularly important
in Heidegger according this the fundamental meaning of discourse, of
speaking.3 In a more traditional reading, logos is reason, logic,
rationality. Heidegger argues that the theoretical sense of logos for
the Greeks was the proposition, apophantical logos, but this has been
taken by Western philosophy to be the only sense, leading to varieties
of propositional logic (GA19, 252–3; GA21, 153–4; GA29/30, 474).
There is more, for Heidegger, in that it is a peculiarly practical sense of
speech that is stressed, a sense that finds its ultimate outcome in what
speech does, of which rhetoric is a privileged form. This is why the
concentration on speaking, on language, is at the basis of Heidegger’s
rhetorical politics, because in the early 1920s, his determination of the
political is fundamentally grounded upon this distinction. This raises
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the question of what being-together politically is, a problem that this
chapter argues Heidegger fails to conceptualise adequately, and that
he later attempts to resolve in two essentially different ways, explored
in Chapters Two and Three respectively. Heidegger repeatedly notes
how the zoon ekhon logon is the Greek determination of the human
being which is, in this early period, explicitly equated with the zoon
politikon, commonly translated as the ‘political animal’. in other
words, as we shall see, the political is founded upon language.
Although he therefore wants to pursue the particular insight that

logos is speech, Heidegger’s interest in logic in a more traditional sense
is a continual one, finding expression in a number of key lecture
courses centred on the question, and in extensive discussions else-
where. Early in his career Heidegger had written on questions of logic,
such as the paper ‘Neuere Forschungen über Logik [New Research on
Logic]’ (1912) and his dissertation ‘Die Lehre vom Urteil in Psycho-
logismus: ein kritisch-positiver Beitrag zur Logik [The Lesson of
Judgment in Psychology: A Critical-Positive Contribution to Logic]’
(1913) (GA1, 17–43; 59–188). In 1915 he suggests that the work of
his Habilitationsschrift – a post-doctoral dissertation to allow him to
teach – on Duns Scotus (GA1, 189–412) has led to a future plan ‘of a
comprehensive presentation of medieval logic and psychology in the
light of modern phenomenology, partnered by a consideration of the
historical situation of individual medieval thinkers’ (GA16, 39).4

Although this was not undertaken, in his later career Heidegger is
particularly interested in questions of logic in their usual sense in
relation to Kant (GA21, GA25), Husserl (GA17, GA21) and Leibniz
(GA26).
Indeed, Being and Time, in its originally conceived plan, is not

unconcerned with the question of logic. While the references to ‘logic’
in a modern sense are few, the crucial course The Basic Problems
of Phenomenology, which is understood as ‘a new elaboration of
Division 3 of Part 1 of Being and Time’ (GA24, 1), contains a detailed
discussion of logic and its history within the tradition (GA24, 252–
320). Heidegger considers that Kant and Hegel brought logic back
into the central preoccupations of philosophy, without managing to
avoid its slip back into merely ‘academic logic’. In this course the
positions of Aristotle, Hobbes, John Stuart Mill and Hermann Lotze,
among others, are discussed, along with the more recent – at the time –
work of Emil Lask and Husserl.5 Similar themes had been discussed
in earlier lecture courses, notably 1919’s Phenomenology and
Transcendental Philosophy of Value (GA56/57). The discussions of
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logic in themselves need not delay us unduly here, but do need to be
read in a dual sense as part of Heidegger’s work on the destructuring
of the tradition; and as part of his retrieval of the ontological. The
explication of Kant’s use of logic in the Winter Semester 1927–28
course, for example, relates the different senses of logic found in the
Critique of Pure Reason to the Lectures on Logic, stressing particu-
larly transcendental logic, or ontological logic (GA25, 169–70).6

But even here he wants us to return to Aristotle, and the funda-
mental determinations of logos as speech he finds in De Anima and
elsewhere (GA25, 171). In this he finds substantial support in Kant’s
lectures, which give ‘a brief sketch of the history of logic, which shows
that in his view logic since Aristotle has not made a single step forward
and also does not need to’ (GA25, 180; see GA40, 143–4). While
traditional logic ‘gave the impression that everything had been put to
order’, Kant demonstrates this is not the case (GA25, 181). Even
Hegel’s Logic is described as ‘meant to give nothing but an ontology
worked out on the basis of a presumably radicalised Kantian position’
(GA25, 294).7 This is a book, suggests Heidegger, rather unfairly,
which ‘lives from the tables of others . . . simply assimilates and
reworks the one traditional form of logic’ (GA63, 45). An indication
of the limits of the tradition can be found right at the beginning of the
introduction to Being and Time, where Heidegger suggests that the
question of being is one which exercised Plato and Aristotle, but then
falls into disrepair down until Hegel’s Logic (GA2, 2).8 Indeed, in the
early Heidegger, it is Hegel – rather than, as later, Nietzsche – who is
‘the last great metaphysician in Western metaphysics’, and for whom
‘metaphysics coincides with logic as the science of reason’ (GA29/30,
420, see 508).9

In the course that followed, explicitly intended to deal with the
metaphysical groundings of Leibniz’s proposition that ‘nothing is
without reason’, Heidegger again makes a similar set of moves. He
begins by noting that while logic is an abbreviation of the Greek
logike, it is really an abbreviation of the episteme logike, the science or
knowledge [Wissenschaft] that deals with logos (GA26, 1; see GA21,
1). Something similar can be said of the Wissenschaft that deals with
phusis or that which deals with ethos, but while the former deals with
the world and the latter with humans, that which deals with logos is
the more fundamental, indeed it is a connection [Seinszusammenhang]
between the other two universals (GA21, 3). What is interesting is
that in a number of languages the science of something will later
be rendered from the root of logos itself – biology, theology,
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technology.10 Again he moves to Aristotle (GA26, 29–32), repeating
many of the points of previous semesters’ courses. More explicit here,
perhaps, is the sense that this is preliminary to the real or actual theme
of the course – the metaphysical foundations (GA26, 32–3).
Indeed, it seems that whenever Heidegger engages with the tradition

it is to serve his primary purpose of regaining the more originary sense
of logic he finds inhis readings ofAristotle (for exampleGA20, 115–16,
364–5; GA21, 25); or of outlining how the fallen sense of logic as
proposition emerged (for example, GA20, 344). Heidegger’s insistent
claim is that the problem of logic is today understood too narrowly,
and that the notion of logos is reduced to this narrow understanding.
Indeed, he claims that ‘philosophy, after Aristotle, no longer under-
stands the problem of genuine logic’, it has been reduced to formal,
academic logic (GA61, 20; see GA1, 17–43).11Despite this, Heidegger
wants to reclaim the original sense of logic (GA20, 2), a logic that
would not be an ontic logic, a school logic, but a hermeneutically
ontological logic, looking at the interaction of being, truth and
language (GA21, 12–19; GA18, 9). ‘Scholastic logic’ is a ‘form of
laziness . . . a fraud’ (GA21, 12). Logic for Heidegger was always a
logic of logic: ontology was the science of being, logos was the way of
access to the being of beings (GA19, 438; see 205, 529, 626 Supple-
ment 25; GA1, 288); logic was a science of the ways being was
addressed and articulated.12 The logos of the on – in other words,
ontology in its root form – means ‘the addressing [Ansprechen]
(legein) of beings as beings, yet at the same time it signifies that with
respect to which beings are addressed (legomenon)’ (GA9, 132/104;
see GA29/30, 521). In a marginal note added to a transcript of the
Plato’s Sophist course, Heidegger suggests that ‘logic’ comes ‘precisely
from onto-logy; the ‘‘logy’’ more original than logic’ (GA19, 438, n. 3).

Reading Aristotle

It is therefore clear that, as with so much else in his early career, it is
through a detailed engagement with Aristotle that Heidegger pursues
these claims concerning logic and ontology. Indeed, the publications
in the Gesamtausgabe have made it apparent just how much time he
spent on this topic, in lectures, seminars and intended publications.
For Heidegger, Aristotle deserves an honoured place in Greek thought
and even the entire Western philosophical tradition (GA18, 5).13

Initially beginning with a seminar exercise on De Anima in 1921,
the first full course was given in the Winter Semester 1921–22, and



22 Speaking Against Number

was entitled Phenomenological Interpretations: Initiation into
Phenomenological Research. This appeared in theUniversity catalogue
as ‘Phenomenological Interpretations (Aristotle)’ (GA61),14 and has
been published as Phenomenological Interpretations of Aristotle,
although more accurately this would be Phenomenological Interpre-
tations to [zu] Aristotle. Indeed it was a course that Heidegger always
referred to merely as ‘Introduction’ (see GA63, 47),15 intended to pave
the way for work on Aristotle, which came in huge detail in the
following semester’s course, as yet unpublished (Summer Semester
1922 – to appear as GA62).16 This was under the title of Phänome-
nologische Interpretationen ausgewählter Abhandlungen des Aristo-
teles zu Ontologie und Logik [Phenomenological Interpretations of
Various Treatises of Aristotle on Ontology and Logic]. The next
semester was one of the very few during which Heidegger did not
lecture, but he began a monumental seminar, continuing into the next
semester, while revising some of his notes towards a book he was
planning on writing on Aristotle. The introduction to this book, never
completed, but circulated for employment purposes, is the now
famous Phenomenological Interpretations to Aristotle: Indication
of the Hermeneutic Situation piece (PIA). Aristotle plays an important
role in the next two courses (GA63 and GA17), before the central
Grundbegriffe der aristotelischen Philosophie [Basic Concepts of
Aristotelian Philosophy] (GA18), and a major part of the Plato’s
Sophist course (GA19) is devoted to him. (We should also note a
further seminar on the Nicomachean Ethics in Summer Semester
1922, and one on Physics Book B in Winter Semester 1923–24, to
appear as GA83).17

A wealth of material, then, much of which will be analysed
throughout this chapter, and returned to in a different context in
Chapter Three. We can see the contours of his overall project very
clearly in the draft of the Aristotle book introduction. Heidegger
suggests that ‘the following investigations serve a history [Geschichte]
of ontology and logic’ (PIA, 7/111), the two categories of the course
due to appear as GA62. Aristotle provides the basis, the ground, for an
investigation into these crucial categories:

The problematic of philosophy has to do with the being of factical life. In
this regard, philosophy is principal ontology . . . The problematic of
philosophy has to do with the being of factical life in the how of its
being-claimed and being-interpreted at any particular time [im jeweiligen
Wie des Angesprochen- und Ausgelegtseins]. This means that philosophy,
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as the ontology of facticity, is at the same time the categorical interpreta-
tion of the claiming and interpreting; that is, logic.

Ontology and logic are to be brought back into the primordial unity of
the problematic of facticity and are to be understood as the expressions of
principal research; which can be described as the phenomenological
hermeneutics of facticity. (PIA, 29/121)

We can see here how the interpretation of logos as speech is crucial to
understanding the overall project of a hermeneutics of facticity, of
existence. This ‘translation’, then, is not merely a means of distancing
himself from the tradition, nor simply a gloss on Aristotle. Rather, it is
a rendering which goes to the very heart of his inquiry.

With this there is indicated the visual stance [Blickstand] which the
following interpretations, as phenomenological and as investigations into
the history of ontology and logic, will take. The idea of the phenomen-
ological hermeneutic of facticity includes within it the tasks of: formal and
material object-theory [Gegendstandslehre] and logic; the theory of
science [Wissenschaftslehre]; the ‘logic of philosophy’; the ‘logic of the
heart’; the logic of ‘pre-theoretical and practical’ thought; and it includes
these within itself, not as some unifying collective concept, but rather
according to its own effective force as the principal approach of the
philosophical problematic. (PIA, 31/122)18

One of the key reasons behind Heidegger’s concern with logos comes
in the context of a discussion of the root of phenomenology, his mode
of investigation. Heidegger wants to trace a history of these ‘two
originary words of Greek philosophy’, namely phainomenon and
logos (GA17, 1–2).19 The Greek notion of logos was understood,
he suggests, as ‘discourse’ about being. In this respect logic was
hermeneutics, not understood in its common usage, but in the parti-
cular sense Heidegger gives it both in the book introduction and in the
subtitle of one of his courses, Hermeneutics of Facticity (GA63).20

Hermeneutics indicates, therefore, ‘in connection with its original
meaning . . . a definite unity in the actualising of hermeneuein (of
communicating), i.e., of the interpreting of facticity in which facticity
is encountered, seen, grasped, and conceptualised’ (GA63, 14; see
GA2, 37).
Heidegger pursues this through readings of some works of Aristotle,

notably Peri Psuches, and Peri Hermeneias. Peri Psuches, sometimes
known by its Latin title De Anima, is usually translated as ‘On the
Soul’. But Heidegger cautions that this title is already misleading, if we
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simply stop here, because it fails to take into account the central
role of language, Sprache. Heidegger argues that ‘perception
[Wahrnehmung], thinking, and desiring [Wollen] are for Aristotle
not experiences [Erlebnisse]’. Accordingly, Peri Psuches ‘is not
psychology in the modern sense, but deals with the being of humans
(that is, of the living person [Lebendem] in general) in the world’
(GA17, 6; see GA19, 26–7).
It is the same with speaking, so we need to be equally careful in our

interpretation of the notion of logos. ‘Logos is phonetic [lautliches]
being, that means it is voice [Stimme]’ (GA17, 14). The classic place to
look for this is Peri Hermeneias (De interpretatione orOn Interpreta-
tion) Book 4, where Aristotle provides a definition of logos: ‘Logos de
esti phone semantike’ (16b26). A standard English translation has this
as ‘a sentence is significant speech’, although phone is more usually
voice or sound. Heidegger does not really translate this phrase, but
poses a number of questions: ‘The first question is now: What is
phone, then phone semantike, finally: what is logos?’ (GA17, 14; see
GA19, 18). For Aristotle, ‘the phone is a noise that pertains essentially
only to a living being’ (420b6–7); so while only animals can produce
voice, the phone semantike, that is the logos, is particular to humans.
Aristotle makes it clear in this classic definition that though all
sentences have this meaning, this semantike, this does not mean that
they are all propositions, that we could ascribe truth or falsehood to
them. In sum, all logos are semantikos, that is phone semantike, but
not all logos semantikos are apophanitikos: not all forms of signifying
speech are apophantical (GA29/30, 448–9). A request or a prayer, for
example, is a logos, but does not have a characteristic of either alethes
or pseudes, truth or falsehood (17a1–6). Heidegger adds questions,
instructions, requests or calling attention [Aufmerksammachen] to
this category – they are not ‘true or false’, so it makes no sense to call
them judgements. Whilst they may be aletheuein, a mode of being-
true, of uncovering, not all instances of logos are (GA17, 20; see
GA21, 129–30). Instead of seeing truth in terms of propositions, we
should see propositions in terms of truth.21 ‘Speaking is being with the
world, it is something originary and situated before judgement’
(GA17, 20–1).
Heidegger therefore suggests that Aristotle’s De interpretatione

‘deals with logos in terms of its basic accomplishment of uncovering
and making us familiar with beings’ (GA63, 10). Logos has a funda-
mental property of aletheuein, that is, ‘making what was previously
concealed, covered up, available as unconcealed, as there out in the
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open’ (GA63, 11). The Genesis of words is therefore not the physio-
logical being of humans, but their proper existence [eigentlichen
Existenz]. As long as the human is in the world, it has need of speech:
‘it speaks, insofar as the world is discovered as a matter of concern
[Besorgbares] for it and in the ‘‘for it’’ sees itself’ (GA17, 16). This
does not mean that the word is simply there like a work-tool
[Werkzeug], an organ [organon] (17a2), as, for example, the hand
is. Rather, ‘speech is the being and becoming [Werden] of humans
themselves’ (GA17, 16). Heidegger goes on to relate this to the
question of time, and our experience of this (GA17, 16–17).
Whilst we therefore have some sense of what logos is, this is a

mere Vormeinung, a pre-opinion. We still have no idea what the
concept of logos meant for the Greeks, in its natural state of Dasein.
Hellenism – that is, later Greek thought – has turned this into
linguistics and grammar, ‘a doctrinaire treatment and theory’
(GA17, 17; see GA29/30, 451). All modern language formulations
come from this, as indeed does the theory of knowledge and other
related issues, so that the question of how the Greeks lived in their
language is no longer asked. But, Heidegger suggests, ‘the Greeks lived
in their language in an excellent way, were lived by it; and they were
conscious of this’ [ausgezeichneten Weise in der Sprache und wurde
von ihr gelebt; und war ihm bewußt]. It is this understanding that
Heidegger claims is behind Aristotle’s observation that the being of
humans can be defined as logon ekhein, as having speech (Politics,
1253a9). This is grounded on ‘the responding and discussing ability of
the meeting of world and self, which requires no philosophy’ (GA17,
17–18; GA22, 310).
Because of this, Heidegger suggests that:

We should be wary of the concept of a ‘being endowed with reason’
insofar as it does not capture the decisive meaning of zoon logon ekhon. In
the paragon academic philosophy of the Greeks (Aristotle), logos never
means ‘reason’, but rather discourse, conversation [Rede, Gespräch] –
thus man is a being which has its world in the mode of something
addressed (GA63, 21–2).

This traditional definition has become that of animal rationale (GA63,
26; GA18, 13), which covers up the phenomenal basis for this
definition of ‘Dasein’ (GA2, 165). This means that though the Greeks
understood this in a fundamental way, the term has become something
entirely other:
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The position which looked at the human with the definition ‘animal
rationale’ as its guide saw them in the sphere of other Daseins [Dasei-
nenden] with them in the mode of life (plants, animals) and indeed as a
being which has language (logon ekhon), which addresses and discusses its
world – a world initially there for it in the dealings it goes about in its
praxis, its concern taken in a broad sense. The later definition ‘animal
rationale’, ‘rational animal’, which was indifferently understood simply in
terms of the literal sense of the words, covered up the intuition which was
the soil out of which this definition of human being originally arose
(GA63, 27–8).

In addition, in reading the term zoon ekhon logon, we should bear in
the mind that to say that the human is the animal or being which has
language is not to say that they merely possess it, but that they are, at
the same time possessed by it. As Aristotle notes in the Metaphysics,
having means both an activity of the haver and the thing had, and
a disposition or comportment (1022b4–14, see 1023a8–25; GA33,
151/129). Having is akin to holding, in the way that a fever has hold of
a man, or a tyrant has hold of a city (1023a10). The verb is, as Hatab
puts it, in between the haver and the thing had.22

Speaking [das Reden] is therefore not a characteristic [Eigenschaft]
like ‘having hair’, but ‘constitutes the specific existence [Existenz] of
humans’, because ‘the human is in the world in such a manner that this
being with the world is what it speaks about’ (GA17, 21). This is a
fundamental definition of being-human, a life in the possibility of
dealings [Umgänge] with pragmata, the world as a matter of concern
[besorgbaren], such that in its being it speaks. ‘The being is in its
praxis essentially characterised by speech’ (GA17, 21–2). Logos is a
possibility of human being, which brings it to the highest possibility of
its being, the eu zen (De Anima, 420b20). But this is no longer mere
logos, but dialektos, speaking with others, hermeneia (420b19),
moving toward an understanding with others (GA17, 21–2). Speaking
is therefore at one with the mode of hearing, listening. It should
therefore not be understood in isolation, but as part of an exchange,
what we might call a speech community (GA17, 28).23

In this last formulation we are getting ahead of ourselves, as this
notion is discussed in much greater detail in the following semester’s
course, and forms the basis of discussion in the next section of this
chapter. What has been clearly established is that for Heidegger, in his
reading of Aristotle, the human can be defined as that being that has
the logos, that has speech. Indeed, this is how the question of ‘logic’, in
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the sense of logos, is discussed in Being and Time. The second half of
the introduction, for example, is very closely concerned with this
originary sense of logos. From this position of having read Heidegger’s
early lecture courses, we can see just how much work is behind his
claim that ‘Dasein, the being of humans, is ‘‘defined’’ as the zoon
logon ekhon – as that living thing whose being is essentially deter-
mined by the potentiality for discourse [Redenkönnen]’ (GA2, 25).24

It is worth noting that the idea that the human is the zoon ekhon logon
is one of the two clues Heidegger notes are crucial to philosophical
anthropology – this one, which sees the human as ‘rational animal’,
and a theological one: ‘And God said, let us make man in our image,
after our likeness’ (Genesis I:26). In their traditional interpretations, as
Heidegger makes clear, neither the question of being, or what might be
actually meant by the claims is interrogated (GA2, 489).25 For
Heidegger, though, ‘legein is the clue for arriving at those structures
of being which belong to the entities we encounter in addressing
ourselves to anything or speaking about it’ (GA2, 25). What we also
find here is that Heidegger folds legein into noein, to think or to know
(GA2, 25–6, see 44). As he later makes clear, ‘knowing the world
(noein) – or rather addressing oneself to the ‘‘world’’ and discussing it
(logos) – thus functions as the primary mode of being-in-the-world,
even though being-in-the-world is not understood as such’ (GA2, 59).
It is difficult to see how this could be any more central to Heidegger’s
inquiry.

The Importance of Rhetoric

Three key political topics emerge from this set of concerns, all closely
related, and all found in Heidegger’s work on Aristotle from this
period. Although references will be made to other texts, the concen-
tration here is on what two courses can contribute to our under-
standing of these topics: rhetoric; political community or the issue of
Mitsein, being together; and the question of leadership. The first
course is Basic Concepts of Aristotelian Philosophy, or, as it is listed
in some places, Aristotle’s Rhetoric (GA18); the second is entitled
Plato’s Sophist (GA19). These two courses, together with their suc-
cessor course History of the Concept of Time (GA20), are from the
years 1924 to 1925, and, as Kisiel has shown, are the furnace from
which Being and Time was forged.26 But while large sections of
History of the Concept of Time – such as the analyses of worldhood,
being-in-the-world, everydayness, care and spatiality – are self-evidently
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very close to Being and Time, the relation of the other two courses is
more difficult to discern. What emerges from close reading is that
many of the keywords of Being and Time are actually Heidegger’s
renderings of terms in Aristotle’s thought.
As I will show in detail later in this chapter, it has long been

recognised that the Nicomachean Ethics is central here, but what we
find in Basic Concepts of Aristotelian Philosophy is that the Politics,
and most explicitly the Rhetoric, are also very important. Basic
Concepts of Aristotelian Philosophy, despite hiding behind a bland
title, is one of Heidegger’s most remarkable courses, not least because
it is explicitly political, perhaps beyond anything else Heidegger wrote
before 1933.27 As Heidegger confessed to Karl Löwith, this course,
which was originally slated to have been on Augustine, was changed
to this topic in order to have one final attempt at getting the Aristotle
book into print.28 But the question immediately arises as to why a
course devoted to Aristotle’s ‘basic concepts’ should accord the
Rhetoric such a privileged place, alongside more obvious texts such
as the Physics, Metaphysics, Politics and Nicomachean Ethics?
Aside from this course, there are but a few references to the

importance of the Rhetoric in Heidegger’s works. One of them comes
in Being and Time, where Heidegger suggests that ‘contrary to the
traditional orientation, where rhetoric is considered as something we
learn in school, Aristotle’s work must be taken as the first systematic
hermeneutic of the everyday character of being-with-another
[Miteinanderseins]’ (GA2, 138). In the Sophist course, he states that
Aristotle’s advantage over Plato is that by ‘penetrating through to the
proper structure of logos [he] made it possible to institute a genuine
investigation of logos itself. It likewise makes it possible for the logos
that is not theoretical, i.e. for speech that is not in service to diale-
gesthai, to receive a certain justification within the context of everyday
Dasein’. Speaking does not have to aim for aletheia, but pertains to
everyday Dasein: this is Aristotle’s ‘genuine discovery’ (GA19, 339).29

As he had suggested somewhat earlier in that course, ‘only on the basis
of a positive understanding of the phenomenon of legeinwithin life (as
can be found in the Rhetoric)’ did Aristotle really come to terms with
this phenomena (GA19, 199–200).30 In 1925 Heidegger suggests that
rhetoric is the first part of logic properly understood, that is, as speech
(GA20, 364).
The Hellenistic period and the early Middle Ages have demeaned

rhetoric to be a school-discipline, just as they have with logic. But
actually, for Aristotle, Heidegger suggests, ‘rhetoric is nothing other
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than the interpretation [Auslegung] of concrete Dasein, the
hermeneutic of Dasein itself’, indeed the discipline where this self-
interpretation explicitly takes place (GA18, 110; see GA20, 365). As
Scult notes, it is ‘the very concreteness of its focus that makes the
Rhetoric the perfect site for the realization of certain key aspects of
Aristotle’s ontology’.31 We can see this exhibited most explicitly in the
discussion of the emotions or passions at the beginning of Part Two of
the Rhetoric (1377b–1388b; see GA20, 393).32

The passage from Being and Time concerning the Rhetoric is
explicitly in relation to what Heidegger finds in Aristotle’s discussion
of pathe, as is the reference in the History of the Concept of Time
course, which, in both cases, later informs his discussions of fear
(GA2, 342; GA20, 393ff). It is indeed to Book II of the Rhetoric that
Heidegger devotes much attention in Basic Concepts, albeit with
productive detours through the Ethics, De Anima, Parts of Animals
and other texts (see, especially, GA18, 161–72, 179, 183, 246–61).
What Heidegger finds remarkable is that this interpretation of affects
– and he uses the German word Affekt here to translate pathe – is not
psychology, but is concerned with the moods created through rhetoric
and the moods that create rhetoric: ‘it is into such a mood and out
of such a mood that the orator speaks. He must understand the
possibilities of moods in order to rouse them and guide them aright’
(GA2, 138–9; see GA18, 122, 197). Mood here is the difficult term
Stimmung, which is also sometimes rendered as attunement, and is
analysed in Being and Time in relation to fear and angst, and in The
Fundamental Concepts of Metaphysics to boredom. Scult makes much
of this insight:

Thus, for Heidegger’s Aristotle, the situations in which we find ourselves,
which comprise the world in which we live, call us to live our particular
lives by imposing themselves upon us as highly charged emotional moods;
and we move about in the world, becoming ourselves, by articulating
responses to those moods that seem ‘appropriate’ in our life with others.33

Despite its central role, it is worth noting that the point of this course is
not explicitly to think about rhetoric, but to illuminate the basic
concepts of Aristotle’s philosophy, conceptually, listed as the thirty we
find discussed in theMetaphysics BookV (1012b–1025a; GA18, 3–4).
Many of these concepts were philosophically nuanced readings of
everyday Greek terms. Heidegger is concerned with precisely the same
kind of move. Except that goal is not the concepts in themselves, but
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their conceptuality, their Boden, literally their soil, that is their ground
or basis (GA18, 4). In other words the underlying structure, herme-
neutically, of Aristotle’s thought. The two most central for Heidegger
are the seventh and eighth, on and ousia. The first is being, the second
he glosses asDasein (GA18, 3; see 25). ‘Ousia is the expression as such
for the basic concept of Aristotelian philosophy’ (GA18, 22). In this
course, the means of access into the question is through the human as
the being possessing speech. As Kisiel summarises:

Hence, many themes that were given short shrift in BT [Being and Time],
according to critical readers, are dealt with in great detail in SS 1924:
animality, corporeality, the life of pleasure, Dasein both as consumer and
as producer; speech in its full amplitude of possibilities, authentic as well
as inauthentic, practical as well as theoretical; being-with as speaking to
one another toward communal ends, with special attention to the problem
of political rhetoric.34

Most important for our current purpose is the way the notion of
being-with-another, Miteinandersein, is understood as coming about
through speech, and the concomitant listener (GA18, 45–7, 123, 134).
In an important early passage of this course, Heidegger notes that all
speaking is a speaking about something, and a speaking to someone.
Language is something concrete: humans do not solely exist, but
constitute themselves through their speaking with others. ‘All speak-
ing is, especially for the Greeks, a speaking to one or with another,
with itself or to itself’ (GA18, 17). All ‘life is being-in-a-world, animal
and human are present [vorhanden] not beside another, but with
another [nicht neben anderen, sondern mit anderen]’. The difference is
that, for the human, they constitute each other mutually through
speech (GA18, 21). This is why the Greeks perceive the human as zoon
ekhon logon, not only philosophically, but in their concrete lives.
Language is a fundamental determination of human being-in-the-
world; it is what separates us from the animals’ way of being-in-
the-world (GA18, 17–18, 49).35A living being [ein Lebendes] is not to
be understood physiologically, but as one that has its proper existence
[eigentliches Dasein] in ‘conversation and in discourse’ (GA18, 108).
As an approximate contemporary (1924), and perhaps explicitly
German, translation of the zoon ekhon logon, Heidegger offers the
idea that ‘the human is a living being that reads the newspapers’
(GA18, 108).
Heidegger gives some time over to an analysis of animality and its
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being-in-the-world, and what distinguishes it from the humans’ way
of being-in-the-world (for example, GA18, 53–62). In doing so, a
whole range of the issues familiar to us from Being and Time begin to
emerge – care, everydayness, the one [das Man], to name the most
obvious. As was intimated earlier, these and other terms familiar from
Being and Time emerge through an engagement with Aristotle, not
just from the Nicomachean Ethics, but also the Politics and the
Rhetoric.
The crucial point about speech is the interpretation of concrete

Dasein: ‘That is for Aristotle the intended sense of rhetoric. Speaking
in the manner of speaking-in-discourse [Sprechens-in-der-Rede]: in the
people’s assembly [Volksversammlung]; before the court; celebratory
rhetoric [bei feierlichen Gelegenheiten]’. What is interesting for
Heidegger is that ‘these possibilities of speaking are definite
[exponierte] examples of ordinary speaking, how it speaks into Dasein
itself [wie es im Dasein selbst spricht]’ (GA18, 110). It is through
rhetorical activity, ‘everyday speech’, that human beings ‘show
themselves with the kind of access which genuinely belongs to them’
(GA2, 61).36 The Greeks therefore take their view of existence from
everyday life and not outside, and it is clear how Aristotle comes up
with his primary definition of the human as that being which has the
logos, understood as speech (GA18, 110). It is not something arbi-
trary, not an invention, but the essential character of Dasein, to be
speaking about something, logos ousias, speaking about beings,
Sprechenmit den Sachen selbst, speaking about the matters themselves
– that Husserlian motto for phenomenology (GA18, 109–10).
The examples Heidegger gives of rhetorical speech – in the assem-

bly, before the court and in praise of something – are Aristotle’s
examples: forms of public discourse that necessarily have political
issues.

1. The political speech aiming to lead a popular body, for Heidegger
the Volksversammlung, to resolve a decision – deliberative rheto-
ric, sumbouleutikon.

2. The judicial speech before a court of law – forensic rhetoric,
dikanikon, speech for the accused and the defendant.

3. The festive speech, display rhetoric, epideiktikon, a speech to praise
(see 1358b8–9; GA18, 125).

Deliberative rhetoric can be either exhortation or deterrence, to
persuade either for or against; forensic rhetoric can be prosecution
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or defence; display is either praise or denigration. Deliberative speak-
ers speak of such concerns as revenue, war and peace, the defence of
the realm, imports and exports and legislation (1359b–1360a). Each
of these kinds of rhetoric also has a temporal relation – to the future
for deliberative; to the past for forensic; to the present (and to an
extent the past) for display (see GA18, 125–6). They equally have
different objectives, advantage or harm; justice and injustice; nobility
and baseness (1358b). As Kisiel notes, all of these kinds of speech are
extremely politically charged in 1920s Germany – debates about the
November criminals of the Weimar Republic; Hitler’s famous speech
to the jury following the Munich Beer Hall Putsch; praise speeches
originally given to celebrate the victories in the Olympic games – but in
1924 are more relevant to the elegies to war heroes (of which
Heidegger would give some of his own later).37

Being Together Politically

For Aristotle, and Heidegger following him, ‘rhetoric is a kind of
offshoot of dialectic and the study of ethics, and is properly char-
acterised as political. It is therefore subsumed under the schema of
politics’ (Rhetoric, 1365a29–33). Rhetoric and, indeed, ethics are part
of the wider realm of politike (Ethics, 1094a11–12), which is why the
Nicomachean Ethics should be supplemented with the Politics, with
which it forms a continuous inquiry, and why the Rhetoric is a
thoroughly political text. Aristotle suggests that strategike, oikono-
mika and rhetorike – strategy, householding and rhetoric – are all
subordinate to politike (1094b3–4), and all have their ultimate end in
the good of man [agathon tanthropinon], which is the telos, the hou
heneka – the final cause, the ‘for the sake of’ – of politike (1094b7–8).
It would follow from all of this, that Heidegger’s view of the political is
founded upon speech, logos, based on this detailed reading of Aris-
totle’s Rhetoric. To live with one another in the polis is to be part of a
speech community, to possess and be possessed by language.

In the being of the human itself lies the fundamental possibility of being-in-
the-polis. In being-in-the-polisAristotle sees the proper [eigentlichte] life of
humans. Concerning this indication, he shows that the being of the human
is logon ekhein. In this determination lies summarised a whole peculiar
[eigentümliche], fundamental manner of the being of humans, charac-
terised as being-with-another [»Miteinandersein«], koinonia. This being,
that speaks with the world, is such, that is in the being-with-others
[Sein-mit-anderen]. (GA18, 46)
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The term so central to Being and Time, being-in-the-world, In-der-
Welt-sein, is here being-in-the-polis, In-der-polis-sein. It is notable that
Being and Time, thought to be so apolitical, and indeed mentioning
politics only rarely, carries forward so much of this analysis. But it
does so without the obvious use of terms such as community or society
– Gemeinschaft or Gesellschaft – both ways of rendering Aristotle’s
koinonia. (There is one key exception to this, as well as a revealing
aside in a lecture course on this topic, which are discussed below.)
Nor does Heidegger concern himself in Being and Time with the term
polis, or the misleading translation of this as ‘city’ or ‘state’, or the
combination ‘city-state’.38 Instead, the political aspects come through
in the notions of Mitsein, being-with, Mitdasein and Miteinandersein,
being-with-another.
Before we come to Being and Time, it is worth showing how

Heidegger pursues this issue in this course devoted to the analysis
of the Rhetoric. He does this by analysing the important passage from
the Politicswhere Aristotle describes the humans as the zoon politikon
(1253a7–18; GA18, 45–9). What distinguishes the human from other
animals that associate, such as bees, is that humans have logos, speech,
while animals only have phone, voice or sound. Whilst animals can
use voice to express pain or pleasure, speech is able to signify what
is useful and harmful or just and unjust as well. This indication
[Anzeige] is important. While animals have perception, aisthesis, in
relation to pain and pleasure, humans have aisthesis in relation to
good and bad, just and unjust. Animals and humans share something,
but it is the question of speech and this notion of a particular type of
judgement that sets them apart. ‘It is the sharing of a common view
[koinonia – association, i.e. being-with-another] in these matters that
makes an oikia [a household] and a polis’ (1253a9–17). Heidegger’s
paraphrasing translation of this sentence is important: ‘This being-
with-another in that way (i.e. the way they are in the world, that they
speak with you) forms the household and the polis’ (GA18, 47).
This importance is for a number of reasons. First, that Heidegger

blurs the actual distinction that Aristotle is making. For Aristotle it is
not just the speech that is important, but the kinds of things that it can
indicate – good and bad, just and unjust. For Heidegger the stress is on
the indication itself. Equally, although Heidegger translates agathon
and kakon as good and evil, dikaion and adikon become das Gehörige
und Ungehörige, which we might render as the ‘seemly’ and the
‘unseemly’. Politically this is important, as it is part of Heidegger’s
general suggestion that notions of justice are a Latinate invention.39
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Perhaps most importantly, and central to understanding later devel-
opments, association or community is given a definite ontological
status, rather than merely being a social phenomena.
Going beyond this one sentence, Heidegger stresses this Miteinan-

dersein as a fundamental character of human Dasein, not ‘in the sense
of being-put-additionally-to-each-other [Nebeneinandergestelltseins],
but in the sense of the being-speaking-with-another [Miteinander-
sprechendseins] in the manner of announcement, refutation and
argument [Mitteilung, Widerlegung, Auseinandersetzung – the latter
being literally a setting apart from another]’ (GA18, 47). It is not a
simple case of summing up an aggregate of humans, a mere addition
(GA20, 329), but the binding that comes through their shared lan-
guage exchange. Humans therefore do not solely exist, but constitute
themselves through their speaking with others, and it is through this
community of speaking and hearing that their being-with-another is
constituted. As Heidegger exhorts his students to keep in mind, ‘the
Greeks see existence as existence in the polis’ (GA19, 231; see GA18,
46, 56, 67, and so on). The zoon politikon is indeed the zoon ekhon
logon (GA18, 50, 56, 63–4, 134–5, and so on).40

The question of Mitsein in Being and Time is extremely compli-
cated, but crucial politically.41 Being-with is a mode of connection to
others, sometimes taking form as being-with objects or animals that
do not share our mode of being – a theme to be explored in detail
in Chapter Three – and sometimes as being-with other humans,
Mitdasein.42 More generally, this theme encompasses what we might
call community or society, or indeed any form of association, and as
we have seen the key is language. As Heidegger makes clear, while it is
true to say that the human can be understood as the being that talks,
‘this does not signify that the possibility of vocal utterance is peculiar
to them, but rather that they are the being which is such as to discover
the world and Dasein itself’ (GA2, 165). We have seen how the notion
of indication is important here.
In Chapter IV of Division I of Being and Time, Heidegger moves

from the analysis of being-in-the-world and its relation to what is
present-at-hand to two other structures which are ‘equiprimordial’ to
being-in-the-world, Mitsein and Mitdasein (GA2, 114). Dasein is in
each case mine, that is, it pertains to I myself. But just as we cannot
understand our being as something separate from the world, thereby
rather as being-in-the-world, so too can we not understand it without
a relation to others (GA2, 116; see GA20, 327; GA64, 113). These
others, it is stressed, are Dasein themselves in their being, and are
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therefore being-in-the-world in their exchange with us (GA2, 118). He
puts this succinctly in the The Concept of Time lecture: ‘Dasein is as
this being-in-the-world, also being-with-another, being with others
[Mit-einander-sein, mit Anderen sein]: having the same world there
with others, encountering one another, being with-another in the
mode of being-for-another [Für-einander-seins]’ (GA64, 113; see
GA2, 121). In this sense, the others are not something entirely separate
from us, ‘everyone else but me’, but rather those fromwhich we do not
distinguish ourselves (GA2, 118). Discourse is both about something,
and to someone. It is therefore both being-in-the-world and being-
with (GA20, 362).

By reason of this like-with [mithaften – literally ‘sticking-with’] being-in-
the-world, the world is always already the one that I share with others. The
world of Daseins is a with-world [Mitwelt]. Being-in is being-with others.
Their within-the-world being-in-themselves is Mitdasein. (GA2, 118)43

Heidegger insistently makes the point that we do not encounter others
as person-things [Persondinge] present-at-hand, but in their being-in-
the-world: ‘the other is encountered in their Mitdasein in the world’
(GA2, 120). Other humans [Mitmenschen] ‘join with us in constitut-
ing the world’ (GA24, 422). But it is important to recognise that
Mitsein is not something that occurs only when others are present, for
‘being-alone is a deficient mode of being-with’ (GA2, 120–1; see
GA20, 328–9; GA29/30, 300–1). It is only because Mitsein is an
essential structure of Dasein that Mitdasein with others is possible
(GA2, 121); ‘being-with others belongs to the being of Dasein, which
is an issue for it in its very being’ (GA2, 123).
From this, the well-known concept of ‘the one’ is introduced, a fall

from this ideal of being-together. Instead of each Dasein being itself,
this is taken away, and not by any specific other, nor by a particular
other, but by an entirely general, neuter, the one, or the they. ‘They’ do
things in this way, or ‘one’ does it that way. Our ownDasein is entirely
dissolved into this, as is that of the others themselves – we do things as
one does them, we do things as they do them. This is everydayness,
averageness – it leads to levelling down and distance (GA2, 126–7; see
GA20, 335ff). Something similar happens when Rede, that essential
characteristic of humans, the logos, becomes Gerede, idle talk or
chatter, which is the proper mode of the being of ‘the one’ (GA2, 169;
GA20, 373).44 Such modes of being are inauthentic, or perhaps better,
inappropriate [Uneigentlich] (GA2, 175–6).45
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It is worth noting, however, that this does not mean that we could
begin the analysis with others, rather than Dasein. It is, as Heidegger
carefully explains in a lecture course a couple of years after Being and
Time, only because of the implicit egoicity of Dasein that it can exist as
another for and with another Dasein. This is not an ontic statement
that suggests all humans act only in their own self-interest, but an
ontological statement that makes possible any kind of being-with-
others, be it selfless or selfish (GA26, 240). This course here offers
some quite detailed discussion of this problem (see also GA27,
especially 86–92, 137–48), perhaps in defence of criticisms of this
approach.46 What is worth remembering is that each other Dasein
comes from the same starting point, but that it is only through
abstracting from the particular and moving to the neutral abstract
that such analysis is possible at all. Heidegger notes elsewhere that
while his analysis inevitably presents such issues in sequence, they are
not derived from each other, but are rather co-original [miteinander
gleichursprünglich] (GA20, 332; see GA21, 223–4, 226; GA64, 24).
Indeed, Heidegger suggests that ‘the very fact that we can make the
I–you relationship into a problem at all indicates that we are trans-
cending each factual I and factual you and that we grasp the relation
as a relation of Dasein as such, that is we grasp the relationship in its
metaphysical neutrality and egoicity [Egoität]’. While this is, in itself,
defensible, he acknowledges the problem that arises: ‘there are socio-
logical, theological, political, biological, and ethical problems which
ascribe a prominence to the I–you relationship; yet the philosophical
problems are thereby concealed’ (GA26, 241). The issue is not some
particular, individual I-ness but the essence of mineness and selfhood
as such, which underlies not only each individual ‘I’, but which also
constitutes the essence of the ‘you’ (GA26, 242–3).

From Mitsein to Community

The highpoint of Heidegger’s work on Aristotle came in 1924.
Although he would return to him many times in his career, there is
never again the level of attention that we find in the Basic Concepts
course, which I have barely scratched the surface of, with its deep
excavation of Aristotle’s works. There are long discussions of passages
in the Ethics not treated elsewhere, of the Metaphysics and the
Physics. Reading both the student transcripts and the extant manu-
script, collected in different parts of GA18, gives a sense of what a
dynamic lecturer Heidegger was, elaborating and improvising around
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prescripted themes. There is an obvious rhetorical component to
Heidegger’s pedagogy. Had this been further developed into the
projected book on Aristotle, it would doubtless have been, as Kisiel
suggests, a ‘remarkable’ study: ‘From all indications, it would have
been even more difficult than BT, in view of the staggering depth,
detail, and density of this Greek–German dialogue with the original
texts of the Aristotelian opus, in a frenetic intensity that must have
overwhelmed the students of this course’.47

In terms of my own concentration here on the political elements
in Heidegger’s thought at this time, numerous issues arise which
are worth noting an although these might appear minor in 1924 or
1927 – in the Aristotle course or in Being and Time itself – they seem
to be initial hints of howHeidegger’s politics would develop in the late
1920s, and until the decision of 1933. It is, however, crucial to be
aware of the potential to over-interpret. Words such as Volk, Führer
and Entscheidung – people, leader and decision – scream off the page
to contemporary eyes, but were not so burdened with their later
connotations at this time. On the other hand, there is much that is
hidden. When Heidegger makes reference to the being that reads the
newspapers, for instance, we need to think of what would have been in
them in 1924 – the economic crisis, the occupation of the Ruhr, and
Weimar politics generally. It is therefore important to read Heidegger
contextually, looking forward while understanding the present
moment.48

It is equally worth noting that Heidegger would have straight-
forwardly denied the idea that these ontological analyses lead to any
particular political outcome. But it is never as simple as that. In the
History of the Concept of Time course, he offers a reason for why the
structures of community are not outlined in detail: a lack of time, and
a desire to concentrate on what is essential. Being-with-another is,
Heidegger reminds us, founded upon the earlier analyses of being-in,
that is, being-with-another is always in a world (GA20, 332–3).

This is the basis upon which this being-with-another, which can be
indifferent and unconscious to the individual, can develop the various
possibilities of community [Gemeinschaft] as well as of society
[Geschellschaft]. Naturally these higher structures and the ways they
are founded cannot be pursued here in greater detail. (GA20, 333)

What is revealing is both that Heidegger does not follow this limita-
tion, betraying particular political ideas through his ontological
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examination, and that the source on which he so explicitly draws –
Aristotle – was far from unconcerned with such issues.
An example of the latter, in the Basic Concepts course, is the

discussion of Aristotle’s claim in the Nicomachean Ethics
(1097b8ff) that self-sufficiency includes relations with ‘parents, chil-
dren and wife, friends and other citizens [politais], since the human is
by nature of the polis [phusei politikon o anthropos]’. We have both a
crucial determination of the human, and the particularity of its
relations. But, counters Aristotle, this can go too far: ‘a limit has to
be established in these relationships, for if the list be extended to one’s
ancestors and descendents and to the friends of friends, it will go on
for ever’. Heidegger asserts, therefore, that Miteinandersein has to be
limited: ‘Appropriate [eigentliche] being-with-another loses itself, if it
is an undisciplined or unruly with-all-humans [ein wildes Mit-allen-
Menschen]. It is only genuine [echtes] therefore if it has a determined
border [bestimmte Grenze] around it’ (GA18, 96–7).49 What is
important is that the limits drawn to a political community – both
actual and figurative – are clearly related to speech, they are linguis-
tically determined. Although anything but the most utopian cosmo-
politanism requires an exclusion to make the inclusion viable, this is in
no sense insignificant or neutral. As has been argued insistently, if not
always entirely convincingly, and as will be evaluated in Chapter Two,
Heidegger’s nationalism was based much more on language than race.
Another example of a political intrusion can be found in paragraph

74 of Being and Time, which, as various commentators have noted,
includes language close to conservative politics of the later Weimar
era.50 A striking passage is the following, which for Fritsche is ‘as
brilliant a summary of revolutionary rightist politics as one could wish
for’.51

But if fateful [schicksalhafte] Dasein exists essentially as being-in-the-
world in being-with with others [im Mitsein mit Anderen], its happening
[Geschehen] is a co-happening [Mitgeschehen] and is determinate for it as
a destiny [Geschick]. This is how we designate the occurrence [Geschehen]
of the community, of the people [der Gemeinschaft, des Volkes]. Destiny is
not something that puts itself together out of individual fates [Schicksalen],
any more than being-with-another can be conceived as the occurring
together of several subjects. Our fates have already been guided in
advance, in our being-with-another in the same world and in our reso-
luteness [Entschlossenheit] for definite possibilities. Only in communicat-
ing [Mitteilung] and in struggling [Kampf] does the power of destiny
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[Geschickes] become free. Dasein’s fateful destiny [schicksalhafte
Geschick] in and with its ‘generation’ goes to make up the full appropriate
[eigentliche] historicizing of Dasein. (GA2, 384–5)

There is clearly lots to say about this. Immediately important is the
well-known distinction that Heidegger draws betweenGeschichte and
Histoire – history as it actually happens, and as it is written, histor-
iography.52 The advantage of Geschichte, for Heidegger, is that it is
not dependent on Latinate roots, and links to a range of other related
words: to happen, destiny and fate, for example. Heidegger is sug-
gesting that Dasein exists as Mitsein, and that therefore its historical
orientation is equally a shared one, a Mitgeschehen. Where an
individual has a fate, Schicksal, the community has a destiny, a
Geschick, the prefix Ge- acting as an intensifier, a collector. But this
collective destiny is not a summation of lots of individual fates, just as
the community cannot be understood as a mere addition of indivi-
duals. Communication is one of the ways that this collective destiny
can be understood; the other is Kampf. Given that this collective is not
merely the neutral sounding ‘community’ but also the Volk, in other
words a community determined through the people, the struggle of the
people sounds like a premonition of political rhetoric to come. While
he does not yet use the term Volksgemeinschaft, this is not far away.
And crucially, the full nature of Dasein seems to be fulfilled only in this
generative move, something which will reach its consequence in later
texts where Heidegger talks of the Dasein of a Volk, a Dasein of a
collective.
The dangers of this move are already evident in the difficulties that

come from the orientation of such a collective. Rather than a kind of
self-direction, Heidegger talks of ‘the appropriate retrieval of a pos-
sibility of existence that has been – the possibility that Dasein may
choose its hero – is grounded existentially in anticipatory resoluteness’
(GA2, 385). Just who or what this hero might be is not made clear.
Equally, in the analysis of being-toward-death, Heidegger notes that
while another can deputise or stand-in for, or represent someone in
many instances, this is emphatically not the case in terms of death
(GA2, 239–40).53 Of course, one person can sacrifice themselves for
another, but they cannot die their death for them (GA2, 240, see 253).
My concern here is not with the idea of death, but with the very idea
that ‘one Dasein can be represented [Vertretbarkeit] by another’ at all.
Heidegger says this is ‘one of its possibilities of being in being-with-
another in the world’, and that this is indisputable (GA2, 239). Indeed,
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when Dasein is subsumed into the one, ‘any other can represent it’
(GA2, 126). Related to the word used as ‘representative’ in political
terms, such as Volksvertreter or Abgeordnete, political representation
is also a mode of someone standing in for, replacing or deputising.54

This raises the question of leadership.
This issue is broached in the 1924 course on Aristotle, when

Heidegger makes a brief digression into Plato’s Gorgias. In the
passage under consideration, Gorgias suggests that rhetoric is ‘a cause
of freedom to humans in general, but also of dominion to people in
their polis’ (452d7–9). In response to a further prompt from Socrates,
he defines this as the ‘ability to convince by means of speech a jury in a
court of justice, statesmen [politikos] in their Chamber, voters at a
meeting of the Assembly, and any other gathering of citizens whatever
it may be’ (452e1–5). Socrates suggests that this means that ‘rhetoric
is productive of conviction’. The Greek for this phrase is ‘peithous
demiourgos estin he rhetorike’ (453a2–3). In a clarifying gloss
Heidegger suggests that ‘the rhetor is the one that has the proper
power [die eigentliche Macht] over Dasein . . . Proficiency in speech
[Redenkönnen] is that possibility to have proper rule [eigentliche
Herrschaft] of the self over the convictions of the people [der
Menschen], of how they are with-another [miteinander]’ (GA18,
108). This over-valorisation of the speaker over those hearing is
important in a political context. The hearing ability, the capacity
to hear [Hörenkonnen], is continually stressed by Heidegger (see, for
example, GA18, 104).
Concrete being-with-another therefore depends on the listener

(GA18, 123), but there are more worrying political implications in
this ideal of a to-and-fro exchange of listening and speaking. Listening
is hearkening, that is, obeying, deriving from the Latin oboedire,
which is to give ear, bearing more relation to audire, to hear, than
dicere, to speak. In a sense, then, Heidegger’s community of speakers
is a community of listeners, with the speech reserved to a few, and
the listeners in a position of obeisance. Similarly charged political
possibilities emerge on re-reading Being and Time §34 in the light of
this lecture course (GA2, 160–6).

Hearing is constitutive for discourse [Rede]. And just as linguistic utter-
ance is based on discourse, so is acoustic perception on hearing. Listening
to . . . is Dasein’s existential way of being-open as being-with for others
[Offensein des Daseins als Mitsein für den Anderen]. Indeed, hearing
constitutes the primary and proper way in which Dasein is open for its
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ownmost potentiality-for-being [eigenstes Seinkönnen] – as in hearing
the voice of the friend whom every Dasein carries with it. Dasein
hears, because it understands. As an understanding being-in-the-world
with others, Dasein is ‘in thrall’ to Mitdasein and to itself; and in this
thraldom it ‘belongs’ to these. Being-with develops in listening-to-another
[Aufeinander-hören] which can be done in several possible ways: follow-
ing, going-along-with, and the privative modes of not-hearing, resisting,
defying and turning away. (GA2, 163, the ellipsis is Heidegger’s)55

There are some real issues here. In the first few sentences, Heidegger is
rehearsing much of what is implied in the earlier reading of Aristotle.
But hearing now takes on a role of constituting the possibility of each
Dasein’s being, and that this may come from ‘the voice of the friend’,
who, like the hero, is undefined. But the most remarkable sentence
follows this. In the above passage I have largely followed the transla-
tion by Macquarrie and Robinson and left it without any of the
German. The German reads:

Als verstehendes In-der-Welt-sein mit den Anderen ist es dem Mitdasein
und ihm selbst »hörig« und in dieser Hörigkeit zugehörig.

Hören, hearing, is the root of the words Heidegger is playing with
here. Macquarrie and Robinson offer ‘in thrall’, ‘thraldom’ and
‘belongs’ for hörig, Hörigkeit and zugehörig; Stambaugh offers the
far-too-neutral ‘listens to’, ‘listening’ and ‘belongs’. Thrall is good,
indeed quite possibly the best translation for general purposes, given
the relation between it and enthral – literally to be held captive by, but
now often used to describe the mood produced by a particularly
riveting speech. A thrall is someone who is in bondage to another, a
slave or a serf. Thraldom is the state of being in thrall. Implied in this
passage is that Dasein is heavily embedded in Mitdasein, dependent,
submissive, even – pushing the point to its limit – enslaved. It is also
notable that the ways of listening that follow are first and foremost
those of acquiescence and obedience – following a lead, or going-with,
Mitgehens – and modes that might be characterised as part of an
exchange – challenging, disagreeing, answering or responding – are
instead the privative modes of ‘not-hearing, resisting, defying and
turning away’.
Although the key issues emerge from this passage in the light of the

1924 course, this passage of Being and Time is one of those carried
forward almost word-for-word from the 1925 course, History of the
Concept of Time. But there are some important differences.
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Mitsein is not being-present-at-hand also among other humans; as being-
in-the-world it means at the same time being ‘in thrall [hörig]’ to others,
that is ‘heeding’ and ‘obeying’ them, listening [hören] or not listening.
Mitsein has the structure of belonging [die Struktur derZu(ge)hörigkeit] to
the other, and it is only by virtue of this primary belonging that there is
something like separation, group formation, development of society, and
the like [Absonderung, Gruppenbildung, Ausbildung von Geschellschaft
und der gleichen] (GA20, 367).

Heidegger goes on to talk about modes of compliance and non-
compliance, but what is particularly notable is threefold. First, ‘that
is ‘‘heeding’’ and ‘‘obeying’’ them’ finds no parallel in the German,
but is the translator Kisiel’s editorial intrusion, a helpful gloss on the
meaning.56 Second, that Zu(ge)hörigkeit is a structure of Mitsein.
Third, the suggestion that the presumably secondary characteristics of
groups or society follow from this primary mode of connection. This is
not said in Being and Time, and it is worth noting that the earlier
discussion of secondary modes of community and society also comes
from this lecture course (see above, and GA20, 333). Equally, in both
the course and Being and Time itself, Heidegger claims that ‘it is on the
basis of such a capacity to hear [Hörenkönnens] . . . that there is
something like hearkening [Horchen] (GA2, 164; see GA20, 367).57

Phronesis and Leadership

That the book on Aristotle was abandoned means that Heidegger left
almost all of this work unpublished, and many of the passages in
Being and Time are obscure without the supporting architecture of his
interpretation of the Greeks. Crucial in the story of the abandonment
is, as Kisiel has shown, the turn to the explicit theorising of time. Basic
Concepts of Aristotelian Philosophy was delivered in the Summer
Semester of 1924: on 25 July of that year, to the Marburg Theological
Society, Heidegger delivered the lecture ‘The Concept of Time’ (GA64,
107–25). Instead of the projected book on Aristotle, we now have the
beginning of the process that leads to Being and Time itself.
Being and Time, in its originally projected form of two parts and

six divisions, was to contain one division on Aristotle, and Aristotle
plays an important role within the book as actually published. The
planned division was to treat ‘Aristotle’s essay on time, as providing a
way of discriminating the phenomenal basis and the limits of ancient
ontology’ (GA2, 40). This question receives quite detailed treatment in
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The Basic Problems of Phenomenology (GA24, 327–88). That said,
it is not so much in the explicit material on Aristotle that the debt
is felt in Being and Time, but that Being and Time, in the actually
existing version of the first two divisions, owes much of its terminol-
ogy to Aristotle. This much should be clear from the preceding
analysis. What is even more remarkable, it seems to me, is that the
very structure of Being and Time as published is grounded on an
Aristotelian distinction.58

The key to understanding this can be found in the aforementioned
Plato’s Sophist course, delivered in 1924–25.59 Originally, this was to
have been a course devoted to two Platonic dialogues including the
Philebus, although only the Sophist was actually considered in depth,
in part because as a prelude Heidegger provides an extensive discus-
sion of Nicomachean Ethics, Book VI (GA19, 21–188). This should
not merely be seen as a continuation of the interest in Aristotle, but as
part of the process of creating the architectonic of Being and Time. In
the course, he makes a great deal of Aristotle’s distinction between
poiesis and praxis, making and doing, and the intellectual virtues that
apply to them – tekhne and phronesis.60 It is instructive to read Being
and Time as concerned with the tekhne of poiesis in the first three
chapters of Division I; and the remainder of this Division and Division
II as concerned with the phronesis of praxis.61 The analysis of Zeug,
equipment such as hammers, in the first few chapters of Being and
Time is of Vorhandensein, things occurring in the world, and their
relation to each other which he termsMitvorhandensein. But it is clear
that these are ‘beings whose kind of being is not of the character of
Dasein’ (GA2, 54, see 66–7, 114). Although Heidegger notes that the
Greek term for ‘thing’, pragma, is that which pertains to praxis (GA2,
68), it is in relation to the second, the phronesis of praxis, that
Heidegger suggests that the basic constitution of human Dasein,
human existence, in its comportment to other beings which share
its way of being, is speaking. It is in speaking about something, about
something in the world, that it expresses itself. In other words, this is a
distinction between our everyday dealing with equipment in the
world, and insight into our actions. In the former we deal with things
which do not share our way of being, objects, tools, and so on, in the
Umwelt, the surrounding world or environment; in the latter we deal
with beings that share our way of being, other humans, in theMitwelt,
the with-world or shared world (GA19, 386).62

In order to fully clarify the distinction between tekhne and poiesis,
and phronesis and praxis, the remainder of this chapter deals with
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Heidegger’s detailed reading of theNicomachean Ethics, Book VI, the
book on the so-called intellectual virtues [aretas dianoias],63 in order
to demonstrate how the distinction functions in this course, to high-
light how this distinction works in Being and Time, and to bring out
some further explicitly political issues. The key one here, important in
the issues arising from the discussion of Mitsein above, and here
explicitly related to the crucial notion of phronesis, is the question of
leadership.
Heidegger’s aim in the reading of the Ethics, which is supplemented

by discussion of other Aristotelian texts, notably Metaphysics and
Physics, is to come to an understanding of sophia in order to read the
Sophist dialogue. One of the key distinctions drawn in the Nicoma-
chean Ethics is between tekhne, episteme, phronesis, sophia and nous
– the five ways the mind arrives at truth [aletheuein] (1139b16–17).
These would usually be translated as art or skill; scientific knowledge;
practical wisdom or prudence; philosophic wisdom; and intellect.
Whilst all these ways of leading to truth [aletheia] are connected to
logos, with the exception of nous they are also meta logou, that is to
say, they are with it, modes of it. Dianoien – literally ‘noien through’,
or the intellect as a process from/to – is the general term for these
aletheuein, which means they are all also related to nous.
Aristotle first distinguishes these parts of the mind on the basis of

their object – things that could be otherwise, or things that could not.
Science, episteme, works on the invariable, it works without need for
deliberation [bouleuesthai]; equally, there is a deliberative calculating
part of the mind [logistikon] which works on what is variable
(1139a10–15). Episteme has as its realm that which is necessary,
which is without qualification, everlasting.
Next, Aristotle suggests that praxis does not equal poiesis: action or

doing is different from production or making. They are so different
that there is no overlap at all, neither is even part of the other. This
leads him to a crucial distinction between tekhne, which is related to
poiesis (and is concerned with things that can be otherwise), and
phronesis, which is related to praxis (also concerned with things that
can be otherwise). Tekhne is an intellectual virtue concerned with
making. Indeed, tekhne can be defined as being identical with logou
alethous poietike – a mode of logos aiming for truth concerned with
production (1140a10–11). Phronesis, for its part, therefore involves
deliberating well, to promote a good end, telos, but which is outside
the ambit of skill, tekhne. Somebody who uses phronesis does not just
act for good health or good strength, but for the good life as a whole.
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Phronesis therefore does not equal episteme – otherwise there would
be no need for deliberation – nor tekhne, because it is concerned with
action rather than production, praxis not poiesis (1140a33–b3).
There is something crucial here: in making, in production, poiesis,

the end, the telos, is other than the process, whereas for praxis, doing
well, eupraxia, is itself the telos. Phronesis is therefore alethe meta
logou praktiken – a quality of logos seeking truth, practical, and
concerned with the good for humans (1140b5–6, 20–2). ‘Phronesis is
therefore a arete [virtue] but not a tekhne’, it is excellence of opinion,
doxa, because ‘both doxa and phronesis are concerned with what is
variable’. But it is not purely contemplative, because of its decisive
relation to praxis (1140b24–30). Phronesis, then, is linked to logos,
aletheia, praxis, agathon and humans. Little wonder, therefore, that
Heidegger found it so interesting.
Episteme, which is thinking about things which are universal and

necessary, must work with principles, which have to be taught, and
learned. But the first principle, the ground of what else is demon-
strable, cannot be an object of episteme. First principles themselves are
not demonstrable. But neither can they be an object of tekhne or
phronesis, because a first principle cannot be otherwise, and both
tekhne and phronesis are concerned with what can be otherwise. And
nor can these first principles be the realm of sophia, as this uses
demonstration. First principles, arkhon, are therefore the concern of
nous, intellect (1139b31–3, 1140b31–1141a). Aristotle has therefore
separated apart the five ways the mind arrives at truth – tekhne,
episteme, phronesis, sophia and nous.
The distinction between sophia and phronesis is particularly im-

portant for our purpose here, because of the way the tradition has
tended to devalue phronesis in favour of sophia (see, for example,
GA19, 60), and also because of the political interpretations of these
terms. Aristotle suggests that the question of health or goodness will
differ between men and fish, whereas the definition of what is white or
straight will not. Therefore sophia is the same, whereas phronesis is
different (1141a22–5). By this he means that phronesis is something
particular, that is, particular to humans. It is concerned with human
affairs, those things we can deliberate about (1141b9–10). It follows
from this that sophia cannot be related to politike, because sophia is
not supposed to be particular, and politike is particular to humans
(1141a29–30). Therefore, whilst sophia is episteme coupled with nous
(1141a19, b3–5), phronesis is something rather different and does
have a crucial relation to politike. Phronesis is not merely concerned
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with universals, but also with particulars, because of its essential
relation to praxis (1141b15–17). Now comes the crucial passage in
Aristotle in relation to the role of phronesis and its political implica-
tions:

And since phronesis is practical [e de phronesis praktike], one needs both
kinds of knowledge [that is, the universal kind of phronesis and the
particular kind], but especially the particular kind. Here too [that is, in
relation to the particular kind of phronesis] there must be some architec-
tonic, some master science [eie d’an tis kai entautha arkhitektonike],
(1141b22–3)

Whilst Heidegger suggests that the above quotation from Aristotle is
part of Chapter 8, most editions of the Nicomachean Ethics have it in
Chapter 7, as the final lines of that chapter.64 What is interesting is
that the next passage that Heidegger cites from Aristotle is about
halfway through Chapter 8, some twenty lines or so later. Before I
carry on with Aristotle’s text, providing a reading of what Heidegger
skips over, I want to reflect on a few points from Heidegger’s reading.
What I have just said, though indebted to Heidegger, is largely straight
Aristotle.
Tekhne, episteme, phronesis, sophia and nous – what we above

called the five ways the mind arrives at truth (1139b16–17) – are for
Heidegger the five ways human Dasein discloses being in affirmation
or denial [Zu- und Absprechen]. He renders them as ‘know-how (in
taking care [Besorgen], manipulating, producing); science; circum-
spection (insight) [Umsicht – Einsicht]; understanding; and perceptual
discernment’ (GA19, 21; see GA22, 311–2). That there are four that
are meta logou means that there could not be any tekhne, episteme,
phronesis or sophia that would not also be a speaking [Sprechen]
(GA19, 22). This does not mean that speech is arbitrary, an annex to
these modes of aletheuein [truth-making], but that it lies at their very
heart (GA19, 27).
Heidegger then works slowly and carefully through Aristotle’s

writing, almost line by line. He looks at the way that the initial split
between epistemonikon and logistikon, and the latter’s link to bou-
leuesthai (which he translates as umsichtige Betrachten [circumspec-
tive consideration] rather than just deliberation [Überlungen] (GA19,
28)) plays out in the book. He analyses the distinction between poiesis
and praxis, and their relation to tekhne and phronesis. This is the
distinction that will be elaborated in Being and Time. For Heidegger,
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following Aristotle, the zoe, that is the life, of the human is praktike
meta logou (see 1098a3ff), that is, it is a form of action which is
grounded upon speech. (We should note here that Heidegger regularly
translates zoe, life or animality, as Dasein. As he suggests most
explicitly later, ‘the object of phronesis is praxis, the zoe of the
human, human Dasein itself’ [GA19, 143, see 626, Supplement 25].)
Equally, human zoe is praxis kai aletheia (see 1139a18), characterised
by praxis and aletheia, action and ‘the uncoveredness of Dasein itself
as well as of the beings to which Dasein relates in its actions . . . Every
comportment of Dasein is thus determined as praxis kai aletheia’
(GA19, 39).65

We noted above that in making, in production, poiesis, the end, the
telos, is other than the process. The object of tekhne is the poieton,
the ergon – a finished product. It is for the sake of something, for
someone, other than the process itself. Heidegger’s illustration is
strikingly simple. A shoe is made for wearing by some person. While
it is being fabricated the product is the object of the tekhne, but when
finished it is something separate from it, it escapes the dominion of the
tekhne, because it becomes an object for its proper use. The cobbler
delivers up the shoes, and their telos is separated from the process;
tekhne is orientated toward beings only as they are in the process of
becoming (1140a10; GA19, 41–2; see GA2, 70). Crucially, the telos
escapes tekhne, so the telos is peras, beyond tekhne (Metaphysics,
1022a4). Even the arkhe is in a certain sense peras (1022a12), so telos
and arkhe are, for tekhne, peras – a fundamental deficiency in the
aletheuein which characterises tekhne (GA19, 44).
Heidegger’s reading of phronesis is particularly important and

through its decisive relation to praxis, far more than mere theory,
or just knowledge. Indeed, this separation of phronesis from episteme
and sophia – through the notion of praxis – is crucial. For Heidegger,

In the delimitation against episteme, phronesis emerges as doxa, and in the
delimitation against tekhne, as arete. That constitutes the tight cohesion of
Chapter 5 of Book VI of the Nicomachean Ethics, where Aristotle carries
out the analysis of phronesis. (GA19, 48)

We should remember that Heidegger translates phronesis as Umsicht
or Einsicht, circumspection or insight, or indeed as die umsichtige
Einsicht, circumspective insight – a clear stress on the visual, the
seeing (GA19, 47). As noted above, he uses umsichtige Betrachten
[circumspective consideration] to translate bouleuesthai (GA19, 28).
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It is regrettable that the notion of ‘theory’, itself so tied to the Greek
theorein, a kind of seeing, has become so polluted and used up (GA19,
62–3). It is also essential to recognise that, in Heidegger’s reading,
phronesis is directly related to Dasein. This is because Dasein is both
the arkhe of the deliberation of phronesis, and its telos. The telos is not
something outside and beyond Dasein, as it is with tekhne, rather
it is the human itself, anthropos. This is because in poiesis, the aim
is to produce something, whereas this is not the case with praxis
(GA19, 51).
It is worth saying a bit more about this analysis of telos. Whilst the

object of tekhne is the ergon, a finished product, a for the sake of
something for someone, other than the process itself, this is not the
case with phronesis. In phronesis, the telos is the deliberation as it
relates to the deliberator themselves. ‘The aletheuein of phronesis
therefore contains a referential direction to the aletheuon themselves’.
As we noted above in reading Aristotle, this is not merely for the sake
of health or strength, but with regard to well-being as a whole – in
Heidegger’s language, not a particular regard of Dasein, but the being
of Dasein as a whole, eu zen, the right and proper way to be Dasein
(GA19, 48–9).

The telos of phronesis is hence not para, over and against the being of the
deliberation itself, as is the case with the ergon of tekhne. Rather in the
case of phronesis, the object of the deliberation is zoe itself; the telos has
the same ontological character as phronesis . . . ‘In the case of poiesis, the
telos is something other; but this does not hold for praxis: eupraxia is itself
the telos’ [1140b6ff]. In the case of phronesis, the prakton is of the same
character of being as the aletheuein itself. And here, presumably, the telos
is in fact disclosed and preserved; for it is the being of the deliberator
themselves (GA19, 49).

Phronesis is therefore the intellectual vision that discerns praxis,
seeing both its telos and arkhe (1143b10–14). The telos in phronesis
is the anthropos itself; the arkhe of phronesis is Dasein itself. What
phronesis deliberates about is not what brings praxis to an end, the
result or consequence is not what constitutes a being of an action, but
the eu, the how [das Wie], the good constitutes the being of an action.
This is the eu of the eupraxia (GA19, 50–1). Somewhat later in the
course, in an analysis of the Metaphysics, Heidegger adds a supple-
ment to this. The notion of virtue, agathon, often misunderstood as
‘value’, is rather:
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A determination of the being of beings: it applies to those beings which are
determined by a telos. Insofar as a being reaches its telos and is complete, it
is as it is meant to be, eu. The agathon has at first no relation to praxis at
all; instead, it is a determination of beings insofar as they are finished,
com-plete. A being that always is does not at all first need to be produced;
it is always already constantly there as finished . . . If we take the agathon
as value [Wert], then this is all nonsense (GA19, 123–4).

In one of the very few references to the political in the Aristotle part of
the course in question, Heidegger suggests that

Phronesis is supposed to render Dasein transparent in the accomplishment
of those actions which lead man to the eu zen [the good life]. If, accord-
ingly, phronesis is the gravest and most decisive knowledge [Erkenntnis],
then that science which moves within the field of phronesis will be the
highest. And insofar as no man is alone, insofar as people are together
[miteinander], politike (Nic. Eth. VI, 7, 1141a21) is the highest science
[Wissenschaft]. Accordingly, politike episteme is proper [eigentliche]
sophia, and the politikos is the true philosophos; that is the conception
of Plato. (GA19, 135–6)

Importantly, though, Heidegger contests this progression precisely
at the point where phronesis is collapsed into sophia, or where
Erkenntnis becomes Wissenschaft, knowledge science (GA19, 136).
As we noted above, Aristotle suggests that sophia cannot be related to
politike, because sophia is too general to just apply to humans, and
politike is particular to humans (1141a29–30). What is revealing is
that Heidegger is using Aristotle to challenge the ideas of Plato
concerning the relation between politics and philosophy. This theme
will be picked up in Chapter Two. Arendt notes in this context that
‘Aristotle, with the great example of Plato still vividly in view, has
already strongly advised philosophers against dreaming of the philo-
sopher-king who would rule ta ton anthropon pragmata, the realm of
human affairs’.66

We should note here that before the Platonic shift that he contests,
Heidegger introduces the term miteinander: ‘And insofar as no man
is alone, insofar as people are with-another [miteinander], politike
(Nic. Eth. VI, 7, 1141a21) is the highest science [Wissenschaft]’
(GA19, 135–6). This is crucial because, as we shall see, this notion
of being-together broadens the sense of phronesis to encompass
politike, although Heidegger does not make this explicit. The closest
he comes is in a remark in the draft introduction to the book on
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Aristotle, where he translates phronesis as ‘fürsorgende Umsicht ’
(PIA, 45/129). This is ambiguous and problematic. We are clearly
looking here at a kind of circumspection that is concerned, and in a
literal sense concerned for. However, fürsorgende can also mean
thoughtful, and this ambiguity may be important to Heidegger’s
intention.67 Whilst die Fürsorge usually means welfare or social
security, the translators of Being and Time chose ‘solicitude’ (GA2,
121–2).68 Although this is not made obvious here, it would appear
that it is concerned with both personal and interpersonal well-being,
and that phronesis is insight into this.
To return to the main thrust of the argument, it is because phronesis

is connected to praxis – and not just as some kind of addition, but
essentially and at every stage – that it is a different form of aletheuein
to sophia (GA19, 138). Crucially,

Phronesis is not a exis meta logou monon (Nic. Eth., VI, 5, 1140b28), it is
not a mere discussing [Durchsprechen] that proceeds for its own sake, but
instead, already in every word, in every saying it utters, it speaks of the
prakton and for the sake of the prakton . . . ‘Phronesis must have both’:
aletheuein and praxis, ‘or, rather, the latter still more’ [1141b21–2].
Phronesis dwells in praxis still more than in logos. What is decisive in
phronesis is praxis. In phronesis, the praxis is arkhe and telos. In foresight
[Vorblick] toward a determinate action, phronesis is carried out, and in
the action itself comes to its end. (GA19, 139)

All of this insight and the political implications that follow from it can,
I believe, be focused in one particular passage, a gloss on lines
1141b22–3 of the Nicomachean Ethics, which reads: eie d’an tis
kai entautha arkhitektonike. A standard English translation is ‘there
must be somemaster science’, although, preserving the difficulty of the
key term, I prefer ‘there must be some architectonic’. Heidegger’s
commentary on this passage is both extremely elliptic and politically
very revealing. It is revealing in part because it must stand in, in his
interpretation, for the twenty lines he skips over. While the reading
of the Rhetoric in the previous semester illuminates some of it, there
are a number of issues which require careful unpacking and detailed
exegesis.

And also here within the praktike there may exist a certain order of
connection [ein gewisser Ordnungszusammenhang], a leading and a
guiding [eine Führung und Leitung]. Insofar as the anthropos is the zoon
politikon, praxis is to be understood as being as being-with-another [als
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Sein imMiteinandersein]; and insofar as this is the telos, phronesis is of the
character [von der Art] of the politike.

Praxis is thus decisive [das Entscheidende] for phronesis. This gives rise
to an essential distinction between phronesis and episteme, one which
concerns the genesis of phronesis and episteme. Aristotle shows this in
Chapter 9. (GA19, 140)

As the editor notes, ‘Heidegger did not elaborate further’ (GA19, 140,
n. 4).
Following the careful distinctions elaborated in Heidegger’s reading

of the earlier parts of Book VI, some of these formulations can become
clear. Here, and then later in this chapter, I offer a reading of the
passage line by line.

And also here within the praktike there may exist a certain order of
connection [ein gewisser Ordnungszusammenhang], a leading and a
guiding [eine Führung und Leitung].

This is Heidegger’s paraphrasing translation of the line from the
Ethics (1141b22–3). Praktike here is the practical form of phronesis,
and the problematic term arkhitektonike is translated as Ordnungs-
zusammenhang, an order of connection. This is glossed with ‘a leading
and a guiding’, which is unclear.

Insofar as the anthropos is the zoon politikon . . .

Zoon politikon has to be understood in a more fundamental sense
than merely ‘political animal’. It is more rightly understood as the
being of humans in the polis (GA19, 577), but it is also clear that this
needs to be understood in the light of the suggestion that the anthro-
pos is also the zoon ekhon logon. What distinguishes the human from
animals is logos. And, of course, this means that speech, and not
reason, is crucial. The human is not the animal rationale, but a being
that has language, a being-in-the-world which addresses and discusses
its world, through its praxis. Therefore

. . . praxis is to be understood as being as being-with-another [als Sein im
Miteinandersein] . . .

Praxis, action or doing, is always an orientation towards others.
Humans do not solely exist, but constitute themselves through their
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speaking with others. This is the crucial distinction between poiesis
and praxis, and their relation to tekhne and phronesis; our everyday
dealing with equipment in the world, and insight into our actions. In
the former we deal with things which do not share our way of being,
objects, tools, and so on, in the Umwelt, the environment; in the latter
we deal with beings that share our way of being, other humans, in the
Mitwelt, the with-world. What characterises the former is concern,
Besorgen (Heidegger’s translation of tekhne at GA19, 21); the latter is
Fürsorge (see GA2, 121).

. . . and insofar as this is the telos, phronesis is of the character [von der
Art] of the politike . . .

We should note that telos, for both praxis and phronesis, is not
separate from the process. In making, in production, poiesis, the telos,
is other than the process, whereas for praxis doing well, eupraxia, is
itself the telos (see Politics, 1325b14–20; and GA27, 274–5). Indeed,
the telos for phronesis is the human Dasein, the zen itself. Phronesis,
unlike sophia, is particular to humans, and therefore, because the
anthropos is the zoon politikon, phronesis is related to politike.

Praxis is thus decisive [das Entscheidende] for phronesis. This gives rise
to an essential distinction between phronesis and episteme, one which
concerns the genesis of phronesis and episteme. Aristotle shows this in
Chapter 9.

This is now the most straightforward part of the passage. The
distinction between phronesis and episteme is the crucial point of
much of Heidegger’s discussion, and is based on the importance of the
notion of praxis. Praxis, in opposition to tekhne, is oriented toward
other Dasein, rather than equipment. It is action rather than produc-
tion. While both praxis and tekhne are concerned with things that can
be otherwise, episteme is concerned with the invariable. To a certain
extent, then, we would be justified in saying that it was not that
Heidegger ‘did not elaborate further’, but that he was summarising
what had come before. That said, there is something significant
missing in his reading, which is revealing in terms of his political
action.69

The line of Aristotle that Heidegger is summarising is ‘here too there
must be some architectonic’. This architectonic, this master science,
is what Heidegger suggests is ‘an order of connection, a leading and
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guiding’. But this architectonic is clearly politike – both because, as
Rackham suggests, it is the next thing considered,70 and also because
right at the start of the Ethics Aristotle discusses the architectonic,
and explicitly states that it is politike (1094a14–15, 28–9). In 1926,
Heidegger examines the discussion of the architectonic in the
Metaphysics (1013a10–14) and suggests that it can be understood
as moving what is moved, changing what is changed, that is, as
‘leading, guiding, directing, ruling over [Führung, Leitung, Direktion,
Herrschaft über]’. This is both for ‘kings and tyrants, and also
for some sciences in rank [Wissenschaften im Rang] over others’
(GA22, 34). We are equally told that the whole study of the Ethics
is of politike (1094a11–12).71

At the point where Heidegger skips over the first lines of Chapter 8,
Aristotle introduces some crucial distinctions. Here is the passage
Heidegger is in effect summarising:

Politike and phronesis are in practice the same quality, though the words
do not mean the same. There are two sides to phronesis as regards the
polis, the directing kind [arkhitektonike] is legislative [nomothetike], while
that concerned with particulars is politike, which properly belongs to
both. That concerned with particulars is praktike and deliberative, since a
decree is to be acted on, as the last thing reached in deliberation. This is
why it is only people exhibiting this kind of phronesis who are said to
participate in politics: they are the only ones who practice politics in the
way that craftsmen work [kheirotekhnia]. Phronesis is also thought of
especially in terms of that form concerned with oneself, the individual, it
has the name phronesis, which properly is common to the various kinds,
namely household management [oikonomia], legislation [nomosthesia]
and politike, the latter being divided into deliberative and judicial arts
[bouleutike e de dikastike] (1141b24–34).

There are therefore a number of subdivisions proposed. Whilst
phronesis and tekhne are opposed – because of the opposition
between praxis and poiesis – to practice politics is like the work of
the craftsman [kheirotekhnia]. There is clearly an opposition sug-
gested here between kheirotekhnia and arkhitektonike – the former
is the practical side, the latter the directing abstractive. Although
Aristotle makes it clear that both sides of this in relation to politics
are politike, it is common for only the former to be seen as politics.
Politike is therefore identical with e peri polin phronesis, the phronesis
that concerns the polis. But the relation of phronesis to the polis
must be understood in two ways – the arkhitektonike, which is
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nomosthesia, and the one that is akin to kheirotekhnia which is
politike in the narrow sense. Politike also has a narrow sense and
a wider sense. Politike is both the arkhitektonike, which is nomothe-
tike, concerned with laws, and concerned with particulars [politike].
This narrow sense of politike is further divided into deliberative arts
[bouleutike] and judicial arts [dikastike], concerned with justice. This
can be schematised as:

Phronesis

Self (autos) Household (oikia) Polis
Phronesis Oikonomia Politike

Nomothetike Politike

Legislation (Praktike)

(arkhitektonike) (Kheirotekhnia)

Deliberative Arts Judicial Arts

Bouleutike Dikastike

Nicomachean Ethics, 1141b24–34

Phronesis is not simply concerned with the self [autos], but with the
oikia and the polis too. Phronesis is the name common to all three, but
also to the narrow sense. Phronesis, oikonomia and politike are three
kinds of phronesis in this wider sense.72 Whilst concern for the self is
one form of phronesis, it is very different from other kinds, and there
is, unsurprisingly, a resistance to phronesis being used over others.
But, and this seems crucial, personal well-being is not possible without
oikonomia and politeia, that is, without household management
and a constitution (1142a9–10). Ultimately, of course, because the
anthropos is a zoon politikon, and as the Eudemian Ethics also makes
clear a oikonomikon zoon (1242a23–4), these forms of phronesis are
superior, in that the narrow form is only possible with the others. The
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human, as Aristotle suggests, is not a solitary but a communal animal
[koinonikon anthropos zoon] (1242a24–6).
However, Heidegger narrows his interest in phronesis to simply the

concern for the self, something which is shown by the way he some-
times translates phronesis. In a recollection of these lectures, Gadamer
talks of how Heidegger was able to liberate Aristotle ‘so profoundly
and strikingly from the sedimentations of the scholastic tradition and
from the lamentably distorted image of Aristotle contained in the
criticism of the time’. Gadamer particularly recalls the analysis of
phronesis, the distinction of this concept from knowledge [Wissen]
and doxa, belief, and the discussion of the concluding lines of Chapter
5 of Book VI: ‘lethe men tes toiautes hexeos estin, phroneseos d’ouk
estin’ (1140b29). This is usually translated as something along the
lines of ‘but phronesis is not something which can be forgotten’.
Gadamer remembers: ‘Wewere unsure of this sentence and completely
unfamiliar with the Greek concepts; as we groped for an interpreta-
tion, he declared brusquely, ‘‘That is the conscience! [Gewissen]’’ ’.73

This phrase in question proves, for Aristotle, that phronesis is not a
purely intellectual quality, but has a decisive relation to action, praxis.
Purely intellectual qualities can be forgotten, but phronesis cannot.
Heidegger underscores this by noting the Greek words involved. What
I experience, notice or have learned can be forgotten – in other
words, aletheuein is subject to lethe: ‘what is disclosed can sink
back into concealment’. (As Heidegger continually insists, the alpha
in aletheuein is an alpha-privative – see, for example, GA19, 15.)
Now, because the ‘ability to become forgotten is a specific possibility
of the aletheuein which has the character of theorein’, aletheuein in
this sense has the proper [eigentümlichen] character of fallenness
[Verfallens]. But, whilst we can experience or notice or learn things
a second time, this is not the case with phronesis, which is ‘in each case
new’. ‘Hence there is no lethe in relation to phronesis . . . there is no
possibility of falling into forgetting [nicht die Verfallensmöglichkeit
des Vergessens]’ (GA19, 55–6). Here, then, is the passage Gadamer is
remembering:

Certainly the explication which Aristotle gives here is very meagre. But it is
nevertheless clear from the context that we would not be going too far in
our interpretation by saying that Aristotle has here come across the
phenomenon of conscience [Phänomen des Gewissens]. Phronesis is
nothing other than conscience set into motion [Bewegung], making an
action transparent. Conscience cannot be forgotten. But it is quite possible
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that what is disclosed by conscience can be distorted and allowed to be
ineffective through hedoun and lupe, through the passions [Leidenschaften].
Conscience always announces itself. Hence because phronesis does not
possess the possibility of lethe, it is not a mode of aletheuein which one
could call theoretical knowledge. (GA19, 56)

This is an astonishing passage, ripe with future potential and revealing
not just in terms of this course, but also for Being and Time. This is
because the term phronesis – seemingly so important – does not
appear anywhere in Being and Time.74 Sometimes it is rendered as
the understanding of circumspection [Umsicht] (see, for example,
GA2, 73–6, 79–83, 102–8, 351–64), but it is also behind the notion
of the conscience [Gewissen].75 It first appears in the introduction to
the second division, where we are told that conscience demands
‘a genuinely existential interpretation’, which ‘leads to the insight
[Einsicht] that a proper potentiality-for-being [eigentliches Seinkönnen]
of Dasein lies in wanting-to have-a-conscience [Gewissen-haben-
wollen]’ (GA2, 234, see 270).76

This insight is developed at length in the second chapter of this
division, which looks especially at this potentiality-for-being, and the
notion of resoluteness [Entschlossenheit]. It talks about the retrieval of
being-one’s-self from being lost in the one, something it must find, and
the ‘voice of conscience [Stimme des Gewissens] is an indication of this
(GA2, 268). The analysis here, for Heidegger, is not about describing
or classifying experiences of conscience, nor putting forward a bio-
logical explanation, but an ontological analysis. Conscience in this
sense is understood as a call [Ruf], a mode of discourse; the call of
conscience [Gewissenruf] is an appeal [Anrufs], an appeal to its
potentiality-for-being-its-self. Crucially, in relation to the exchange
of speaking and listening, call and response, analysed earlier in the
chapter, ‘to the call of conscience there corresponds a possible hearing’
(GA2, 269, see 271–2). The reason the conscience is important is that
its call ‘reaches the one-self [Man-selbst – i.e. the alienated form] of
concernful Mitsein with others’ (GA2, 272), but because the appeal is
only to the self, one’s own self, ‘the one collapses’ (GA2, 273);
‘conscience summons Dasein’s self from its lostness in the one’
(GA2, 274).
It is easy to misunderstand this, thinking that the call is from

another, and that it is somehow external. Although the call does
not come from someone else, it comes both ‘from me and yet from
beyond me’, and so rather than assigning a definite pronoun to the
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call, es ruft, ‘it calls’ (GA2, 276), in the sense of es gibt, il y a, ‘there is’,
like the idea that ‘it is raining’. Difficult though this undoubtedly is,
and it becomes more so when the notion of guilt is introduced, there
are a couple of points worth drawing from it. First, that ‘the call of
conscience – that is, conscience itself – has its ontological possibility
in the fact that Dasein, in the very basis of its being, is care’ (GA2,
277–8). Second, that the conscience is in each case mine, and therefore
not the voice of the one, or a public, shared, conscience (GA2, 278).
Heidegger, therefore, is concerned with phronesis simply in relation

to the self, in terms of its practical side, and this arkhitektonike is
therefore neglected, except for the brief passage I am concerned with
here. In a later course on Aristotle’sMetaphysics, Heidegger notes that
‘besides ethical-practical behaviour, phronesis also signifies the self-
sensing of human beings’ (GA33, 126–7/107–8; see GA28, 360), and
it is clear this is what really interests him. Heidegger, because of his
intent of rescuing a particular sense of phronesis, neglects its crucial
political, that is communal, and as we shall see, ethical dimensions, in
favour of a personal and ontological approach. What realm, then,
does the person using phronesis, the phronimos, speak to? It cannot be
merely the individual Dasein, the area of conscience, but in these
lectures at least, it is unclear how this might speak to the wider realms
of oikia or the polis. And yet, as Heidegger later notes, the opening up
of such issues is absolutely crucial.
Heidegger continues, talking about how Aristotle argues that

phronesis is not something like mathematics, which can be learned
by the young, but which requires experience, khronos, time
(1142a10–16). The knowledge of particulars, rather than just the
universal, requires experience rather than just abstract thinking.
Mathematics is an abstraction, and phronesis is not like episteme.
Phronesis therefore corresponds to nous, because neither are ascer-
tainable through episteme, the one being concerned with particulars,
the other with first principles (1142a16–23; GA19, 140–1).
But again Heidegger neglects some of the crucial points. Aristotle

links the notion of deliberation [bouleuesthai], and particularly good
deliberation [euboulias], to phronesis. Like phronesis, euboulias is not
episteme because it involves deliberation over what is variable; it is
not mere guesswork because it involves logos and khronos; nor is it
merely doxa (1142a32–b7). Deliberative excellence is that which leads
to the desired telos – either a general or specific telos (1142b30–2).
‘It is characteristic of man with phronesis to deliberate well, and
deliberative excellence is correctness with regard to the telos, of which
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phronesis is the true conception [alethes hupolepsis]’ (1142b33–5). In
the final chapters of this book, Aristotle pursues this line. ‘Phronesis
is concerned with acts which are just [dikaia], noble [kala] and
good [agatha] for humans, but these are characteristic of the good
person, and we are no more able to do them through knowing about
them, since the virtues are permanent qualities’ (1143b22–4, see
1099a24–31). It follows from this that ‘one cannot have phronesis
without being good’ (1144b36–7). Socrates was therefore wrong to
think that all virtues were phronesis, but correct that they all involve it
(1144b17–21). In summary, then, ‘we cannot be really good without
phronesis, or have phronesis without virtue of character [ethikes
aretes]’ (1144b31–4); phronesis and aretes are both required for
the telos (1145a5–7).
Heidegger does makes it clear that he recognises the importance of

the good, the eu (for example, GA19, 148–9), and recognises the
moral dimension:

Only someone who is already agathos can be phronimos. The possibility
of the aletheuein of phronesis is bound up with the proviso that the one
who carries it out is himself, in his being, already agathos. Thus there
appears, from this side as well, a peculiar appurtenance of phronimos to
praxis. There pertains to praxis not only, as we have seen in the point of
departure of our reflection, a certain orientation and leading [Orientierung
und Führung]; it is not enough for praxis to be guided by circumspection
[geleitet durch die Umsicht], the sight of phronesis. For it is clear that this
sight, the anticipation of the agathon, as the mode of carrying out the
disclosure, is only possible in an agathos. Phronesis is nothing if it is not
carried out in praxis, and praxis as such is determined by arete, by the
prakton as agathon. Merely possessing the telos of an action, merely
having phronesis at our disposal, does not yet make us praktikoteroi; we
are not therefore led to act morally [sittlich] if we are not already good . . .
The mere having of the orientation and guidance [Orientierung und
Leitung] does not place us on the level of being which properly corre-
sponds to the meaning of aletheuein. Insofar as phronesis, with regard to
the possibility of its correct execution, depends on being carried out by an
agathos, it is not itself autonomous [eigenständig]. Thereby the priority of
phronesis is shaken, although phronesis does indeed relate to human
Dasein. (GA19, 166–7)

But although this moral dimension is allowed to surface, it is quite
quickly buried again. Heidegger insists that the discussion is at a
purely ontological level (GA19, 168). The problem is how can
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phronesis be both inferior to sophia, and the guiding principle to
human behaviour, ruling and giving orders? (1144b33–7). ‘Phronesis
guides and leads [leitet und führt] all human acting, but it is still
dependent on something else, namely the action itself’ (GA19, 170).
This is not the case with sophia, which does not have a goal in the
same sense. Heidegger examines Aristotle’s example to make this
clear: using phronesis is like using medicine or medical knowledge to
cure, to restore a state of health; but sophia is akin to health itself, it
does not have a goal because it is itself the state (GA19, 171; see
1144a3–6; Rhetoric 1355b15–17). This is accordingly the highest
state, to be what one always already is.
This discussion is useful, because it gives us insight into the impor-

tance of the ordering, leading and guiding that Heidegger mentions in
the key passage under consideration, which until this point has re-
mained obscure. We found these terms in the first line of the passage.

And also here within the praktike there may exist a certain order of
connection [ein gewisser Ordnungszusammenhang], a leading and a
guiding [eine Führung und Leitung].

The arkhitektonike is the Ordnungszusammenhang, and as an arkhi-
tektonike this is eine Führung und Leitung, a leading and guiding. But,
as the discussion has made clear, praxis is guided and led by phronesis,
because phronesis grasps the telos from the very outset. However, and
this is the point that I believe Heidegger is largely glossing over, it is
not enough for praxis to be guided by the insight of phronesis if one is
not already agathos. That is, phronesis is nothing if it is not carried out
in praxis, and praxis as such is determined by arete, by the prakton as
agathon. In other words, it is not just that phronesis is decisive for
praxis, but that praxis is decisive for phronesis.

Insofar as the anthropos is the zoon politikon, praxis is to be understood
as being as being-with-another; and insofar as this is the telos, phronesis is
of the character of the politike.

But, as I have suggested, Heidegger narrows his interest in phronesis –
at least in this course’s reading of the Ethics – to simply the concern for
the individual Dasein, what can be understood as conscience. He is
content to look at phronesis in terms of its practical side, rather than
the universal, and therefore this arkhitektonike is largely neglected.
Heidegger’s analysis of the Nicomachean Ethics has taken until

page 188 of the German text, 129 of the English translation. It is, as
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Kisiel notes, the most thoroughgoing exegesis ofNicomachean Ethics,
Book VI, we can ever expect from Heidegger, because it ‘is virtually
exhaustive’.77 Virtually, but not quite; because the ethical dimensions,
and the political issues that do not fit, are to an extent excluded, or
covered over. Heidegger essentially neglects the crucial political,
communal and ethical aspects of phronesis in favour of a personal
and ontological approach.78 But the ways in which he opens up
Aristotle’s text is enormously productive both for our understanding
of Aristotle and Heidegger’s Being and Time, and indeed for the role
of Aristotle in Being and Time.79

Despite the interest in Heidegger’s politics, the early Heidegger, the
Heidegger that predates Being and Time, is still often seen as apoli-
tical, uninvolved, uncommitted.80 The stripping of the ethical from the
analysis of phronesis, however, seems to be a major issue in the politics
of the early Heidegger, and is at the very heart of his later political
action. Although he contests the Platonic understanding he would
later embrace, arguably he lays himself open to the problem he later
encountered. Without some ethical element, on what basis do we
distinguish guiding from leading? The question of the phronimos is
the question of leading, what leads. As he wrote as early as 1921,
philosophy should not concern itself with ‘propheticism and the allure
of a leader [Führerallüren]’, although it is clear that ‘people today are
writing about the leader-problem! [Führerproblem]’ (GA61, 70).
While the later resonance of the term Führer is not yet present, the
concern with leadership is certainly notable, though here Heidegger
clearly distances himself from later developments.
This is the reason, given the stress the later Heidegger gives to

language as, most fundamentally, the ‘house of being’, that under-
standing the source of Heidegger’s meditation on language is impor-
tant. Heidegger’s reading of logos as speech helps us to understand
Aristotle’s parallel definitions of the human as the zoon ekhon logon
and the zoon politikon, as well as the rhetorical politics of Heidegger
himself. Heidegger opens up, but fails to adequately treat, the question
of being-together politically. Chapters Two and Three will show what
are, in effect, two different answers to this fundamental problem.
When read with a view of the political as founded upon speech, logos,
Rede, the Rectorial Address he gave in 1933, the Rektoratsrede, can
be seen in a new light. His reading of Aristotle in the early 1920s,
therefore, shows both the hermeneutic skill he brought to bear on
ancient texts, but in the lacunae and glosses we see initial hints of his
fateful political decision.
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Two – Against: Polemical Politics

‘The Inner Truth . . .’

The issues that arise from the reading of Aristotle outlined in the
previous chapter play out in a number of ways. On the one hand there
is a continuity, where Heidegger stresses the idea of the human as the
being with the logos, with language (for example, GA29/30, 442–3;
GA31, 54; GA32, 91; GA33, 125/106; GA34, 198), and discusses the
fallen sense of modern logic (such as GA32, 109, 149–50; GA36/37,
69–77, 103; GA40, 142). On the other, we find a continual effort to
rethink and problematise earlier discussions, such as the argument
that because legein means lesen, to glean, ‘to harvest or gather
[zusammenlesen, sammeln], to add one to the other, to include and
connect [mitrechnen] one with the other’, the primary meaning of
logos is ‘relation [Beziehung]’ or ‘relationship [Verhältnis]’ rather than
discourse (GA33, 5/2–3, 121/103; see GA34, 198; GA40, 95). This is
both a partial rejection of the claim in Being and Time that Verhältnis
is a misleading translation of logos (GA2, 32), but also builds into the
claim that logos is rule or law, ‘the ruling structure, the gathering of
those beings related among themselves’ (GA33, 121/103).
This is an important hint of the link between the mode of connec-

tion of humans in community, through language, and the calculative
politics – through the notion of mitrechnen – to be discussed in
Chapter Three. For if one thing is clear from the early discussions
of these topics, it is that the failure to think through what being-
together politically might mean leaves a substantial void at the heart of
Heidegger’s thinking. If political community is understood not as an
exchange of equals but as one where leaders and rhetors hold sway,
then a critique of democracy cannot be far behind;1 if the bounds of
that community are not set by geographical constraint but through
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linguistic determination, then an exclusionary internal politics and/or
expansive foreign policy is not likely to be opposed. While it is
instructive to see these issues in the political activism of Heidegger,
it is ultimately more illuminating – and indeed damning – to see them
at the very heart of his thought.
The end of the 1920s will be taken here as a decisive political and

philosophical moment. I am cautious about the danger of too strongly
emphasising changes in Heidegger’s work, and wish to banish entirely
the idea of a Kehre in his thought, which has exercised many
commentators. Nonetheless, it does seem that the period around
1929–30 is important.2 This is certainly not to say that there are
no continuities: in terms of the lecture courses, for example, there is
certainly one with studies of Aristotle (GA33), Kant (GA31) and
Hegel (GA32). Equally, in the extensive course The Fundamental
Concepts of Metaphysics, delivered over the Winter Semester of
1929–30, there is a detailed reading of Aristotle’s work on the
propositional statement (GA29/30, 441ff), which makes use of several
earlier insights in a detailed codification of his ideas. But in this course
there are also issues that should alert us to changes going on in
Heidegger’s thinking – both a sustained attempt at rethinking the
problem of world (a theme more generally discussed in Chapter
Three), and, in the analysis of the fundamental attunement of bore-
dom, a deep sense of cultural and political malaise: ‘everywhere there
are upheavals [Erschütterungen], crises, catastrophes, emergencies:
today’s social misery, political chaos, the impotence of science, the
hollowing out [Aushöhlung] of art, the groundlessness [Bodenlosig-
keit] of philosophy, the weakness [Unkraft] of religion. Certainly there
are emergencies everywhere’ (GA29/30, 243).
If there is a political sense that emerges around this time, it seems

important to recognise that one of the crucial elements in this story is
not merely Heidegger’s references to people like Oswald Spengler,
Ludwig Klages and Leopold Ziegler, but his relation to Plato, rather
than Aristotle.3 Although Plato is treated in detail in of some of his
early lecture courses – most obviously Plato’s Sophist – Aristotle
continually outweighs him. Not only was Aristotle the focus of much
more work, including the prospect of a book on him, but Being and
Time is a much more Aristotelian work. In addition, as Chapter One
has discussed, the political pronouncements of the mid-1920s come
in the context of a detailed engagement with the Nicomachean
Ethics, the Politics, and, most especially, the Rhetoric. Nevertheless,
Heidegger’s explicit political career can be much more obviously
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understood through Plato, and this is most clearly philosophical in a
recurrent theme that begins to be asserted in a new form again and
again: the essence of truth.
Heidegger gave a lecture with this title as early as 24May 1926, but

it seems this was very close to material in the 1925–26 course on logic
in Kant (GA21), which has an only initial sense of this material, and
indications suggest that the first recognisable form of the lecture was
given on 14 July 1930 in Karlsruhe; in Bremen in October; and in
Marburg and Freiburg in December. ‘The Essence of Truth’ became
an essay, reworked throughout the 1930s, including a 1932 lecture in
Dresden, and which was finally published in 1943 (GA9, 177–202/
136–54).4 The essay ‘Plato’s Doctrine of Truth’ (GA9, 203–38/155–
82) also dates from this period and shares a number of themes. These
essays and occasional lectures draw extensively on two lecture
courses: The Essence of Human Freedom from the summer of
1930 (GA31), and The Essence of Truth from the winter semester
1931–32 (GA34). The Essence of Human Freedom shares common
themes with other courses, particularly on Kant, although here the
treatment is both of the Critique of Pure Reason and the second
critique, the Critique of Practical Reason. But it is in The Essence of
Truth, repeated in the winter of 1933–34 in a much more explicitly
political form, that some crucial themes emerge. For here, above all,
we find Heidegger engaging with Plato’s Republic.
Heidegger’s concern with truth is long-standing, and, as Chapter

One demonstrated, runs through his engagement with Aristotle. Truth
is the subject of the crucial section 44 in Being and Time, which
concludes the first division (GA2, 212–31), but this is a discussion that
does not engage with Plato. Even the course on ancient philosophy
discusses Plato only briefly in relation to truth (GA22, 102–6). But
what is crucial about this discussion is that it treats the myth of the
cave in the Republic, which becomes the central focus of his discus-
sions over some following courses (for example, GA24, 402–5; GA28,
347–61). Heidegger is making the claim that there is an important
distinction between the truth of a being, that is its unconcealment, and
the truth of an assertion about a being, the second being dependent
on the first (GA27, 104; see GA2, 261). It is in the 1929 course
Einführung in das Akademische Studium [Introduction to Academic
Studies] that Heidegger provides the first sustained reading of the
myth, although only a partial transcript is published (GA28, 351–61).
The myth of the cave, and more broadly this question of truth, is a
crucial issue for Heidegger, both philosophically and politically.
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Philosophically it is important, because Heidegger suggests that the
incomplete nature of the project of Being and Time could be under-
stood through his inability to reverse the move of the genitive implied
in the title ‘The Essence of Truth’, to allow an examination of the
question of the truth of essence. There was intended to be a lecture
with that second title, and the failure of that was, Heidegger suggests,
outlined in the ‘Letter on Humanism’ (GA9, 201/154, 327–8/250). It
is in this period, then, that Being and Time moves from being a work
he still hoped to finish to being one that he realised was going to
remain incomplete, as he turned to more historical work again (see
GA66, 422). In Chapter Three there will be intensive discussion of the
manuscript that has been hailed as his second major work, Contribu-
tions to Philosophy, the Beiträge zur Philosophie. There are conflict-
ing reports here. According to another manuscript, Besinnung, plans
for the Beiträge were underway by early 1932, that is, before the
Rectorship (GA66, 424),5 possibly developed during Heidegger’s
sabbatical semester of 1932–33.6 But Heidegger’s letter to Elisabeth
Blochmann of 18 September 1932, concerning the non-appearance of
the other divisions of Being and Time, tells her that ‘I am no longer
writing a book at all’.7

The political element is equally important, because the end of
the 1920s is the time when the Nazi Party made its crucial electoral
breakthrough. In the elections of May 1928 they received 2.6% of the
vote; in September 1930 18.3%, becoming the second-largest party in
the Reichstag.8 One of the key reasons behind this was the Wall Street
Crash of 29 October 1929, and the Great Depression which followed.
Unemployment across the world but particularly in Germany
soared – 8.5% in 1929; 14% in 1930; 21.9% in 1931; and 29.9%
in 1932 – and there was a return to the economic crises of the early
1920s. But even in this period Heidegger rarely makes explicitly
political comments. Two indications are important here. First, there
is a story about how the Karlsruhe lecture of 14 July 1930 equated
truth and Bodenständlichkeit, autochthony or rootedness in the earth,
which played to an audience ‘purportedly receptive to ‘‘Blubo’’ talk’.9

Blut und Boden – blood and soil – is, as Bambach has shown,
important in Heidegger’s work.10 Second, there is a parenthetical
comment from the 1931–32 course (to be discussed below), which the
editor suggests was probably never delivered, where Heidegger notes
that aletheia can become history for us, only through a sustained and
serious engagement with the essence of truth.
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Only by us awakening such a historical occurrence [Geschehen] – without
imagining that we can reverse history [Geschichte] overnight; without the
childish idea that the proof of success or failure of this task (which is not of
today) is perhaps the removal of unemployment or the like. At bottom,
whoever thinks in this way effectively thinks that the essence and spirit of
man is something one gets at the pharmacist. (GA34, 123, n. 1)

In this passage we see both the recognition of a current political crisis –
unemployment – which is being talked of in need of a solution, and
also a suggestion that dealing with these issues is insufficient and
unequal to the greater task at hand. This task is tied into the fateful
language around historical destiny. Such aspiration and naı̈veté will be
found throughout Heidegger’s career.
Even so, these kinds of pronouncements are unlikely to fully explain

what happened in early 1933 when he took over as Rector of Freiburg
(21 April), joining the Nazi party shortly afterwards at the beginning
of May.11 As we noted in Chapter One, Heidegger contests the idea
that sophia can help in the realm of politike, recognising that it is
rather phronesis. Heidegger, through Aristotle, is explicitly ruling
out exactly the Platonic notion of philosopher-kings, found in the
Republic, the Politeia. And yet, in 1932 he effectively offers his
services to the state as philosophos, something which he puts into
practice in 1933. What then happens philosophically to effect this
political move?
The reading here will concentrate on the The Essence of Truth

course from 1931–32, comparing it to a 1933–34 course of the same
title (GA36/37). Second time around, the discussion is much more
explicitly politically orientated.12 Between these two courses Heideg-
ger delivers his Rectorial address on ‘The Self-Assertion of the German
University’, in which Plato plays a muted but important role.13

As is well known, Heidegger wants to move discussion of truth
beyond merely a concern with correspondence, whereby it is the truth
to say that X is Y. These are particular truths, they utter something
‘true’, they concern correctness [Richtigkeit] (GA34, 2). But truth can
be other than this, when for examplewe use it to describe a thing – ‘true
gold’ or ‘a true friend’. To get beyond this, it is necessary, contends
Heidegger, to move beyond a sense of ‘essence’ as the universal,
concerned with what-being, the question of what truth is (GA34,
4). This leads Heidegger to rehearse a sketch of what he calls ‘the
history of the concept of truth’. From the Middle Ages, truth has been
understood in terms of commensuratio, thinking the commensurable,
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‘measuring up to [An-messung], or the measuring against [Sich-
messen], something’. Essence was conceived as ‘quidditas, as what-
ness, the what-being of a thing – its genus: the universality of the
genus’ (GA34, 8). At least, this is what appears on first glance.
Heidegger’s discussion then follows his well-known path: the Greek
word for truth is aletheia, which should be understood as a-letheia,
that is a negation of lethe. Various authorities such as Aristotle and
Heraclitus are drawn upon to illustrate such claims. But all this is
preparatory for the opening up of the reading of Plato’s Politeia,
which Heidegger suggests ‘we miscomprehendingly translate into
German as ‘‘Der Staat’’ ’, that is literally The State (GA34, 18), or,
in the standard English version, The Republic.
Heidegger’s discussion of Plato’s Republic is centred around the

allegory of the cave, where bound people are watching the shadows of
the outside world thrown by a fire onto the wall of a cave, and take
them for the world itself (514a–518b). An individual is able to escape
from the cave, first to see the fire itself, and then to see the world
outside, illuminated not by the fire but by the sun. Although initially
disorientated by the new source of light and taking a while to
understand this new world revealed, the escapee would eventually
have an understanding beyond even the most valued occupants of the
cave. That is, they would have sight of the forms. Though they return
to the cave to attempt to free those left imprisoned and to show them
the illusion of their perception, they undoubtedly receive a hostile
response. For one thing, the recognition of the shadows would now be
difficult for them, because their eyes were no longer accustomed to
darkness, and therefore what they recognised as important would be
unvalued. Plato’s presentation is of the parallels between the world of
everyday concern and the life of the philosopher, who has removed
themselves from the things usually available to sight and gained access
to a higher realm of thought.
Heidegger uses his interpretation to claim that ‘truth as correctness

is grounded in truth as unconcealedness [Die Wahrheit als Richtigkeit
gründet in der Wahrheit als Unverborgenheit]’ (GA34, 34) – that is,
the person who has been led from the cave can perceive and make
correct judgements because they have had things unconcealed, that is
revealed, to them. This person ‘understands the being of beings; in
perceiving the idea he therefore knows what belongs to a being and to
its unconcealedness . . . with his view of essence he can now see what
happens in the cave for what it is’ (GA34, 89). Heidegger translates
aletheia as the unconcealed or the unhidden, removed from its
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previous state. He finds a similar proposition in Plato’s Seventh Letter
(344b3), freely translating as ‘only then is the perceiving of essence
[Wesenblick] unfolded, the perceiving that stretches as far as possible,
namely as far as the innermost capacity of human being reaches’
(GA34, 112). The cave allegory, then, for Heidegger, is ‘about the
liberation and awakening of the innermost power of the essence of
man’ (GA34, 112). This is the case because the fundamental, pri-
mordial sense of truth, as unconcealed, does not apply to a property of
a being, a proposition concerning it, but to the being itself. The
propositional character of truth is a secondary aspect, it describes
something that is already true, that is unconcealed (GA34, 118–19).
It is for this reason that Heidegger can argue that ‘truth as correctness
is grounded in truth as unconcealedness’ (GA34, 34, see 146–7, see
105–6).
The closing lines of the course summarise the position Heidegger

claims to have reached:

We attempted to answer the question concerning the essence of truth by
looking at a piece from the history [Geschichte] of the concept of truth [the
myth of the cave], and at a piece from the history of the concept of untruth
[the Theaetetus]. But perhaps we have learnt to understand that it is
precisely here, and only here, in such history, that we experience the
presencing of truth. We cannot bring anything to the appearance of its
essence through sheer cleverness and empty pedantry. For this reason we
can reach what truth is, and how it presences, only by interrogating it in
respect of its own occurrence [Geschehen]; above all by asking after what
remained un-happened in this history [Geschichte ungeschehen] and
which was closed off, so much closed off that ever since it has seemed
as if in its primordiality it never was [gewesen]. (GA34, 322)

In the original published version of the ‘Essence of Truth’ essay,
Heidegger suggests that ‘the essence of truth is freedom’. In a later
version, he suggests that ‘the essence of truth, as the correctness of a
statement, is freedom’. Although the previous sentence, which had
suggested that ‘the openness of comportment as the inner condition of
the possibility of correctness is grounded in freedom’ already makes
that clarification, it is interesting to note that Heidegger felt it
necessary to make it (GA9, 186/142). What this means is essentially
the same as the suggestion that correctness is made possible by
unconcealedness, that is, that correctness is a second order question.
Indeed, a few lines on Heidegger suggests that ‘freedom is the essence
of truth itself’ (GA9, 186/143).
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For Plato, the role of education is to reorientate the human mind, to
recognise a capacity it has, but which is being underused (518d). There
are those who can use their capacity to educate, and work in the
interest of the community, that is, those who turn back to the cave.
Heidegger notes that their potential fate [Schicksal] is to be killed, ‘the
most radical ejection from human-historical community [menschlich-
geschichtlichen Gemeinschaft]’ (GA34, 81). They are the philosophos,
‘the friend of being’, the person who pursues philosophy not as an
academic subject but as a way of existence, an understanding of being
as a whole (GA34, 82). The liberated one has a role to play in the
community, despite the likely reaction of the prisoners.

In regard to the ‘state’ (as we somewhat inadequately translate polis) and
the question of its inner possibility, Plato sets out his highest principle that
the proper guardians of the being-with-another of humans, in the unity
of the polis, should be those humans who philosophise. This does not
mean that Professors of Philosophy should become chancellors of the
Reich [Reichkanzler], but that philosophers must become phulakes,
guardians. The ruling and rule-ordering [Die Herrschaft und Herrschaf-
tordung] of the state should be guided through by philosophical humans
who, on the basis of the deepest and widest, freely questioning knowledge,
bring the measure and rule [Maß und Regel], and open the routes of
decision [Entscheidung]. (GA34, 100)14

Although this runs counter to the arguments made about Aristotle
discussed in Chapter One, Heidegger excuses this by suggesting that
the prisoners are being freed from aphrosune, delusion, ‘the counter-
concept to phronesis, sophrosune’. He notes that phronesis here is
different from how it appears in Aristotle, where it is narrowed down,
and is, for Plato, ‘the word for knowledge in general, that is for
grasping the true, for circumspection and insight [Umsicht und
Einsicht] in relation to world and self, the unity of both’ (GA34,
36). The prisoner is not released when freed from their shackles, but
only when they come up to the light, and no longer fight what is
revealed to them (GA34, 41).

‘. . . and Greatness . . .’

The Essence of Truth was the penultimate course delivered before
Heidegger took over as Rector. In the summer of 1932 he lectured
on Anaximander and Parmenides – a course which will appear as
GA35 – and he was on leave for the winter semester 1932–33,
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spending most of the time in his ski-hut (GA16, 652; HC, 92).15

During this time, the Nazis secured 37.3% of the vote in July 1932,
but slipped to 33.1% in November. Despite this, Hitler became
Chancellor on 30 January 1933. When the Reichstag burned on 27
February, it was used as justification for the emergency Verordnung
des Reichspräsidenten zum Schutz von Volk und Staat [Decree of the
Reich President for the security of people and state] the following day.
This suspended most of the human rights of the Weimar Constitution,
including habeas corpus, freedom of speech, assembly and the press.
The Reich Minister of Public Enlightenment and Propaganda was
established by law on 13 March, followed by the first two
Gleichschaltung laws coordinating the Federal Länder with the Reich
as whole on 31 March and 7 April. Particularly important were the
new elections on 3 March, which allowed the passing of the Enabling
Act [Ermächtigungsgesetz], or, to give it its full title, the Gesetz zur
Behebung der Not von Volk und Reich [Law to Remedy the Emer-
gency of the People and the Reich] on 23 March 1933, effectively
beginning the Nazi dictatorship, since it gave Hitler the power not
only to make legislation but also to deviate from the constitution.
Dachau opened the previous day.16 Although Heidegger would later
claim that it was only after the Night of the Long Knives of 30 June
1934 that potential University administrators ‘could know clearly
with whom one was bargaining’ (GA16, 390), it seems enough was
already clear. But on his return to Freiburg Heidegger took over the
academic leadership of the University, on 21 April 1933, shortly
before the start of the new semester. On 6 May, in an address for
student registration, ‘Zur Immatrikulation’, Heidegger declares that

The whole German people have found themselves under a great leadership
[einer großen Führung]. This leadership creates the Volk coming into itself
which grows into the nation [In dieser Führung schafft das zu sich selbst
gekommene Volk wächst hinauf zur Nation]. The nation takes on the
fate [Schicksal ] of the Volk. The Volk achieve themselves this historical
spiritual mission [geschichtlichen geistigen Auftrag] among Volks and
creates its own history. (GA16, 95)

Heidegger’s political rhetoric is particularly unforgiving in the formal
address he gave on 27 May 1933, entitled ‘The Self-Assertion of the
German University’, known as the Rectorial Address [der Rektorats-
rede]. He again talks of the ‘spiritual mission’ which is the fate of the
German Volk; but now speaks of his role in ‘spiritually leading
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[geistigen Führung]’ the University as part of this larger fate, to
educate and discipline the ‘leaders and guardians [die Führer und
Hüter] of the fate of the German Volk’; and of the Greek beginning
which first cements a particular language and national-character
[Volkstum] in the understanding of ‘beings in total [Seiende im
Ganzen]’ (GA16, 107–9; HC, 29–31). While a particular emphasis
on thinking is to the fore, this is in the context of ‘the glory and
greatness [die Herrlichkeit und die Größe] of this new beginning’
(GA16, 117; HC, 38). Elsewhere the national-character has a parti-
cular form in the Black Forest (GA16, 97), and the spiritual and
political leadership are seen as a hyphenated whole (GA16, 95). The
language ofVolk appears on almost every page of the Address, as does
that of decision, resoluteness and struggle. Terms Heidegger has
previously largely avoided, including state and community, are used
without caution. Indeed, Heidegger now employs the composite term
Volksgemeinschaft to indicate the precise character of this community
(GA16, 113; HC, 35; compare GA2, 384). He talks of ‘the soil and
blood [erd- und bluthaften] of a Volk’ and the ‘will to greatness
[Willen zur Größe]’ (GA16, 112; HC, 34); and he uses the term
Volksgenossen, a Nazi term for fellow-traveller or comrade. The one
explicit reference to Plato is the closing lines, an extremely idiosyn-
cratic translation of a line from the Politeia: ‘all that is great [Große]
stands in the storm [Sturm]’ (GA16, 117; HC, 39; see Republic,
497d9).17

The division of labour service, military service and knowledge
service, while indebted to Ernst Jünger’s work in the first two terms,
highlights some valuable issues.18 Labour service is to work for the
Volksgemeinschaft; military service to work for the destiny of the
nation [Geschick der Nation], but in amongst other Völker, other
peoples. While these clearly relate to two central planks of Nazi policy,
internal and foreign politics, the third shows a programme partially of
Heidegger’s own, the ‘spiritual mission of the GermanVolk’, which he
links to the question of being (GA16, 113; HC, 35). The inaugural
lecture of 1929, ‘What is Metaphysics?’, had already talked about the
possibility of the way the ‘position of service in research and theory
evolves in such a way as to become the ground of the possibility of a
proper though limited leadership in the whole of human existence
[Existenz]’ (GA9, 104–5/83).19 Now, of course, this is not nearly so
limited. While these and many other examples can be given of how
saturated Heidegger’s language is with National Socialist vocabulary,
what is ultimately more revealing is how his own earlier language is
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employed.Much is obvious here, but note in particular that Heidegger
uses Schicksal to relate to the collective Volk rather than Geschick,
which is now reserved for the nation; and that Dasein now applies to
the German Volk as a whole (GA16, 111; HC, 33). Does this mean
that the Volk effectively functions as a single entity?
An indication of this comes in a discussion of freedom under the

new system. ‘Freedom [Freiheit] is not being-free [Freisein] of . . .
commitment, order and law [Bindung und Ordnung und Gesetz].
Freedom is being-free for . . . resolution [Entschlossenheit] towards
shared spiritual dedication [gemeinsamem geistigen Einsatz] for Ger-
man fate’ (GA16, 96, ellipses Heidegger’s).20 Being part of this
collective destiny allows new kinds of freedom, namely the kinds
of service outlined above, and not a false kind of ‘academic freedom’
(GA16, 112–3; HC, 34–5). Registering for a course of study in the
new Reich ‘signifies a change of allegiance [Übertritt] into a struggle-
and education-community [Kampf- und Erziehungsgemeinschaft] of
which the first and last is the spiritual mission [Sendung] of the
German Volk’ (GA16, 96; see GA16, 125–6; HC, 42–3). Heidegger
also gave addresses to those attending the labour service programmes
designed to solve unemployment (GA16, 232–9; HC, 53–60).
Heidegger offers speeches in honour of the Freiburg student Albert

Leo Schlageter, executed in 1923 for sabotage against the French
(GA16, 759–60; HC, 40–2; see GA16, 97); lends support in several
speeches to Hitler’s plebiscite on the withdrawal from the League of
Nations, but which also acted as a referendum on Nazi policy as a
whole (GA16, 184–5, 188–93; HC, 46–52); and had the Horst-
Wessel-Lied sung at University ceremonies (see, for example GA16,
196). He talks about the sacrifice paid by comrades dying an early
death in the Great War, ‘the greatest death because it dared to be the
highest sacrifice for the fate of the Volk’ (GA16, 279).

The Great War is only now coming upon us. The awakening of our dead,
the two million dead from the endless graves, the graves that extend
themselves like a secret wreath around the borders of the Reich and of
German Austria [Deutsch-Österreichs – literally the Eastern German
Reich], is only now beginning. The Great War is only today becoming
for us Germans – and for us first among all Volk – a historical reality of
our Dasein, for history is not what has been, nor what is present. History
is, rather, the futural and our mandate for this. (GA16, 280)21

Heidegger concerned himself with theGleichschaltung principle in the
University, sending a telegram to Hitler to this effect on 20 May 1933
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(GA16, 105; see GA16, 112; HC, 34) and did implement various
racial laws against Jews. But his Rectorial Address, ‘The Self-Assertion
of the German University’, is anything but a straightforward assertion
of the homogenising principle.22 However, in one of the plebiscite-
supporting speeches Heidegger utters the famous words that ‘the
National Socialist revolution is bringing about the total transforma-
tion of our German Dasein’, and ‘the Führer alone is the present and
future German reality and its law’ (GA16, 184–5; HC, 46–7). On 1
October 1933 he became officially the Führer-Rektor.23 Ugly stuff,
shocking, and likely not yet the whole picture.
Philosophically, much of this is uninteresting, and yet Heidegger

clearly did not disassociate his work from his thought. In a brief
biographical note from early 1934 – that is, just before he resigned –
he lists seven publications: his doctoral and Habilitation theses, Being
and Time, ‘What is Metaphysics?’, ‘The Essence of Ground’,Kant and
the Problem of Metaphysics, and the Rectorial Address (GA16, 247).
The date of the resignation is not straightforward. Heidegger claims
that he asked to resign in February, but he only officially wrote to that
effect on 23 April 1934, and was formally released by the Minister on
27 April (GA16, 274, 826), shortly before giving another course on
logic (GA38).24 Before we turn to this course, I want to provide a brief
reading of the two courses delivered while Heidegger was Rector,
collected in the double volume GA36/37. The first course in GA36/37
treats Die Grundfrage der Philosophie [The Basic Questions of
Philosophy]; the second is the new version of The Essence of Truth.
For our concerns here,Die Grundfrage der Philosophie is of interest

because of some remarks on mathematics, to be noted in Chapter
Three. But the course, which is largely concerned with issues around
metaphysics in Kant, Hegel, Descartes and Baumgarten, is bracketed
by some fiery political language about the historical moment, the
destiny of the German Volk, the necessity of leadership and spiritual
missions: Heidegger later puts the insufficient nature of the course
down to the demands of being Rector (GA66, 422). Heidegger equates
will and breeding or discipline [die Zucht] with education, and the call
to ‘spiritual-political leadership’ is related to the future of theVolk and
the state in the world of peoples. Heidegger sees ‘essential leadership’
as coming from the ‘power of a great determination, in its ground
hidden [aus der Macht einer großen, im Grunde verborgenen Bes-
timmung]’ (GA36/37, 3). Learning in this context is the requirement of
the German Volk, and philosophy ‘is the question of the law and
construction [dem Gesetz und Gefüge] of our being’ (GA36/37, 4).
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Heidegger stresses the affinity between the questioning of the
Greeks and that of the Germans (GA36/37, 6, 268; see GA39,
134, 205), and declares that philosophy is unique to a people.
Philosophy, on this account is the passion for inquiry, ‘the uninter-
rupted inquiring Kampf into the essence and being of beings’. Such
inquiry can create newDasein, setting forth humans in their world and
the possibility of greatness [Größe] (GA36/37, 8). His final words of
the course continue this theme. The German Volk are not like those
people who have lost their metaphysics, but rather cannot lose it,
because they have not yet found it. This means that the Germans are a
Volk, but one that has to win its metaphysic, and will win it, because it
has a fate (GA36/37, 80).
If this course is less polemical than his political rhetoric of the same

time, it is still remarkable just how much Heidegger allows the
political to intrude into the thought. And though he would make
bold claims about the spiritual destiny, it is notable just how much
ontic mud is found in these ontological waters. And yet, the main body
of the course appears to be largely untouched by such concerns.
The same cannot be said of the second course collected in this

volume. Superficially, this course is very similar to the one delivered
two years before, treating the myth of the cave and the Theaetetus as
two halves of a complementary analysis. But the opening pages raise
some charged ideas – decision and sacrifice (GA36/37, 84), fate and
courage (GA36/37, 86–7), and the question of essence is used to
inquire into the essence of the Volk, the state, work, the world and
human Dasein (GA36/37, 86). Heidegger begins this course with an
analysis of one of the fragments of Heraclitus, which says that
‘polemos panton men pater esti, panton de basileus, kai tous men
theous edeixe tous de anthropos, tous men doulous epoiese tous de
eleutherous’ – ‘polemos is the father of all, the king of all: some it
shows as gods and some as men; some it makes slaves and others
free’.25 The key word is polemos, which Heidegger here renders as
‘Krieg, Kampf ’, ‘war, struggle’ (GA36/37, 90).
Heidegger stresses that this is not agon, the matching of two friendly

adversaries [freundliche Gegner], but polemos, war. It is severe
struggle, where the opponent is not a partner, but an enemy [Feind];
this is an Auseinandersetzung, an argument or confrontation, literally
a setting-apart-from-another (GA36/37, 90). What is particularly
important is that the enemy can be seen as injurious to the Dasein
of a Volk (GA36/37, 91). In sum, ‘the essence of being is Kampf; each
being goes through decision, victory and defeat [Entscheidung, Sieg
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und Niederlage] throughout’ (GA36/37, 94). This is significant for
two obvious reasons – first, the obvious equation of human life with
struggle, Kampf; and second, the stress on the enemy, in Greek the
polemios. If the first is obviously using language closely associatedwith
Hitler, and in particular his Mein Kampf, the second is reminiscent of
Carl Schmitt’s The Concept of the Political, originally published in
1932.26Heidegger received a copy of the book from Schmitt, and in an
August 1933 letter of thanks declared that he was ‘in the middle of
polemos and all literary projects must take second place’.27

But the key contrast with Schmitt, and indeed, predominant strands
of Nazi thought, is that the enemy is not named. Heidegger is not,
seemingly, against anything in particular, but argues for a reading of
politics as polemos. Unlike Schmitt, his polemos is not against a
polemios, there is not an enemy. It is more a reading of politics as
struggle, as Auseinandersetzung, as confrontation. Chapter Three
argues that Heidegger can be seen as orientating his work – implicitly
in the earlier part of his career, much more explicitly later on – against
number, against calculative determinations of the world and the
political. In a sense, then, this book’s title needs to be understood
both as a phrase and as three separate words: ‘speaking against
number’, but also Speaking, Against, Number; Reden, Auseinander-
setzung, Zahl; Logos, Polemos, Arithmos.
Heidegger later explicitly ties the use of Kampf in the Rectorial

address – ‘the Kampfgemeinschaft of teachers and students’ and the
Kampf between the leaders and followers (GA16, 116; HC, 37–8) – to
Heraclitus, and this particular fragment. But in the explanation he
tries to say that it really means ‘strife [Streit]’, attempting to distance
himself from a warlike understanding (GA16, 379). Presumably there
had been a philosophical interpretation in the 1932 course on the
ancients (forthcoming as GA35, see the reference at GA16, 378) in
order to substantiate this, otherwise the philosophical would seem
to come after the political interpretation. It is surely demanding too
much of his listeners in 1933 to understand Kampf as a reading of
Heraclitus, and a particular reading at that. He was still translating
polemos asKampf in 1934–35, although he does there explicitly relate
it to the Greek eris, that is Streit, strife (GA39, 125). The following
semester he renders polemos as Auseinandersetzung, underlining that
polemos as Kampf, as Streit, is ‘not war in the human sense’ (GA40,
47, see 87, 101, 110; compare GA66, 16, 84). But in the Hölderlin
course he also uses the term Feindseligkeit, which has a meaning close
to enmity or animosity (GA39, 222).
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The next part of the 1933–34 course rehearses a number of
positions around language and logos, familiar from earlier discus-
sions. In its transition to the question of truth Heidegger remarks in
passing about the problems of liberalism, but that an over-eager
proclamation of the death of liberalism can lead to the substitute
of a liberal National Socialism, oozing ‘harmlessness, respectability
and the Youth Movement’ [von Harmlosigkeit und Biederkeit und
Jugendbewegtheit] (GA36/37, 119). Coming after these kinds of
pronouncements, it is now impossible to read the interpretation
of Plato neutrally. Heidegger talks of the notion of Herrschaft, power
or rule, and now seems to accept Staat as a translation of Politeia,
implying that he is allowing the transition from Ancient Greece to
modern Germany, which at other times he was inclined to disallow
(GA36/37, 124).
Most of the discussion is very similar to that of two years before, but

of course Heidegger is now the holder of a political post, and Germany
is now ruled by the Nazi party. Heidegger allies himself to the
Nietzschean struggle on three fronts: against humanism; rootless
[bodenlosen] Christianity; and the Enlightenment. According to
Heidegger, ‘he has the arms [Waffen] to fight the emergency
[Notlage]’ (GA36/37, 147). Ridding German society of these pro-
blems is therefore a war, and this is an immense moment in that
struggle, prepared for and urged by National Socialism, preparing for
a ‘new spirit of the earth’ (GA36/37, 148). Heidegger stresses the
threefold determination of humans as seeing, hearing and speaking,
before again directly equating the zoon ekhon logon with the zoon
politikon. The human is, he declares, ‘a creature [Lebewesen], which
by birth belongs as a with-another in the state [das von Haus aus
zugehörig ist einem Miteinander im Staat]’ (GA36/37, 158). All
caution in moving from Mitsein to community seems to have gone.
This being with-another needs to be understood not simply in that

there are many people who need to be kept in order [Ordnung], but
‘belonging with-another in the State [als miteinander zugehörig dem
Staate], as existing out of the state; and in fact carrying out and
forming this existence through discourse, the logos’. The 1924 inter-
pretation of Aristotle is introduced forcefully into the 1932 inter-
pretation of Plato, made explicit by the following sentence: ‘The
science that is concerned with the capacity to speak [Redenkönnen],
the Rhetoric, is the fundamental science of humans [die Grundwis-
senschaft vom Menschen], the political science’ (GA36/37, 158).28

We are now at the end of 1933, and after the Christmas break
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Heidegger returns, via a short digression into the Sophist, to the
implications of Plato’s myth of the cave (GA36/37, 173ff). Bear in
mind this is now shortly before his resignation, and indeed that in
1945 he suggests that it was over the break that he made the decision
to resign and to cease duties at the end of the semester (GA16, 400;HC,
63). Heidegger quotes the Sophist: ‘the philosopher, always devoting
himself through reason to the idea of being as such, is very difficult to
see on account of the brilliant light of the place he stands; for the eyes of
the soul of themultitude are not strong enough to endure the sight of the
divine’ (254a8–b1, see GA36/37, 181; GA34, 82). The philosopher
risks death in their work, which Heidegger notes for Plato is naturally
equatedwith Socrates (GA36/37, 182); but is there a biographical issue
here? In the earlier version of the course Heidegger had spoken of just
such a rejection of the philosopher’s role, a symbolic death, of margin-
alisation or where popularity and experiences reminiscent of the
one and idle talk take over (GA34, 83–4). Reading similar lines here
(GA36/37, 182–3) has a rather different implication.
Nonetheless, Heidegger suggests that the philosopher, who has

walked from the cave, is obligated to return, to show and guide
the others. He is the Befrier, the liberator (GA36/37, 186). ‘The
individual man [der Mensch], insofar as he exists, is in the truth. It
appears however, that the person exists as historical Volk in the
community [geschichtliches Volk in der Gemeinschaft]’ (GA36/37,
184). The movement from the individual to the collective, with the
problematic allusion to a Volksgemeinschaft, that politically charged
idea of a community of the (German) people, shows that the political
implications are still a concern for Heidegger. ‘Standing in the truth is
a confrontation [Auseinandesetzung], a struggle. Pausing in untruth is
a let up in the struggle’ (GA36/37, 185). Heidegger notes that such a
struggle requires the ‘appropriate governing powers of Dasein to
lighten and carry the reality of a Volk in history’, of their ‘spirit
and spiritual world’ (GA36/37, 185). Such a project is not to be
thought able to be accomplished quickly, ‘not by 1934 or 1935, but
maybe by 1960’ (GA36/37, 185).
His exhortations of the importance of philosophy become increas-

ingly shrill:

This philosophising is not any old replaceable speculation [abgelöste
Spekulation] over any old things, but philosophy and philosophising is
the actual process [eigentliche Prozeß] of the history of a person and a
Volk. (GA36/37, 188)
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Heidegger then repeats what philosophers must do (see GA34, 100),
but with some important inflections. The polis, the state, needs a form
of ‘rule of the being-with-another [die Herrschaft des Miteinander-
seins] of humans in the state, essentially determined through a
determined kind of ruler and a determined form of rule’. In a popular
interpretation, he suggests, this is that the philosopher should rule the
state (GA36/37, 194).

This naturally does not mean that philosophy professors should be
Reichkanzler, that was from the start a disaster. But it does mean that
the humans that carry the rule of the state in itself must be philosophical
humans. Philosophers, as philosophical humans, have the duty and the
service [die Aufgabe und die Leistung] of phulakes, guardians [Wächter].
They have to watch over [darüber zu wachen] the ruling and rule-ordering
of the state, ensuring that it is philosophical, but not as a system, rather as
a knowledge [Wissen], which is the deepest and widest knowledge of the
human and of human being [vom Menschen und menschlichen Sein].

Out of this knowledge is set the standard and rule [Maßstab und Regel],
within which each appropriate decision and measure setting [Maßsetzung]
is carried out. In a state-system [Staatswesen], says Plato, there can be only
a few such guardians. (GA36/37, 194)

It is worth noting that the essays ‘The Essence of Truth’ and ‘Plato’s
Doctrine of Truth’, first published in 1943 and 1947 respectively, with
the latter apparently composed in 1940 (GA9, 483/380), and which
draw so much on these courses, are almost entirely apolitical. Or,
perhaps more accurately, they have their potentially political implica-
tions obscured or muted. See, for example, the discussion of the return
to the cave of the liberator, where the possibility of death is dealt with
only in terms of an actual death with Socrates as the example (GA9,
222–3/171). And the discussion of the role of the philosopher in the
polis or the state is entirely absent.29

On 15 February 1934, Heidegger takes it upon himself to interpret
the words of Hitler, suggesting that when he speaks of a ‘re-education
[Umerziehung] to the National Socialist Weltanschauung, world-
view’ this is not mere slogans, but ‘a total change [Gesamtwandel],
a world-plan [Weltentwurf], at base an education of the whole Volk.
National Socialism is not any old theory, but a fundamental change
for the German, and we believe, the European world’ (GA36/37, 225).
It is clear that even by the end of the course, at the end of February,
Heidegger still sees the questions that concern him in explicitly
political terms. ‘The essence of truth is a struggle with un-truth’



Against: Polemical Politics 89

(GA36/37, 262). Heidegger continues to speak about the will of a
Volk, and its strength to face the difficult and severe tasks ahead of it
(GA36/37, 263).

Therefore the will to knowledge and spirit are that by which we stand and
fall. Today there is much speech about blood and soil as much-called for
forces [Blut und Boden als vielberufener Kräfte]. Already the literati, [such]
that there is still today, have authorised this. Blood and soil are powerful
and necessary, to be sure, but are not a sufficient condition for the Dasein
of a Volk.

Other conditions are knowledge and spirit, not as a supplements
alongside another [Nebeneinander], but because only knowledge brings
the flowing of the blood into a direction and a path, only it brings the soil
into the pregnancy or fertility [Trächtigkeit], to bear [tragen] what it is
able to. Knowledge provides nobility to the soil of resolution [Austrag], to
bear what it is able to. (GA36/37, 263)

In terms of the themes discussed so far in this chapter, this is a further
twist. Heidegger is concerned with the Dasein of a Volk, but accepts
the importance of the rhetoric of Blut und Boden, while pointing
toward their inadequacy alone. But this is clearly not a criticism,
rather a modification, a redirection or pointing toward a particular
path or direction. The knowledge service and the spiritual leadership
offered in the Rectorial Address still clearly have a role. But what is
emerging is also a dalliance with a key term, the notion of the will.
Several of these terms – blood and its biological implications; soil and
its association with homeland; the will and its linkage to power –
exercise Heidegger over the next few years. Before we turn to the first
few lecture courses after the resignation, where the first signs of a
critical distance begin to appear, the final lines of the course are worth
noting. These immediately follow those quoted above.

Whether we are capable to take on this whole in the same origin and
equally strongly, lies in the decision. If we are capable of giving our Dasein
a real seriousness and a real weight [eine wirkliche Schwere und ein
wirkliches Gewicht]; only if we succeed in that, do we create the possibility
of greatness [Größe] for us.

Obviously only great [großen] humans and great Volk become great
things. Small humans take the small for the enormous. The true is for us to
achieve, the decision concerning our mission. Only through the decision of
this struggle do we create ourselves the possibility of a fate. Fate is only
there where the human in free decision itself abandons the danger of its
Dasein. (GA36/37, 264)
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While the language of decision and struggle has been remarked upon
throughout this chapter, the recurrent theme of greatness, stressed
particularly here, has not.Groß can mean big or of large size, or other
indicators of measure, but also grand, great or major, signs of value.
The same range of meanings is true of the noun der Größe, size or
greatness. Although this term plays an important role in a number of
the claims being made by Heidegger in this period, such as the ‘will to
greatness [Willen zur Größe]’ (GA16, 112; HC, 34) and the greatness
of the Volk, their fate and their Führer (for example, GA16, 95, 104;
GA36/37, 3, 8), the sense of the term does not seem to be fully
investigated. This will not always be the case.

‘. . . of National Socialism’

By the beginning of the summer semester 1934, Heidegger was back as
an ordinary professor in the philosophy department. In his later
letters, interviews and statements, Heidegger would give three specific
references for his confrontation [Auseinandersetzung] and spiritual
resistance [geistigen Widerstand] to National Socialism following his
resignation: a 1934 course on Logic, the first course on Hölderlin, and
the Nietzsche lectures given from 1936–40 (GA16, 402, 404, 664;
HC, 65, 66, 101). The lectures on Nietzsche, delivered at the same
time that the Beiträge was being composed, will be discussed in
Chapter Three. This section discusses the Logic course in detail,
and supplements it with some remarks on the Hölderlin lectures30

and the Introduction to Metaphysics course, important perhaps by its
omission from Heidegger’s reference.
Logik als die Frage nach dem Wesen der Sprache [Logic as the

Question of the Essence of Language] (GA38), was his first course
given after the resignation. But the course catalogue shows that this
was not the originally projected title, which was rather Der Staat und
die Wissenschaft [State and Science]. Apparently, when Heidegger
declared in the opening lecture that the course was on logic, this was to
the ‘surprise and annoyance of the NS-functionaries’ attending,31 and
only those interested in his philosophy attended the second lecture.32

Given the concerns around the subject of logic for a number of years, it
might appear an unremarkable topic, perhaps a safe option, a return
to earlier concerns. The idea of the human as that being that has the
logos has, however, acted as a determination of a particular concept
of the political, and the course delivered is no exception to this deep
vein of political questioning. In fact, after its initial opening, it is as
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explicitly a political course as he ever gave, concerned with the Volk,
human community, the nature of the ‘we’ and, in passing, with
biological determinations of race in Nazi discourse.
It has generally been supposed, even by many of his sternest

critics, that Heidegger was critical of this area of Nazi thought.33

The place most often turned to is his important 1929–30 lectures
The Fundamental Concepts of Metaphysics (GA29/30), which, as well
as providing a detailed analysis of the mood of boredom, also discuss
the animal and the human in terms of their encounter with world. In
this course, Heidegger discusses some work on biology, and insists
that there is something much more fundamental than this as a
determination of the human. The Nietzsche lectures are also looked
at as a challenge to a biological reading of Nietzsche. However, the
work on Volk, particularly in the 1934 course, is not as straightfor-
ward as Heidegger would have us believe, something the indications
from previous courses already alerts us to.
Heidegger certainly thought this course was important. Although

there is some discussion of issues concerning race, community and the
‘we’ in the Beiträge, Heidegger there refers us back to this lecture
course (GA65, 48). Equally, in the well-known 1966 interview with
Der Spiegel he mentions these lectures, and suggests that here, along
with the first course on Hölderlin and theNietzsche lectures there is ‘a
confrontation with National Socialism’ (GA16, 664; HC, 101).34

Much later he would see this course as the first where he properly
dealt with the question of language (GA12, 89/8; GA8, 158/154). In
his 1945 letter to the Rector of Freiburg in defence of his political
behaviour he is more explicit:

During the first semester that followed my resignation I conducted a
course on ‘logic’ and under that title, the doctrine of logos as the essence of
language. I sought to show that language was not the biological-racial
essence of man, but conversely, that the essence of man was based on
language as a basic reality of spirit. All intelligent students understood this
lecture as well as its basic intention. It was equally understood by the
observers and informers who then gave reports of my activities to [Ernst]
Krieck in Heidelberg, to [Alfred] Bäumler in Berlin, and to [Alfred]
Rosenberg, the head of National Socialist scientific services. (GA16,
401–2; HC, 64)35

Earlier in this interview Heidegger had suggested that this was in part
a continuation of his previous views, and even claims that the
suggestion in the Rectorial Address that ‘a spiritual world alone
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guarantees the greatness of a Volk’ (GA16, 112; HC, 34) is a direct
challenge to Rosenberg’s position that spirit is ‘merely an ‘‘expres-
sion’’ and emanation of racial facts and the physical constitution of
man’ (GA16, 398–9; HC, 62). The remarks at the end of the second
course on The Essence of Truth about blood and soil being necessary
but not sufficient conditions for the Dasein of a Volk show that this is
not nearly as clear-cut.
Indeed, Heidegger explicitly frames his decision to resign, taken

over the Christmas break 1933–34, as a realisation ‘that it was a
mistake to believe that, from the basic spiritual position that was the
result of my long years of philosophical work, I could immediately
influence the transformation of the bases – spiritual or non-spiritual –
of the National Socialist movement’ (GA16, 400; HC, 63). The stress
on ‘immediately’, found in the German original, is surely not insig-
nificant – recall the suggestion that 1960 is a more realistic target than
this year or the next (GA36/37, 185). In retrospect, Heidegger con-
siders that it was obvious that in his teaching his ‘opposition to the
principles of the National Socialist world-view would only grow’. He
continues to suggest ‘that there was little need for me to resort to
specific attacks; it sufficed for me to express my fundamental philo-
sophical positions on language in contrast to the dogmatism and
primitivism of Rosenberg’s biologism’. Pushing these contentious
claims even further, he rather desperately suggests that just to philo-
sophise in a climate of unthinking was ‘itself a sufficient expression of
opposition or resistance [Widerstand]’ (GA16, 401; HC, 64).
In the course itself,Heidegger repeats his earlier formulation that ‘logic

is the science of logos, of speech [Rede], strictly speaking of language
[Sprache]’ (GA38, 13). The question of logic is therefore one of language,
but here relates to the crucial questions ‘What is the human?’, and ‘Who
are we?’ (GA38, 29–30; 34, and so on; see GA65, §19; GA69, 7).
Unsurprisingly in the contemporary climate, this leads Heidegger to the
question of the Volk, which is the notion of the human writ large [im
Großen] (GA38, 67). In order to interrogate this, Heidegger gives a
number of politically charged examples of the use of the term Volk.

We hear folk-songs and see folk-dances, visit a folk-festival. We partici-
pate in the delivering of the lists to the houses for the purpose of the census
[Volkszählung – literally Volk-counting]. Measures [Maßnahmen] for the
improvement [Hebung] and protection of the Volk’s health [Volksgesund-
heit] are met. The ethnic movement [völkische Bewegung] wants to bring
back the people to the purity of the tribal-type [Stammesart].
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Friedrich the Great calls the Volk an animal with many tongues and few
eyes. On the 12th November 1933 the Volk are asked the question [the
referendum on the withdrawal from the League of Nations and on Hitler’s
rule]. A police-colonel commands: ‘break up the Volk with truncheons!’
On August 1 1914 the Volk stood in arms. 18 million of the German Volk
dwell [wohnen] outside the borders of the state [Staatsgrenzen]. Karl Marx
calls the ‘Volk’ the totality of the workers in distinction from the loafers
and the exploiters. The spirit of the Volk [Volksgeist] is the root or ground
[der Wurzelgrund] for belief, poetry and philosophy in romanticism.
Religion is the opium of the Volk. (GA38, 61)36

The question, for Heidegger, is what is meant by ‘Volk’ in these
instances? Is the Volk broken up by the police the same as the Volk in
the referendum [Volksbefragung]? Do any of these definitions get us
close to what the Volk really is? In the referendum only the voters are
counted, those under age are not included. Does this mean they are not
part of the Volk? Heidegger continues with a number of questions:
‘during a census we count the Volk [Volkszählung das Volk gezählt],
but what do we hear in a folk-song? Or are the Volk of folk-art not
countable, so that we count the population [Bevölkerung] only in the
first case?’ (GA38, 61).
Understanding a group of humans, the ‘we’ is not through a mere

addition of I and you and you, a counting, in terms of belonging
[zugehörig] (GA38, 40–1). Heidegger gives the example of a lecture
as belonging-together [Zusammengehörigkeit], as a hearing-with
[Mithören], of the inclusion of the individual into the listening-group
[Hörerschaft]. The you plural [Ihr] of the listeners is made up of
separate you singulars [Du], ‘out of such a relationship as being
spoken to’ (GA38, 41). Again this is politically charged, as Heidegger
gives the examples of ‘you, my Volk-comrade [Ihr, meine Volksgen-
osse]’ and ‘you, my Volk’ [Du, mein Volk]. ‘There is a particular
explanation for the transformation of the singular into the plural’, and
the you plural cannot be understood simply as a number [Anzahl], nor
‘mere numbers [bloßen Nummern]’ (GA38, 42). Heidegger’s example
in the summary he provided at the start of the next lecture is of a
company-commander at the front counting out volunteers for a
dangerous reconnaissance mission, bare numbers [bloßen Nummern]
(GA38, 47). But it is not any group, a ‘nameless crowd . . . a rebellious
mass . . . a bowling club . . . a gang of thieves’. A simple over-
valorisation of the ‘we’, which alone means nothing, can even allow
a ‘drift into criminality’ (GA38, 51; see GA29/30, 244).
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There is a problem with a calculative understanding of the Volk
as a population [Bevölkerung] or ‘the inhabitants of a country [die
Einwohnerschaft eines Landes]’, as, just with the census, only a
certain part of the Volk is considered, that is, those within the borders
of the state, with ‘Germans abroad not counted [Auslandsdeutschen
sind nich mitgezählte]’, and therefore appearing to not be part of the
Volk. ‘A census [Volkszählung] is therefore only a counting of
inhabitants [Einwohnerzählung]’ (GA38, 65). What comes through
here is not only a resistance to calculation, but much more explicitly a
denial of the idea that the German Volk can be contained by the
borders of the state, redrawn of course in 1919 at Versailles.
One of the problems of a calculative understanding is that it is a

mere summation, a total of atomised individuals. Heidegger discusses
Descartes’ formulations of the individual subject as crucial to this. His
work has a number of consequences, including the break from the
Christian church and the authority of dogmas, and the separation of
the human from a connection with nature, a living-measure [lebens-
mäßig] of the human. Following this, ‘nature becomes reinterpreted
into the mechanical, and the [human] body [der Leib] becomes a mere
machine, which the spirit prevails over’ (GA38, 143). This clearly
anticipates later comments about an instrumental way of viewing
nature and the understanding of modern technology. But it is the third
consequence which is most important here,

The separation of humans from the community, of the original order [von
der Gemeinschaft, von den ursprünglichen Ordnungen]. This transition
is not in the direction of chaos; rather humans become even more
consciously individual as the outcome and element of the new order
[der Neuordnung], which has the character of a society, that is an
association [der Gesellschaft, d. h. eines Verbandes]. This is the origin
of the new concept of the state (state-treaty) [Staatsbegriffs (Staatsver-
trag)]. (GA38, 143)

The last term is ambiguous here, usually meaning international treaty.
It is interesting to note that the treaty most commonly associated with
the beginning both of modern state politics and international relations
is the Peace of Westphalia, finally signed in 1648, seven years after
Descartes’ Meditations which is Heidegger’s reference here. This is
significant because of the way that attacks on the Treaties of West-
phalia, which effectively broke up the first German Reich, that is the
Holy Roman Empire, was often a surrogate for attacks on the Treaty
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of Versailles.37 Equally, a little way on, Heidegger suggests that
liberalism has its roots in the Cartesian view of the humans as
individual subjects (GA38, 149). Heidegger clearly wants to avoid
either a straightforward split between the Geist and the body, or the
individuation of the thinking subject.
That said, the Volk cannot simply be reduced to a biological, that is

a racial, determination. Both the biological and the census determina-
tions are merely the accumulation of individual humans (GA38, 63).
Heidegger declares that this is part of a wider problem: ‘the thought
of race, that is calculating with race emerges from in the experience of
being as subjectivity and is not (itself) a political issue . . . Race-
cultivation [Rassen-pflege] is a measure for keeping hold of power
[ein machtmäßige Maßnahme]’ (GA69, 70; see 223). Indeed, ‘the
metaphysical ground of race-thinking is not biologism’, but rather
those metaphysical determinations of the thinking subjectivity of the
being of beings (GA69, 71). The idea of a body – and Heidegger plays
with the different meanings inherent in the two German terms of
der Körper, the physical body, and the living body, der Leib – is
inadequate, because the notion of theVolk has associations with spirit
and soul. But, for Heidegger, race is something which is associated
with the body, and though therefore his notion of the Volk is not
based on crude, biological understandings (see GA38, 61, 65–6), he is
not entirely separating race from the Volk.

We also use the word ‘Volk’ in the sense of ‘race [Rasse]’ (for example
in the expression ‘ethnic movement [völkische Bewegung]’). What
we call ‘race’ has a link with the bodily [leiblichen], blood-measured
[blutmäßigen] connection of the members of the Volk [Volksglieder],
their generation [Geschlechter]. The word and the concept ‘race’ is no
less ambiguous than ‘Volk’. That is no coincidence, because they are
connected. (GA38, 65)38

Heidegger continues to exploit the ambiguity in the word Rasse,
which can also mean ‘pedigree’, or, in more colloquial terms, can
be used to describe someone in positive terms as having courage or
even spirit, rather like the idea of ‘mettle’. Heidegger stresses, there-
fore, that Rasse need not mean ‘racial [Rassisches]’, in the sense of an
inheritance, hereditary blood-connection or the like. While he is
clearly trying to show how the notion of the Volk is determined,
here, first, as body, he is opening up other possibilities and ambiguities
in the phrase. Boys, at least, he suggests, might talk of a sporty car
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[rassiges Auto], which shows it is not confined to living things, and
though ‘the racial [das Rassige]’ implies a definite rank and rule [Rang
und Gesetze] it is not always understood in a bodily way, as linked to
the family and sex [Geschlechter] (GA38, 65).
If the first determination of the Volk as ‘population, inhabitants,

connection of the generations [Zusammenhang der Geschlechter]’, of
the Volk as the body of the people, is problematic, Heidegger turns
to the idea of the Volk as the soul, and the spirit.39 What this means
is that though the Volk is crucially related to a notion of logos –
language – race can be understood as a biological consequence, in a
sense the reversal of Rosenberg rather than his rejection. Blood
and bloodlines can be ‘an essential measure [wesenmäßig] of the
determination of human beings’, but only if they themselves are
determined [bestimmt] in turn by mood or attunement [Stimmung]
(GA38, 153). Indeed, it is notable that the discussion of race in
relation to the Volk is only in terms of the determination of Volk
through the body, not in terms of soul or spirit (GA38, 65–70).40

In large part the spiritual determination comes through language,
which Heidegger suggests ‘is the management [Walten] of world-
pictures and the preserving middle of the historical Dasein of the Volk
[geschichtlichen Daseins des Volkes]’. In other words, language links
the Volk to their historical existence. As Heidegger continues, ‘only
where temporality itself temporalises [Zeitlichkeit zeitigt], does
language happen [geschieht]; only where language happens, does
temporality temporalise’ (GA38, 169). The key summary suggestion
of this course is that ‘the being of the Volk is neither the mere presence
of a population [Bevölkerung] nor animal-like being [tierhaftes Sein],
but determination [Bestimmung] as temporality and historicality’
(GA38, 157). There is more to the people than a calculative under-
standing of population; the introduction of logos, time and history
disassociate them from animals and the purely biological or bodily.
This linking back to the language of Being and Time is crucial in
understanding how he is philosophising politics rather than simply
politicising his philosophy. But equally, it is behind a suggestion that
certain ‘humans and human groups [Menschengruppen] (Negros,
such as Kaffirs)’ lack a history, and thereby a future (GA38, 81,
83–4), and that only historical Volk are really a Volk (GA39, 284).41

Although the claim that not all peoples have a history is not un-
common in the tradition,42 it is perhaps more appalling here given that
in the discussion of what history is Heidegger gives a particular
political reading. History is tied to soil (GA38, 85), and he gives
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the example of the turning of an aeroplane’s propeller. Nothing
essential happens [geschieht] in this, but of course ‘if the aeroplane
brings the Führer from Munich to Mussolini in Venice then history
happens [geschieht Geschichte]’, and this makes it a historical event. It
is not the operation of the machine that is historical, despite the fact
that the flight can only happen because of it; Rather, it is what arises in
the future. Of course, the machine may later end up in a museum
(GA38, 83). This kind of contemporary example is regularly found in
Heidegger’s subsequent lecture courses.43

It is clear that the earlier structures of being-with-another and for-
another are part of a larger picture, that of the Volk and indeed the
state. These two notions are explicitly tied together: ‘The state is the
historical being of the Volk’ (GA38, 165). Heidegger talks of the way
in which liberty is not about being able to do or not-do without limit,
but ‘entering the inevitableness of being, the receiving of historical
being into knowing will, the imprinting of the inevitability of being in
the rule of a fitting structured order [gefügten Ordnung] of a Volk.
Care [Sorge] for the freedom of a historical being is in itself author-
isation of the power of the state as the essential structure [Wesensge-
füges] of a historical mission’ (GA38, 164). Earlier in the course he
had noted that sociology as a discipline often tried to discuss the Volk,
and in particular to differentiate between society, state and Reich. But
he suggests that such discussion is fundamentally flawed, in that these
terms must be understood historically, ‘as in each case belonging to a
historical being [als einem jeweils geschichtlichen Sein zugehörig]’
(GA38, 68). The state is not simply the form of organisation of a
society, but that which originates from the mission and assignment
[aus Sendung und Auftrag] of a willed-rule [Herrschaftswillens]
(GA38, 165). Perhaps the original aim of the course, under the title
of Der Staat und die Wissenschaft, was not entirely abandoned.44

There is continual usage of another crucial term, ‘decision’ [En-
tscheidung] (for example, GA38, 27, 56–60, 69–77), which Heidegger
had used extensively himself in his explicitly political period. He
continues to use the term Volksgenossen (GA38, 42, 43), Volksge-
meinschaft (GA38, 26) and the language of Kampf, fate (GA38, 8)
and Arbeit (GA38, 128, 153).45 He talks of the role of students in
1933, including the SA and the faculty student body [Fachschaft]
(GA38, 73), suggesting that the role of education is still seen as the
‘strengthening and training of the internal ordering of the Volk’
(GA38, 57). Indeed, this is stressed with the relation of the University
to the state, and both as part of ‘the willed-rule and rule-form
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[der Herrschaftswille und die Herrschaftsform] of the Volk over itself.
As Dasein we fit in a proper manner [eigenerWeise] into the belonging
[Zugehörigkeit] of the Volk, we stand in the being of the Volk, we are
the Volk ourselves’ (GA38, 57). Heidegger talks of the decisional
moment [Augenblick] of the assertion of the Volk (GA38, 59), and
stresses the importance of the distinction between belonging to a state,
effectively citizenship [Staatsangehörigkeit] and belonging to a Volk
[Volkszugehörigkeit] (GA38, 60). This is the question of decision, a
futural question. Although this is all a prelude to the discussion of
what the Volk actually is, it is still clearly a discussion going on from
within National Socialist discourse, rather than from a position
external to it.
Equally, there is a dismissive reference to his concern with logic not

being due to some ‘arbitrary [beliebigen]Gleichschaltung’ (GA38, 11;
see also GA36/37, 161), but rather with a much more profound
upheaval and transformation of thought, existence and destiny. There
is also a suggestion that, while the Rector today appears in ‘SA
uniform rather than the traditional gown’, this does not prove that
anything about the University has changed (GA38, 74). There has
been no real revolution or transformation in the German University
(GA38, 76). The Rector, of course, is no longer Heidegger but rather
his successor Eduard Kern, and this must have been delivered only
shortly before the disbanding of the SA following the Night of the
Long Knives.
This course – only available since 1998 and so previously not

available to evaluate Heidegger’s claims46 – therefore goes some
way toward indicating his position, but it is clearly not nearly as
straightforward as Heidegger might have us believe. Whilst Heidegger
might be critical of National Socialist understandings of race, this does
not mean that he escapes what we might understand by the term
‘racism’.47 Bernasconi argues that one can be a racist without deter-
mining race biologically, and that many National Socialists did not
sign up to this view.48 Whilst Heidegger rejects the idea that the Volk
can be reduced to biology, his own view of the Volk is deeply
problematic. Although he recognises that Volk is itself an ambiguous
term, he gets into some quite serious problems when he attempts to
articulate an alternative. As Bernasconi suggests, ‘the text of the 1934
lecture course thus supports Heidegger’s subsequent claim that he
opposed biological racism, but not that he proposed in its place an
account of language framed in terms of Geist ’.49

This ambiguous attitude or lack of critical distance, which can only
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generously be understood as a transitional phase, is found in other
courses too, such as the following semester’s course on Hölderlin.
Here he oscillates between Hölderlin’s calling to a greater spiritual fate
that transcends contemporary politics (GA39, 172, 176, 178) and
criticism of biologism (GA39, 26–7); and references to fatherland
[Vaterland], homeland [Heimat] and Volk (for example, GA39, 90,
99, 104–5, 120, 121, 134, 137, 284),50 criticism of liberalism (GA39,
99) and the same kind of valorisation of the great, community and
listening that arguably led to his involvement in the first place (GA39,
146, 227; 71–3; 68–9, 200–3).51 In the criticism, he dismisses the
biological determination of poetry found in Kolbenheyer, is sceptical
of the ‘soul’ model of Spengler or the racial or Volkish notions of
Rosenberg (GA39, 26–7),52 and derides the way studies of poetry
have moved from an earlier concern with psychoanalytic work to
‘now everything dripping with national-character, blood and soil
[Volkstum, Blut und Boden]’ (GA39, 254). The historical Dasein
of a Volk is misunderstood if it simply means favouring Volkstum and
creating more chairs in ethnology [Volkskunde] and prehistory’
(GA39, 99).53

If many of the other references can be seen as an interpretation of
Hölderlin, who for Heidegger rises above the particular context and
sets out a spiritual destiny, some claims simply drag such a rationale
down: ‘The fatherland is beyng [Seyn] itself, which carries and adds
the ground of the history of a Volk as its Dasein; the historicity of its
history’ (GA39, 121); ‘thisMiteinandersein of Dasein [of the Volk] is,
measured by a fundamental character of Dasein, historical in itself,
and accordingly to the powers of history, bound and added to it’
(GA39, 143). Heidegger was clearly influenced by the work of
Norbert von Hellingrath, an early twentieth-century editor of Höl-
derlin, who declared in a 1915 lecture on ‘Hölderlin and the Germans’
that ‘language is the soul of a Volk, boundary of aVolk, the inner core
of a Volk’, and that this language is at the heart of what he called ‘the
secret Germany’.54 In his reading of Hölderlin, Heidegger notoriously
equates the role of a poet, a thinker and a state-founder [Staatsschöp-
fer] in the historical fate of a Volk (GA39, 143–4; see 51, 120; GA40,
36, 47).55 Spirit or intellect, Geist, was the measure of political
leadership in the Rectorship, which seems closer to the poet and
thinker, but of course the culmination of spirit in history for Hegel was
the state, just as Heidegger notes in this course (GA39, 133).56

The problematic claims can also be found in the famous 1936
Origin of theWork of Art lecture – ‘world is the self-opening openness



100 Speaking Against Number

of the broad paths of simple and essential decisions in the destiny of a
historical Volk’ (GA5, 35/26) – and in the Beiträge, written between
1936 and 1938. Although treatment of this text will largely be
confined to Chapter Three, in terms of the issues of Volk and race
there are some important remarks. Heidegger characterises the people
of today as fleeing into ‘new’ contents, and though their conceptions
of the ‘political’ and the ‘racial’ were ‘previously unknown’, they are
merely ‘dressings for the old facade of School-Philosophy’, that is,
metaphysics (GA65, 18–19). He later claims that ‘all biologisms and
naturalisms . . . stay within the soil [Boden] of metaphysics’ (GA65,
173). Although it is a common metaphor, the use of Boden is not
insignificant. Clearly, central term within Nazi language, Heidegger
is here turning it around, suggesting that being rooted in the soil
shows the limited nature of these claims, that they remain within the
problematic they seek to exceed. A similar claim is made later: ‘all
doctrines which focus on ‘‘values’’, ‘‘meaning’’, ‘‘ideas’’ and ideals;
correspondingly, the doctrines which deny such, like positivism and
biologism’ still remain within Platonism (GA65, 218).57 He similarly
criticises the ‘metaphysics’ of Richard Wagner and Houston Stewart
Chamberlain (GA65, 174).
The most important section here is number 15 (GA65, 42–3). The

section heading reads ‘Philosophy as ‘‘Philosophy of a Volk’’ ’. Who
could deny this is the case, Heidegger asks? We have Greek philoso-
phy and German philosophy – this seems self-evident. But in truth,
none of this comes close to what philosophy itself is – philosophy
is not something like clothing or a style of cookery which can
be understood as peculiar to a people. Almost as a throwaway,
Heidegger declares that ‘it is sheer nonsense to say that experimental
research is Nordic-Germanic and rational research comes from for-
eigners! We would then have to already count [zählen] Newton and
Leibniz among the ‘‘Jews’’ ’ (GA65, 163). Equally, such a claim to
national philosophy rests upon a problematic term, Volk.58Heidegger
suggests that the forgetting of being shows itself particularly in failing
to note the ambiguity of what is deemed essential: his example is the
question of the ‘Volk’ and related terms such as ‘community, the
racial, the lower and higher, the national’ (GA65, 117; see GA66,
167); but when he returns to these problematic terms five years later,
he notes that all of them rest on a problematic notion of the individual
and the I–you relationship (GA54, 204, 247).
Heidegger is clearly treading on dangerous ground when he dis-

cusses the notion of Volk. While these are important questions, even
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today, Heidegger is not doing what he later claims. He is not so much
suggesting an alternative way of conceptualising race on the basis of
spirit, as suggesting that biological racial thinking falls within the
remit of metaphysics. Calculative understandings of population can be
seen in the same way. This is, of course, to ignore that other forms of
racism do not admit to the same understanding, such as cultural forms
of, for example, anti-Semitism. Clearly, neither does Heidegger depart
from the sense of a historical fate of the German people and the role of
the state in this.
We might expect, given the stress Heidegger put on the 1934 lecture

course, that it might have been one he chose to have published in
his lifetime. If the critique was as clear as he implied, this would
presumably have been an important intervention. He was certainly
willing to publish some material from this time. The first course on
Hölderlin was not published until after his death, but a book,
Erläuterungen zu Hölderlins Dichtung [Elucidations of Hölderlin’s
Poetry] (GA4), did appear in various editions with a number of essays
on the poet, trading extensively on lecture material, though largely
forsaking the political aspects.59 And the next set of lectures, Intro-
duction to Metaphysics, and ones on Kant, Schelling and Nietzsche
(GA40, GA41, GA42, GA43, GA44, GA47 and GA48) all appeared
in some form during Heidegger’s life. As the preceding analysis has
shown, many of these texts show that Heidegger’s coming to terms
with the Nazi regime was far from one-sided or unequivocal. He is not
advocating a notion of Volk free from race, but recognising how the
two concepts are complicit, and precisely because of their determina-
tion within metaphysics (GA38, 65). This criticism is sufficiently
convoluted for there to have been a real purpose in having a clear,
officially authorised, account given after the war, which the original
manuscripts would have muddied and complicated.60 In other in-
stances, such as the valorisation of the state, these courses would have
shown a side Heidegger was at pains to leave unexposed.
A particular example of this textual detail and the contentious

claims made in this period is found in the Introduction to Metaphysics
course, from 1935. While the more interesting material is found in the
comments on geopolitics, there is also a notorious phrase which has
provided the section headings of this chapter.

What is being peddled about nowadays as the philosophy of National
Socialism but which has nothing whatever to do with the inner
truth and greatness [der inneren Wahrheit und Größe] of National
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Socialism (namely the encounter between global technology and
modern humans) – is fishing in the troubled waters of ‘values’ and
‘totalities’. (GA40, 152)61

Although delivered in 1935, this was published in 1953, the first of
Heidegger’s lecture courses to appear as a publication. There is lots of
debate over this phrase, in particular over the way in which an
expression of faith is allowed to stand. If it were as simple as that,
then we might at least accept an honesty in preserving the historical
record. But the lecture course is not as it was in 1935, and in its
opening note from Heidegger we find that ‘matter in parentheses was
written while I was reworking the text’ (GA40, XI). In other words,
the clarification of what the ‘inner truth and greatness’ was, ‘namely
the encounter between global technology and modern humans’, is a
later addition. Given that, as we shall see, Heidegger holds that it
failed to think that relation, a significant shift of emphasis is implied
by the phrase. For Otto Pöggeler, ‘with this elucidation the ‘‘great-
ness’’ of National Socialism is defined in a thoroughly negative way’.62

Later in life, when asked about the clause in parentheses, Heidegger
claims that it was indeed present in the course manuscript in 1935, but
was not delivered, because ‘I was convinced that my audience were
understanding me correctly’. He continues, excusing the remark as
one playing to ‘the stupid, the spies, and the snoopers’, who would
understand him otherwise (GA16, 668; HC, 104).63 Given that the
manuscript page in question is missing,64 the testimony of Heidegger’s
assistant Harmut Buchner that the phrase was added,65 and the
countless other examples given above of political claims being made
in lectures, we should be deeply sceptical about this claim.66

There is a further complication, which is less often remarked upon.
In the translation provided above, Heidegger refers the ‘inner truth
and greatness’ back explicitly to ‘National Socialism’, following
Pöggeler’s account of the manuscript, whereas in the actually pub-
lished version it is ‘of this movement’.67 ‘This movement’ clearly
relates back to National Socialism, but it perhaps makes the distinc-
tion between the philosophy and the inner truth and greatness more
explicit. However, rather than simply noting that the manuscript
and the version Heidegger authorised for publication differ, Pöggeler
also notes that, according to one audient, Walter Bröcker, Heidegger
said something slightly, but significantly, different: not ‘of National
Socialism’, nor ‘of this movement’, but ‘of the movement’. Pöggeler
reports Bröcker as underlining this: ‘The Nazis, and they alone, used
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‘‘the movement’’ for National Socialism. Hence Heidegger’s ‘‘the’’
was for me unforgettable’.68

This chapter has analysed the way Heidegger utilised the notion of
truth and the idea of greatness in his writings leading up to this period,
which shows that the phrase has a particular significance, rather than
being merely an avowal. By 1935 his own political career and
aspirations are in tatters, but another model, a spiritual model, the
‘inner’ essence, is clearly still believed in. And it is not clear that it was
ever really abandoned, despite a definite turn toward criticism of at
least some aspects of actually existing National Socialism. Take, for
example, the following well-known passage.

This Europe, in its unholy blindness always on the point of cutting its own
throat, lies today in the great pincers [der großen Zange] between Russia
on the one side and America on the other. Russia and America, seen
metaphysically, are both the same: the same hopeless frenzy of unchained
technology and of the rootless [bodenlosen] organization of the average
man. When the farthest corner of the globe [Erdballs] has been conquered
technologically and can be exploited economically; when any incident you
like, in any place you like, becomes accessible as fast as you like; when you
can simultaneously ‘experience [erleben]’ an assassination attempt against
a king in France and a symphony concert in Tokyo; when time is nothing
but rapidity, instantaneity and simultaneity [Schnelligkeit, Augenblick-
lichkeit und Gleichzeitigkeit], and time as history has vanished from all
Dasein of all Volk; when a boxer counts as the great man of a Volk; when
the tallies of millions at mass meetings are a triumph [Millionenzahlen von
Massenversammlungen ein Triumph], yes then, there still looms like a
spectre over all this uproar the question: what for? – where to? – and what
then? (GA40, 28–9)

The nationalist thrust of this is still deeply problematic. It is the
German Volk, that is the ‘metaphysical Volk’, that lies ‘in the pincers’,
‘in the centre [Mitte]’, that is ‘richest in neighbours and hence the most
endangered Volk’ (GA40, 29). The idea of Germany being squeezed
by external forces was a commonplace of discussion of foreign policy
at the time,69 although Heidegger possibly means Germany to be
understood in the middle in a temporal sense as well: between the
Greek past and its own future.70 In a revealing comment in the much
later interview with Der Spiegel, Heidegger explains the potential he
saw in the National Socialist revolution as the necessity to ‘find a
national, and above all a social, point of view, perhaps of the sort
attempted by Friedrich Naumann’ (GA16, 655; HC, 95). Naumann
was the author of the notorious book Mitteleuropa, advocating a
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central European power as a balance between the West and Russia,
inevitably dominated by the German-speaking people of Germany
and Austria-Hungary.71 In 1935, Heidegger offers a renewed sense of
the Bestimmung of the Schiksal of the German Volk, declaring that ‘if
the great decision [große Entscheidung] regarding Europe is not to go
down the path of annihilation – precisely then can this decision come
about only through the development of new, historically spiritual
forces from the centre [neuer geschichtlich geistiger Kräfte aus der
Mitte]’ (GA40, 29).
He continues to talk about decision, but here hyphenating to

Ent-scheidung, to bring out the meaning of cutting in the ‘cision’,
and in a later clarifying gloss says this is not the ‘judgement and choice
of human beings, but rather a cut’ regarding being (GA40, 84).
Heidegger declares that noting this spiritual decline is not Kulturpes-
simisus, but needs to be understood metaphysically as a decline in
terms of the fate of being (GA40, 29). He equally notes that respect
should be shown to (National Socialist) ‘organisations for the pur-
ification of language and for defence against its progressive mutila-
tion’, while noting that they do not go far enough, suggesting that the
relation of the Volk to being is through language (GA40, 39). This
concern with language is also important in considering whyHeidegger
turns from a discussion of Nietzsche’s suggestion that being is a
vapour and a fallacy to contemporary concerns with geopolitics.72

It is because the question that must be asked is whether being is merely
a word, ‘its meaning a vapour, or is it the spiritual fate of the Western
world [Abendlandes]?’ (GA40, 29; see 32). Equally, and making
explicit the way in which hearing was understood in the 1924
Aristotle lectures and later in Being and Time, Heidegger suggests
that ‘genuine being-obedient [Hörig-sein, that is, hearkening] is op-
posed to mere hearing and keeping one’s ears open’ (GA40, 99). The
first step in the reform of Universities must be ‘a real revolution in the
prevailing view to language’, and for this ‘we need to revolutionise the
teachers’ and effect a transformation of the University (GA40, 41).73

All that said, there is something that goes beyond this here. Perhaps
most obviously, there is the sarcastic reference to the Triumph that can
be tallied through numbers at mass meetings. Is it necessary to note
that Leni Riefenstahl’s contemporary film of the Nuremberg rallies,
The Triumph of the Will, had been released the year of Heidegger’s
lectures? Then there is the advent of a mechanised and technological
‘globalisation’, a process where the earth is but a ball, conceived as a
whole, conquered and exploited. The later notion of machination is
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anticipated here, but without a full development. Heidegger’s point
about rapidity, instantaneity and simultaneity is more nuanced than a
simple translation can capture. Schnell is the word for speed, and
so this captures something of the transitory, accelerated nature of
time; Augenblick is the ‘moment’; and Gleichzeitigkeit implies each
moment of time [Zeit] being made the same [Gleich]. The mournful
references to ‘the darkening of the world, the flight of the gods, the
destruction of the earth, and the reduction of human beings to a mass
[die Vermassung des Menschen]’, that is a levelling down, which
follow (GA40 29), are both embedded in Heidegger’s political
strategies up to this moment, and anticipate themes from his Beiträge.
But, in the idea of a Vermassung, they look beyond the political ideas
presented so far.

The prevailing dimension became that of extension and number [Ausdeh-
nung und der Zahl] . . . In America and Russia, then, this all intensified
until it turned into the measureless [maßlose] etcetera of the ever-identical
and the indifferent [Immergleichen und Gleichgültigen], until finally this
quantitative temper [dieser Quantitative] became a quality of its own,
(GA40, 35)

Heidegger’s politics, as we have seen, was a spiritual mission. His
complaint here is in part how the spiritual has been devalued and
misinterpreted. WhenGeist is rendered as mere Intelligenz, it is simply
reduced to calculating and examining [Berechnung und Betrachtung].
It leads to ‘mass distribution [massenhafter Verteilung]’ and the
possibility of organisation, both alien to spirit. What is interesting
is that this way of thinking, of Geist as intelligence as a tool
[Werkzeug], is seen in action in three potential realms – ‘the regulation
and domination [die Regelung und Beherrschung] of the material
conditions of production’; ‘the intelligent ordering [Ordnung und
Erklärung] of everything that is present and already posited at any
time’; and as ‘applied to the organisational regulation [der organisa-
torischen Lenkung] of the vital resources and race of a Volk [der
Lebensmasse und Rasse eines Volkes]’. Heidegger notes that the first is
found inMarxism, the second in positivism, by which he surely means
its American form. He does not name the third, but this is clearly a
reference to the contemporary situation (GA40, 35–6).74 As Kisiel
notes, too strongly but on the right track, ‘thus the practice of German
National Socialism is, already in 1935, ‘‘metaphysically the same’’ as
that of Americanism and Russian Communism’.75
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In order to fully comprehend what is being hinted at here, and
which will reoccur again and again, particularly in Heidegger’s next
course on Kant and the thing and the Beiträge, some backtracking is
required. The key questions will be what is meant by the notion of
measure, the issues of extension and number, the problem of calcula-
tion and the quantitative temper. As Heidegger declares, following
some illuminating remarks about how he sees philosophy in 1935,
‘philosophizing always remains a kind of knowing that not only does
not allow itself to be made timely [zeitgemäß, that is, in measure with
the times] but, on the contrary, imposes its measure on the times [die
Zeit unter sein Maß stellt]’ (GA40, 6).76 Metaphysics did not con-
tribute to the Revolution, so should it be thrown away? Not at all,
declares Heidegger. Philosophy can never directly supply the impetus
to lead to [heraufführen] a historical state of affairs, because it is the
preserve of the few. Philosophy is ‘a thoughtful opening of the avenue
and vistas of a measure- and rank-establishing knowing [maß- und
rangsetzenden Wissens], a knowing in which and from which a Volk
conceives its Dasein in the historical-spiritual world and brings it to
fulfilment’ (GA40, 8; see GA16, 483).77 Heidegger is interested in the
root of the term Einführung, introduction, a leading-into [hineinfüh-
ren]. What does it mean to lead into? ‘Leading [Führen] is a ques-
tioning going-ahead, a questioning-ahead [Vor-fragen, a preliminary
question]. This is a leading that essentially has no following’ (GA40,
15). How then are we to conceive of measure? Once again, the ideas
are forged in the early lecture courses on Aristotle.
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Jünger, is found in GA90.

46. Their publication in the Gesamtausgabe in 1998 followed an
edition put together by Victor Farı́as: Lógica: «Lecciones de M.
Heidegger (Semestre verano 1934) en el legado de HeleneWeiss»,
bi-lingual German–Spanish edition, Barcelona: Anthropos, 1991.

47. Bernasconi, ‘Heidegger’s Alleged Challenge’, p. 52.



Against: Polemical Politics 113

48. Bernasconi, ‘Heidegger’s Alleged Challenge’, p. 52. On the
problem of Geist, see also Derrida, Heidegger et la question.

49. Bernasconi, ‘Heidegger’s Alleged Challenge’, p. 54.
50. Though compare GA45, 126–7, where some distance is offered.
51. See also GA52, 88–93, for a discussion of the importance of fate
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of Nazi racial policy is clear and unmistakable’.



114 Speaking Against Number

61. By 1938 this has become the ‘laborious fabrication of such
absurd entities as ‘‘National Socialist philosophies’’ ’ (GA5,
100/75).
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Three – Number: Calculative Politics

The Problem of World

The essence of man has been decided long ago. Namely, man is an
‘organism [or creature, Lebewesen]’ and indeed an ‘organism’ that can
invent, build and make use of machines, an organism that can reckon
[rechnen] with things, an organism that can put everything whatever into
its calculation and computation [Rechnung und Berechnung], into the
ratio. Man is the organism with the gift of reason. Therefore, man can
demand that everything in the world happen ‘logically’. (GA51, 90–1; see
GA54, 100–1)

Aristotle’s definition of the human continues to exercise Heidegger
throughout his career. In this example, from 1941, he makes clear
a theme that has been developing in his thought for many years.
Indeed, the discussion of this phrase back in the Plato’s Sophist course,
quoted as an epigraph to this book, had made the link between the
‘rational animal’ and the question of calculation: ‘connected with this
definition is that of man as the being which calculates [rechnet],
arithmein. Calculating does not mean here counting [zählen] but to
reckon something, to be designing [berechnend sein]; it is only on the
basis of this original sense of calculating [Rechnen] that number
[Zahl] developed’ (GA19, 17–18). Many years later, in the winter
of 1942–43 that saw the German army defeated at Stalingrad,
Heidegger declares that ‘man as animal rationale is the ‘‘animal’’ that
calculates, plans, turns to beings as objects, represents what is objec-
tive and orders it’ (GA54, 232; see GA7, 52).
It is therefore worth noting that if the first chapter of this study

traced concerns across the period of about a decade, and the second
narrowed its focus to a very short span of time, this final chapter
ranges across Heidegger’s entire thought, though with an emphasis on
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the period from 1936 to the end of the war. In a sense, this chapter’s
topic is Heidegger’s mature political thought, a product undoubtedly
of the thinking through of what had occurred between 1933 and
1934, but also of the sustained reflection his thought had brought to
bear on a number of related issues. Chapters Two and Three, then, in
part, show Heidegger offering two different responses to the key
question Chapter One identified: the question of being-together
politically, the wider realm to which phronesis is addressed. Chapter
Two shows the immediate response in the face of the crisis; Chapter
Three is the painful and painstaking rethinking of precisely this
problem. The years 1933–34 are the time of crisis, in the Greek sense
of krisis as a critical turning-point, a moment, one of decision, an
Augenblick, a kairos.Krisis as a decision, related to krino, is a splitting
apart, a separating, indeed an Auseinandersetzung. On reflection,
across a longer stretch of time, a khronos, a more measured time that
asks not only about the measure of time, other perspectives emerge. As
Heidegger remarks early in his career, ‘phronesis requires khronos’
(GA19, 140), ‘bouleuesthai needs polun khronon. As opposed to
precipitous action, correct deliberation takes time’ (GA19, 152).
The key question is the extent to which the Heidegger of Chapter
Three is only possible as a response to the Heidegger of Chapter Two.
The set of concerns that Heidegger mobilises to rethink this pro-

blematic notably includes the move from logos to ratio; the mathe-
maticisation of this notion; the relation between these words that
share a stem in the notion of rechnen; and the subsequent ordering of
the world. We begin with the last of these, because it enables us to
return to Heidegger’s early writings with a new emphasis. This is
because, though the phenomena of world is important in Heidegger
in numerous places, what is interesting politically is how 1924’s
notion of being-in-the-polis becomes being-in-the-world in Being
and Time. Although it might be tempting to see this merely as an
apolitical re-rendering of Aristotle, it is more complicated than that in
two registers: the scope of being-in-the-world and the way in which
this is put together.
Being-in-the-world, as a fundamental structure of Dasein, is largely

concerned with the surrounding environment, the Umwelt. This is
made up of material things, and the analyses of equipment come in this
context. In terms of the structure of Being and Time, this is the first
three chapters of the first division, before Heidegger broadens the
inquiry to look at encounters with others, in the Mitwelt, as was
discussed in Chapter One. This is the first complication: being-in-the-
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world is both an element of the Mitwelt and yet, in terms of the
successive stages of Heidegger’s argumentation, more limited, and
therefore more circumscribed than the notion of being-in-the-polis.
The second complication is that Heidegger wants to distance himself
from many other understandings of what the world is. In part, this is
about the mode of connection of the material world. We are not
beings, who are in a world, but always already in a world in our being,
being-in-the-world (GA2, 52–3). Similarly, the world is not con-
structed along mathematical, scientific lines, but encountered through
experience and living.1

In Being and Time, Heidegger declares that ‘in the ontology of the
ancients, the beings we encounter within the world are taken as basic
examples for the interpretation of being. Noein (or the logos, as the
case may be) is accepted as a way of access to them’ (GA2, 44). In
his readings of the pre-Socratics, Heidegger uses Parmenides and
Heraclitus to suggest that the world, the kosmos, is not ‘present-at-
hand beings as such [vorhandene Seiende als solches]’, but rather a
‘condition [Zustand ]’ or a ‘mode of being [Weise zu sein’] (GA26,
219).2 It is in that sense an ontological issue, concerned with how,
rather than what, is, that is a question of the being of beings rather
than beings themselves.
This stress on the ontological determination is important because,

hinted at in Being and Time, and explored in much more detail
elsewhere, is the fundamental question of the mode of connection.
In a sense, this is a mathematical question, as we saw with issues
concerning magnitude, calculation and measure in Chapter Two, and
bears relation to understandings of arithmetic and geometry, numer-
ical and spatial relations (GA22, 254; see GA56/57, 25–6). But
Heidegger continually makes the point that the nature of mathematics
is not itself a mathematical question; just as biology in itself is not
biological and philology is not itself understandable through philology
(see, for example, GA22, 5–6; see GA44, 117–18; N II, 111–12). The
question of mathematics is not therefore one that can be reached by
way of mathematics – that is, through proofs or concepts – but is a
properly philosophical question. While the positive sciences can say
something about beings, they cannot talk about being (GA22, 6–8).
Their statements are exclusively about beings, which is why mathe-
matics cannot be defined mathematically. ‘The mathematician deals in
numbers or spatial relations, but not in number as such, that is the
being of numbers; he does not deal in space as such, the being of space,
of what and how it is’ (GA22, 8, see 293).
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Heidegger certainly had some knowledge of mathematics that went
beyond the merely philosophical. If our reading here is largely con-
cerned with the ontological and political issues that arise from his
discussions, this does not mean that only he knew this level. Between
1911 and 1913, as a graduate student, Heidegger took ten courses in
geometry, calculus and algebra, alongside subjects in physics, chem-
istry and philosophy.3 This was after he had left the theology faculty,
and though his final dissertation was on judgement in psychologism
(GA1, 59–188), and he later moved into philosophy, he used to
examine mathematics PhD students, and continued to have an interest
in mathematical issues.
For example, in a 1925 Kassel lecture on Dilthey (to appear in

GA80) there is a discussion of the geometrical presuppositions of the
theory of relativity, looking at elliptical and hyperbolic geometry.4 On
presenting his Habilitationsschrift to Freiburg in 1915, Heidegger
offered three topics for the requisite trial lecture: ‘The Concept of Time
in History’, ‘The Logical Problem of the Question’, and ‘The Concept
of Number’.5 Only the first was delivered (GA1, 415–33), but it seems
that the third was the original topic of the Habilitationsschrift itself,
changed because of Heidegger’s then desire to take up a chair in
Catholic Philosophy.6 Similarly, in theHistory of the Concept of Time
course, he makes reference to the debate between Hilbert’s formalism
and Brouwer and Weyl’s intuitionism. But, it has to be said, even here
the aim is really to get to the question of foundations rather than to do
mathematics (GA20, 4–5; see GA2, 9–10). It is also worth recalling
the heritage of phenomenology: as Heidegger reminds his students,
Husserl was ‘originally a mathematician’ (GA20, 28; see GA21, 31),
and in a 1915 curriculum vitae Heidegger notes the importance of
Husserl’s Philosophy of Arithmetic (GA16, 38).7

There is not the space here to provide a detailed reading of Chapters
II and III of the first division of Being and Time, which are entitled
‘Being-in-the-World in General as the Basic State of Dasein’, and ‘The
Worldhood of the World’.8 A few remarks on one key issue are,
however, necessary. This is the way Heidegger outlines four ways in
which world is conceived. These are distinguished by two fundamen-
tal divisions – as ontic or ontological; and as including Dasein or
separate from it. The first, ontic, exclusive understanding is ‘the
totality of those beings which can be present-at-hand within the
world’; second, the ontological version of this, is the being of those
beings. Third, ontic and inclusive, is an understanding of the ‘wherein’
each Dasein ‘lives’, either the Mitwelt of shared experience, or the
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domestic Umwelt particular to a Dasein. The fourth is the ontological
understanding of this, worldhood, what makes the third kind possible.
Heidegger reserves his use of the term world for the third kind, the
kind found in the term being-in-the-world. What is interesting is that
the first is the common understanding, and the second the ontological
casting of this ‘world’ (Heidegger reserves single quotation marks
for the world in this first sense) (GA2, 64–5; see GA26, 231–2). As
Heidegger makes explicit slightly later, the key operation in an
ontology of ‘world’ is found in Descartes understanding of res extensa
(GA2, 66).
As Heidegger declares in early 1930, ‘logos, ratio, Vernunft

[reason], Geist – all these titles are disguises for the problem of world’
(GA29/30, 508). (It is worth noting that the last three are also
‘translations’ of the first (see GA2, 32, and the discussion in Chapter
One)). These four terms, with their association with four great
thinkers – Aristotle, Descartes, Kant and Hegel – are guiding themes
in Heidegger’s investigation into the ontological determination of the
world. Aristotle, Descartes and Kant were, of course, the projected
subjects of the three divisions of the second part; Hegel is discussed in
Being and Time only briefly, but largely in the context of Aristotle and
time (GA2, 428–36). If Aristotle and Descartes will receive most
treatment here, it is worth first briefly noting the issues raised in
Heidegger’s reading of Kant.
In the Critique of Pure Reason, Kant attempts to separate out world

and nature, despite the fact that they are often conflated. The world is
the ‘mathematical sum-total of all appearances’, a totality, that is in its
large form as an aggregate or composition [zusammensetzung], as well
as in the small form through division. Nature is ‘this same world . . .
when it is viewed as a dynamical whole and one does not look at the
aggregation in space or time so as to bring about a quantity, but looks
instead at the unity in the existence of appearances’.9 The world,
therefore, is the totum of beings, a mathematical totality, and nature
the dynamic totality (GA26, 226).10 What we find in Heidegger’s
pursuit of this issue is crucial, since he separates out ‘the mathematical
categories of quantity and quality, and the dynamic categories of
relation and modality’ (GA26, 226). Although Heidegger is at pains to
point out that neither mathematical or dynamic here means anything
too close to the use of those terms in physics, there is something very
revealing here. ‘For Kant’s general ontology, the exemplary being is,
of course, nature, i.e., beings-in-themselves as discovered by the
mathematical science of nature’ (GA26, 227; see GA25, 43–5).11
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Dynamic categories deal with the that-being, the existential attri-
butes of the nature of beings; mathematical categories deal with the
what-being, the essential characteristics (GA26, 228). While the way
Heidegger discusses this notion here, and the following course which
provides a more thorough historical overview and discussion of Kant
in the second division on ‘Philosophy and Worldview’ (GA27, see
especially 239–58),12 is rather underdeveloped, he is opening up in
a productive way an issue that would dominate his thinking from
the mid-1930s on. This is the question of calculation, and how
mathematical models of seeing the material world are reductive
and ultimately dangerous. In the course devoted to Kant from
1927–28, designed to work through the first Critique in detail,
Heidegger’s question is ‘how must nature be determined and thought
in advance, so that the entirety of this being as such can be accessible
to calculative knowledge in a fundamental way?’. His answer, draw-
ing upon the changes initiated by Galileo and Kepler, but most
fundamentally, as we shall see, in Descartes, is this:

Nature must be circumscribed as what it is in advance, in such a way
as to be determinable and accessible to inquiry as a closed system
[Zusammenhang] of the locomotion [Ortsveränderunen] of material
bodies in time. What limits nature as such – movement, body, place,
time – must be thought in such a way as to make a mathematical
determination possible. Nature must be projected [entworfen] in advance
unto its mathematical constitution. (GA25, 30–1; see GA2, 362; GA41,
103/102–3; GA15, 313–14)

There are several crucial issues here, notably the way in which what
nature is is determined in advance, in other words that it being as such
is determined in order to make observations about its particularities.
Nature is understood as the movement of bodies through place, Ort,
in time – the determinate characteristics of modern physics – but
determined in a thoroughly mathematical way. Mathematics here is a
particular sense, a modern sense, of composition and division. The
limits of the system, the composition of the thought of nature, become
the limits of nature itself. Nature ceases to be what it might be except
in terms of the system through which it is understood. ‘It is only on the
basis of disclosing the mathematical constitution of nature that the
knowing determination of nature obtains meaning and justification
according to measure, number and weight [Maß, Zahl und Gewicht]’
(GA25, 31–2; see GA21, 204). In Kant’s thought this gets played out
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in the conception that, instead of our cognition conforming to objects,
objects actually must conform to our cognition;13 and that the
‘conditions of possibility of experience in general are simultaneously
the conditions of possibility for the objects of experience’.14 As
Heidegger phrases it, ‘there is already an a priori knowledge upon
which each empirical measurement depends, i.e. to which this mea-
surement must correspond and conform’ (GA25, 56; see GA2, 362).
Heidegger returns to this theme again and again, adding nuance to

his argument. His key point is that the break with previous under-
standings of nature is not that experiment is key, as the Greeks also
experimented, nor that quantitative measure is used, because measur-
ing and counting had been used in the Greeks and the middle ages
(GA34, 61; GA41, 68–9/68). Nor is it that modern science works with
facts and medieval science with concepts, because both work with
both (GA41, 66/66). Rather, it is the way that they are conceived, in
that in modern science ‘a projection was made which delineated
[umgrenzt] in advance what was henceforth to be understood as
nature and natural process: a spatio-temporally determined totality
of movement of masspoints [Massenpunkten]. In principle, despite all
process and transformation, this projection of nature has not changed
to the present day’ (GA34, 61).15 Indeed, following these changes,
Heidegger suggests that philosophy itself demonstrates its proposi-
tions by geometrical means; more geometrico’ (GA56/57, 18–19).
One of the telling instances is that Kant conceives of the proposition

‘all bodies are extended’ as an analytic judgment – that is, that the
predicate is contained in the very idea of the subject – while ‘some
bodies are heavy’ is a synthetic judgement, that is, it tells us something
more, with an implicit stress on the ‘some’.16Heidegger pursues this in
a discussion of Kant’s suggestion in the Critique that ‘space is
represented as an infinite magnitude [Größe] that is given’.17 By
magnitude, Kant does not mean a simple amount [Großes], that
could be summed to another, but, Heidegger suggests, something like
greatness [Großheit]. Kant uses the Latin Quantum rather than
quantity [Quantität] to describe this. Where quantity is confined to
the categories of unity, plurality and totality – modes of comparison –
comparison is not the issue with quantum, magnitude. Heidegger cites
Kant’s Reflexionen, which suggests that ‘the quantum wherein all
quantities can exclusively be determined is . . . space and time’.18 In
other words, the quantum is the determination, the condition of
possibility, for particular quantities: ‘magnitude is that which makes
possible anything that is determined as having a magnitude . . .
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magnitude as greatness is itself neither big nor small [Die Größe ist als
Großheit nicht selbst groß oder klein] (GA25, 118–20).19

It is worth remembering that, for the early Heidegger, as with so
many other issues, his concern with measure and calculation is largely
orientated around the reductive understanding of time. In the lecture
on ‘The Concept of Time’, there is a brief discussion of measure in
relation to Augustine’s reflection of time in his Confessions (GA64,
111; see GA64, 18; GA60, 284–6; GA31, 120–1), and Heidegger
bemoans the mathematicisation of time as a variable t to add to the
mathematical coordinates of x, y and z later in the same lecture. ‘Once
time has been defined as clock time [Uhrzeit]’, Heidegger declares,
‘there is no hope of ever arriving at its original sense again’ (GA64,
122).20 It is in relation to this concern that we find most of the remarks
in this topic in Being and Time, including brief discussions of Aristotle
and Hegel on calculative time (GA2, 413–36; see also GA21, 251–62;
GA24, 352ff; GA26, 256–9; GA64, 91–2),21 although there are some
additional comments in the discussion of the spatiality of worldhood
(for example, GA2, 111–13).22 Heidegger suggests that ‘the connec-
tions between historical numeration, astronomically calculated world-
time and the temporality and historicity of Dasein need further
investigation’ (GA2, 419 n. 4),23 although Heidegger also references
back to a lecture he gave in 1916 (GA1, 415–33).24 These questions
will be returned to in the discussion of Descartes below, for Descartes
takes on a privileged position in Heidegger’s reading of how the
tradition has moved to this mathematical projection of nature. But
before we move to this, we need to analyse how Heidegger thinks the
question of number is determined in the Greeks.

Arithmetic and Geometry

Heidegger provides two detailed discussions of the question of num-
ber in his early work,25 which are important both because they
contain his most thorough discussion of ancient mathematics and
because they are the foundation of his later work on issues of
calculation more generally. The second is found in the Summer
1926 course on the Basic Concepts of Ancient Philosophy. Delivered
at the very moment Heidegger was finalising the parts of Being and
Time that were published – May to July 1926 – this course and the as
yet unpublished one from the following semester on History of
Philosophy from Thomas Aquinas to Kant (GA23) provide a broader
but summary reading of almost the entire tradition. Basic Concepts of
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Ancient Philosophy is interesting in general terms because it contains
some of the most detailed discussions of the pre-Socratics to be found
in the Heidegger of the 1920s.
Heidegger discusses how Thales, the first scientific philosopher, is

also the first Greek mathematician, and this, he suggests, is not by
chance.Mathema, that which can be taught, stands in place of science
in general, and is useful both as a theory and as a practical tool, being
related to maritime geography and the calculation of distances be-
tween coasts (GA22, 40, 51–2). Thales took the Egyptian geometry of
empirical measurement, and turned it into an abstract and deductive
process.26 In relation to the Pythagorians and the representation of
numbers in the geometric figure of the triangle, Heidegger contends
that ‘the Greeks did not think in a purely arithmetic manner, but more
in the mode of spatial figuration and representation’ (GA22, 221). He
continues to suggest something whose implications, here, at least, are
not worked through: ‘Concerning this spatial figure, we apprehend
the spatial as much as number. Number becomes logos, ‘‘concept’’,
number makes possible the conceivable and definable nature of being’
(GA22, 221). Elsewhere there is a brief discussion of Zeno of Elea,
the thinker Aristotle would dispute in his analysis of movement in
Physics Book IV (see GA22, 71–6, 237–40), and the notion of the
kenon, the void, in relation to that of topos (GA22, 244–5, 319; see
GA32, 176–7). This discussion culminates in the crucial assertion that
the merit of Zeno’s work is that it is neither time nor space which is the
problem, but the continuum. The continuum – the mode of connection
of being – is the phenomenon ‘equally at the base of magnitude
[Größe], space and time’ (GA22, 76, see 239–40).27

The more important of the two discussions is found, yet again, in
the crucial Plato’s Sophist course. A few weeks into the course,
Heidegger turns aside from his main aim at that point, which is
the meaning of sophia, and discusses mathematics in some detail. It is
this seemingly tangential discussion or excursus [Exkurs] that seems to
me to contain the single most important philosophical discussion of
number in his work. Indeed, as he declares immediately after this
discussion, this is by no means unrelated to the wider concerns of this
discussion: ‘Metrein, to take measure [messen], to determine, is the
mode in which Dasein makes something intelligible. Metron and
arithmos belong in the same realm as logos, namely the realm of
aletheuein’ (GA19, 126).28

The purpose of this excursus is first to examine mathematike in
general, and second arithmetike and geometria. The mathematical
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sciences have as their theme ta eks aphaireseos, that which shows itself
as withdrawn from something, specifically from what is immediately
given – phusika onta. In other words, mathematics is an abstraction
from being. This is generally accredited to Thales. This abstraction is
recognised by Aristotle when he speaks of khorizein, a separating,
which links to the important word khora, which Heidegger here
translates as ‘place’ [Platz]. For Heidegger, therefore, mathematics
takes something away from its own place. But mathematics itself does
not have a topos. This might have the ring of a paradox, as topos is
often translated as ‘space’ [Raum]: Heidegger prefers ‘place’ [Platz].
(We should note here that Heidegger therefore sees both khora and
topos as Platz, though he clarifies the latter with the additional word
Ort, which is usually translated as ‘locale’ or ‘place’.) Heidegger
suggests that the khorizein, the separating, is for Aristotle the way
in which the mathematical becomes objective. This is clearly linked to
the khorismos of Plato’s ideas, where the ideas have their topos in the
ouranos, the heavens (GA19, 100–1).
In the Physics Book II, discussing the scope of natural science,

Aristotle examines the mathematical objects of stereon and gramme –
solids and lines. Whilst these can be considered as phusika, with a
surface as peras, the limit of a body [als Grenze eines Körpers], the
mathematician considers them purely in themselves (193b32).29 Hei-
degger suggests that this negative description of the mathematical in
Aristotle – ‘that it is not the peras of a phusikon soma’ – means that
‘the mathematical is not being considered as a ‘‘place’’ [Ort]. There-
fore, this abstracting, this extraction [Heraussehen] of the essence
of the mathematical from the realm of phusikon soma, is essential,
but oyden diaphora, it makes no difference [macht das keinen
Unterschied].’ By this, Aristotle means that the abstracting does not
turn them into something else, but the ‘what’ of the peras is simply
taken for itself. The khorizein therefore, this extracting, does not
distort. Such an extracting is at play in the ideas generally. Now
khorismos has a justifiable sense in mathematics, but not where beings
are concerned. For the phusika onta are kinoumena, related to
motion, and hence cannot be removed from their khora, their place
[Platz]. Being and presence are determined in relation to a place, a
topos (GA19, 101–2).
In Aristotle, Heidegger contends, there is therefore a clear differ-

entiation between arithmetic and geometry – the former is concerned
withmonas, the unit; the latter with stigme, the point.Monas is related
to monon, the unique or the sole, and is indivisible according to
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quantity. Stigme is, likemonas, indivisible, but unlikemonas it has the
addition of a thesis – a position, an orientation, an order or arrange-
ment. Monas is athetos, unpositioned; stigme is thetos, positioned
(Metaphysics, 1016b29–31). This addition – this prosthesis – is crucial
in understanding the distinction between arithmetic and geometry.
For those of us interested in the questions of space and place, it is
frustrating that Heidegger does not provide an answer to the question
of ‘the meaning of this thesis which characterises the point in opposi-
tion to themonas?’. He recognises that a ‘thorough elucidation of this
nexus would have to take up the question of place and space’, but at
this point can only look at what is necessary to describe mathematics
(GA19, 102–4).
In doing so, Heidegger clarifies the distinction [Unterschied] be-

tween thesis and topos; position [Lage] and place. Mathematical
objects are for Aristotle, Heidegger says, ‘ouk en topo’ (Metaphysics,
1092a18–20),30 ‘not any place [nicht an einem Platz sind]’. As I have
discussed elsewhere, Heidegger is at pains to disregard any modern
conception of space here, turning instead to Physics Book IV, which
discusses the notion of topos.31 The crucial issue is that topos has a
dunamis, but this is not to be understood as force or power.

Dunamis is here understood in a quite strictly ontological sense; it implies
that the place [Platz] pertains to the being itself, the place constitutes
precisely the possibility of the proper presence [Möglichkeit des eigentli-
chen Anwesendseins] of the being in question. This possibility, like every
possibility, is prescribed in a determinate direction: every being has its
place [ Jedes Seiende hat seinenOrt]. The dunamis of the topos pertains to
beings themselves as such . . . Each being possesses in its being a pre-
scription toward a determinate location or place [Platz, Ort]. The place is
constitutive of the presence of the being. [(GA19, 105–6)32

According to Aristotle, above/below, front/back and right/left are
crucial to determining a place. But these determinations are not always
the same, that is, though they are absolute within the world, they can
also change in relation to people. This change is one of thesis,
orientation, therefore topos is not the same as thesis. Geometrical
figures have thesis, they can have a right or a left for us, but they do
not occupy a place (208b22). Now if geometry does not have a place,
what indeed is place? It is only because we perceive motion that
we think of place, therefore only what is moveable [kineton] is in a
place. Glossing two lines of the Physics, Heidegger contends that
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‘place is the limit [Grenze] of the periekon, that which delimits
[umgrenzt] a body, not the limit of the body itself, but that which
the limit of the body comes up against, in such a way, specifically, that
there is between these two limits no interspace [Zwischenraum], no
diastema’ (GA19, 108).
While it is undoubtedly easier to take the extension of the material

or the limit to the form as the place in itself, we should rather try to
think place ontologically, remembering that place has a dunamis.
Rather than an external determination of things in advance, place
is rather an innate capacity of beings as such, their very constitute
ability to be present: ‘place is the ability a being has to be there
[Dortseinkönnen], in such a way that, in being there, it is properly
present [dortseiend, eigentlich da ist]’ (GA19, 109).33

When geometry intervenes, what it extracts from the aistheta in
order for it to become the theton is precisely the moment of place
[Ortsmomente]. These moments of place are the perata of a physical
body, and in their geometrical representation acquire an autonomy
over and against the physical body. So geometrical objects are not in a
place, but have directions – above/below, right/left, and so on. We can
use this to give us insight into the positions as such, an analysis situs,
even though geometry does not possess the same determinations.
Every geometrical point, line, surface is fixed through a thesis, they
are therefore ousia thetos. The monas does not bear an orientation,
therefore they are ousia athetos.34 Geometry therefore has a greater
proximity to the aistheta than does arithmetic: arithmetic is more
detached, more separate. The basic elements of geometry – point, line,
surface – are the perata for the higher geometrical figures. But for
Aristotle, in opposition to Plato, such higher geometrical figures are
not put together out of such limits (231a24ff). A line will never arise
out of points, nor a surface from a line, nor a body from a surface, for
between any two points there is again and again a gramme. Heidegger
takes this forward by discussing the unity that must arise in order for
lines to be made of points, surfaces from lines, and so on. He relates
these questions to arithmetic too, asking what is the mode of mani-
foldness of number? (GA19, 110–12).
In investigating this manifold [Mannifgaltigen], this mode of con-

nection, Heidegger reminds us of the link between geometry and the
aistheta. ‘Everything in aisthanesthai possesses megethos; everything
perceivable has stretch [Erstreckung]. Stretch, as understood here,
will come to be known as continuity’. Aristotle derives this notion
of continuity [synekhes] not from his work on geometry, but on
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physics.35 This occurs in Physics, Book V, in the discussion of
co-being, being-together [Miteinanderseins], the phusei onta. This
Miteinandersein is, of course, not the same as the being-with-another
of human community, discussed in Chapter One, but, as we shall see,
there are some important issues in their relation. There are seven forms
of co-being.

1. the hama, the concurrent – understood as something concerning
place, not temporality. The hama is that which is in one place.

2. khoris, the separate – that which is in another place.
3. haptesthai, the touching – that whose ends are in one place [hama].
4. metaksu, the intermediate – that which something, in changing,

passes through. Such as a boat moving in a stream, the stream is the
metaksu, the medium.

5. ephekses, the successive – where something is connected to some-
thing else, and between them there is nothing ‘of the same lineage
of being’. There might be something else, but not another of the
same.

6. ekhomenon, the self-possessed – an ephekses determined by hap-
testhai. In other words, a succession where the ends meet in one
place, the hama.

7. synekhes, continuum – a complicated form, since it presupposes the
other determinations. It is an ekhomenon, but more, a hoper
ekhomenon – more originary, not only do the ends of the elements
of a succession meet in the same place, but the ends of one are
identical with the other (GA19, 113–15; see GA22, 318–19).

‘These are the determinations of being-with-another. The synekhes is
the structure that makes up the principle of megethos, a structure
which characterises every stretch’ (GA19, 115). Monas and stigme
cannot be the same, shows Aristotle, for the mode of their connection
is different. For points are characterised by haptesthai, by touching,
indeed they are ekhomenon – an ephekses determined by haptesthai.
But the units (of arithmetic), the arithmos, have only the ephekses. The
mode of connection of the geometrical, of points, is characterised by
the synekhes; the series of numbers – where no touching is necessary –
by the ephekses. To consider geometrical figures, therefore, we must
add something over and above the ephekses. These additions –
megethos, pros ti, thesis, topos, hama, hupomenon – ensure that
the geometrical is not as original as the arithmetical (GA19, 115–16).
Heidegger is now steering his excursus back to the issue of sophia
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through reference to Chapter Six of Aristotle’sCategories, where there
is a discussion of poson, quantity. Heidegger claims that what is
posited in the thesis is nothing else than the continuum itself. ‘This
basic phenomenon is the ontological condition for the possibility of
something like stretch, megethos: position and orientation are such
that from one point there can be a continuous progression to the
others; only in this way is motion understandable’ (GA19, 118–19).
The line, which is continuous, can have points extracted from it, but
these points do not together constitute the line. The line is more than a
multiplicity of points, it has a thesis (5a15–37). But with numbers there
is no thesis, so the series of numbers has a constitution only by way of
the ephekses (4b22–30). Because a thesis is not required to understand
arithmetic, number, arithmos, is ontologically prior: it seeks to explain
being without reference to beings – which is why Plato begins with
number in his ‘radical ontological reflection’. But Aristotle does not
claim this. Instead, he shows that the genuine arkheof number, the unit,
monas, is no longer a number, precisely because it is without the mode
of connection. Instead, themonas is thatwhich is, the one, ‘every on is a
hen’, every being is a one (GA19, 117). What this means is that ‘for
Aristotle the monas, the unit, is itself not yet number; instead the first
number is two’ (GA19, 111),36 and therefore a more fundamental
discipline is discovered, that which studies the basic constitution of
beings, namely sophia (GA19, 120–1; see Metaphysics, 982a28).
We can see in this incredibly rich exegesis of Aristotle why

Heidegger later suggests that ‘Aristotle’s Physics is the hidden, and
therefore never adequately studied, foundational book of Western
Philosophy’ (GA9, 242/185; see GA10, 92/63; GA69, 6).37 It raises a
large number of interesting and challenging points, of which this
summary shows some of the ones I find most important or intriguing.

1. Mathematics is an abstraction, an extraction from, an extractive
looking at [Heraussehen] being. There is therefore a khorizein, a
separating, between mathematics and being.

2. Arithmetic’s monas, the unit, is athetos, unpositioned; geometry’s
stigme, the point, is thetos, positioned.

3. Mathematical objects are positioned but do not have a place. For
the Greeks, the objects they are abstractions from have a place. The
modern concept of space is not present in either.

4. Place has a dunamis. This should be understood ontologically:
every being has its place. Place is something belonging to beings as
such: it is their capacity to be present.
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5. The extension of material is not sufficient to understand place.
6. Motion is tied up with place. Only what is movable is in a place,

but place itself does not move.
7. Everything perceivable has stretch, size, megethos. This is under-

stood as synekhes, the continuum. This is a succession, not only
where the ends meet in one place, but where the ends of one are
identical with the next.

8. This is the crux of the difference between arithmetic and geometry:
the mode of their connection is different.
Arithmetic – succession where between the units there is nothing of
the same lineage of being; and it is only with the second that there is
truly number.
Geometry – succession where the ends of one point are the ends of
the next.

9. Therefore, though points can be extracted from a line, these points
do not constitute the line. The line is more than a multiplicity of
points, the surface more than a multiplicity of lines, the solid more
than a multiplicity of surfaces.38

What Heidegger provides in this excursus is both illuminating as a gloss
on Aristotle and crucial in opening up some issues in the history of the
tradition. Is this distinction maintained, or does later thought challenge
or ignore it? How does this happen and why is this important? It seems
tome that the full implications of this excursus are not really returned to
for many years. While Heidegger is interested in mathematical issues
throughout his career, it is difficult to think of another passage where he
discusses these issues philosophically in as much depth.

Descartes and Extension

Although geometry itself is mentioned only twice in Being and Time
(GA2, 68, 112), it is behind the extensive critique of Descartes in that
work, and was likely to have been explored in more detail in the
promised but never published division (the second of Part Two) that
was to treat Descartes explicitly (see GA2, 40).39 As Heidegger notes,
his preliminary remarks in the first division ‘will not have been
grounded in full detail until the phenomenological de-struction of
the ‘‘cogito sum’’ ’ (GA2, 89). As I have tried to show in Mapping the
Present, Heidegger’s critique is both of Descartes’ particular way of
conceiving the subject, and also of the way in which he conceives of
space. The more detailed discussion of this can be found in that earlier
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work.40Heidegger’s point is that rather than encountering a room in a
geometrical spatial sense, we react to it as Wohnzeug, equipment for
dwelling (GA2, 68; see GA24, 414). The way we react to space is
much closer to notions of near/far or close/distant, not primarily
determined by geometry and measurable distance, but by the more
prosaic notions of closeness or nearness [Nähe], de-distancing
[Ent-fernung] and directionality [Ausrichtung]. Space is encountered
in everyday life, and lived in, not encountered in geometrically
measurable forms and shapes. It is part of the structure of our
being-in-the-world. Geometry is an abstraction from the world, but
the results of this abstraction are taken by Descartes and Kant as
fundamentals of our way of being.
Indeed, we can see how Heidegger’s critique of Kant is, in certain

key respects, a continuation of the critique of Descartes. Kant’s
metaphysics of nature is an ontology of res extensa, while the
metaphysics of morals – which does not explicitly concern us here
– is an ontology of the other side of the Cartesian division, the res
cogitans (GA24, 197–8; GA20, 237, 322).41 Instead of actually
interrogating the being of the sum of the cogito ergo sum, or, in
Kantian terms, ‘the subjectivity of the subject’, Kant is prepared to
take Descartes’ position forward ‘quite dogmatically’. In other words,
like Descartes, Kant failed to address the problem of both being and
Dasein (GA2, 24; see 318–21). If this will have to suffice for one side,
it is worth working through in detail how Descartes actually conceives
of res extensa, and how this is developed in the thought of Leibniz.
Indeed, Heidegger suggests that the way Descartes is understood in the
tradition is ‘at best only a bad novel’ (GA41, 100/99).42

In Descartes’ Meditations on First Philosophy, there is a clear
distinction proposed between mind and body, with mind as res
cogitans, and matter as res extensa – thinking thing and extended
thing.43 Extension is therefore at the heart of his project, as the central
characteristic of nature. Initially, in the Meditations, properties of
materials are put, like other things, into doubt. Descartes suggests that
senses may be misleading, and therefore he will treat ‘body, shape,
extension, movement, and place’ as figments of his imagination.44 But,
of course, all of these things put into doubt are retrieved in the
movement of his thought.

By ‘body’ I understand all that is suitable for being bounded by some
shape, for being enclosed in some place, and thus for filling up space, so
that it excludes every other body from that space.45
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Descartes then discusses a thought experiment with a piece of wax.
‘Let us direct our attention to this and see what remains after we have
removed everything which does not belong to the wax: only that it is
something extended, flexible, and subject to change’.46 It seems clear
that motion and change of shape have to be thought in relation to the
substance to which they are attached, that is, an extended substance.
Extension, Descartes contends, is contained within these concepts.47

The unavoidable conclusion, then, is that there exists something extended
in length, breadth and depth and possessing all the properties which we
clearly perceive to belong to an extended thing. And it is this extended
thing we call ‘body’ or ‘matter’.48

The central properties of corporal things are ‘namely, magnitude, or
extension in length, breadth, and depth; shape, which arises from the
limit of the extension; position, which the various shaped things
possess in relation to one another; and motion, or the alteration of
this position; to these can be added substance, duration and num-
ber’.49 Where extension in length, breadth and depth constitute the
being of the substance of nature,50 the last three are derived from the
analysis of the self, which Descartes distinguishes from a body in the
following way: ‘I am a thing that thinks and not an extended thing,
whereas a stone is an extended thing and not a thing that thinks’.51

I distinctly imagine that quantity, which philosophers commonly call
‘continuous’: namely, the extension of its quality, or rather the extension
of the thing having quantitative dimensions of length, breadth, and depth.
I enumerate the thing’s various parts. I ascribe to these parts certain sizes,
shapes, positions and movements from place to place; to these movements
I ascribe various durations.52

This is the determination of the world, for Descartes, being is sub-
stance, extensible.53 Geometry is the science that allows us best access
to it. Descartes’Discourse on theMethod is a theoretical prelude, to be
followed by three examples – the Dioptrics, Meteorology and Geo-
metry. With the first two, Descartes is merely trying to persuade us
that his method is better than the ordinary one. But with the Geo-
metry, he claims to have ‘demonstrated it’.54 There are two key points
that I want to address: first, the distinction between Descartes’ under-
standings of space and those of the scholastics; second, the revolution
in geometry he undertakes. In the first the issue is the object of study;
in the second it is the method.
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There is a fundamental differentiation in scholasticism between
locus internus, the space occupied by a body; and locus externus, the
space or the external surface containing a body.55 In the Principles of
Philosophy, Descartes confronts this head-on.

There is no real distinction between space [spatium], or internal place
[locus internus], and the corporeal substance contained in it; the only
difference lies in the way in which we are accustomed to conceive of them.
For in reality the extension in length, breadth and depth which constitutes
a space is exactly the same as that which constitutes a body. The difference
arises as follows: in the case of a body, we regard the extension as
something particular, and thus think of it as changing whenever there
is a new body; but in the case of a space, we attribute to the extension only
a generic unity, so that when a new body comes to occupy the space, the
extension of the space is reckoned not to change but to remain one and the
same, so long as it retains the same size and shape and keeps the same
position relative to certain external bodies which we use to determine the
space in question.56

The following article of the Principles pursues this point, and relates
back to the experiment with the wax. Any attributes of a body can be
removed – weight, colour, hardness, and so on – without it ceasing to
be a body, save for the notion of extension. And extension, for
Descartes, is exactly that ‘comprised in the idea of a space’, even
an ‘empty’ [vacuum] space.57

Thus we always take a space to be an extension in length, breadth and
depth. But with regard to place, we sometimes consider it as internal to the
thing which is in the place in question, and sometimes as external to it.
Now internal place is exactly the same thing as space; but external place
may be taken as being the surface [superficiem] immediately surrounding
what is in the place.58

This is then very important, because Descartes is both introducing a
notion of space, spatium, but erasing some of the distinctions hitherto
felt essential. ‘The terms ‘‘place’’ and ‘‘space’’, then, do not signify
anything different from the body which is said to be in a place; they
merely refer to its size, shape and position relative to other bodies.’59

Place, for Descartes is more akin to position; and space to size or
shape. Two different things in size and shape can occupy the same
place, but clearly not the same space. And when something moves, it is
its place that has changed, not its size or shape.60 This is crucially
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important, because it is space not place which lays claims for ex-
clusivity. For Descartes, all corporeal nature ‘is the object of pure
mathematics’.61

Heidegger comments on this:

Descartes asserts that what is distinctive in the res naturae is extensio,
extension [Ausdehnung]; the natural thing is res extensa. Spatial spread
[Ausbreitung] is indisputably one characteristic belonging to the things of
nature experienced by us, but why did Descartes make this so distinctive,
putting it forth as the fundamental determination? His intention is
decisively a critical one, simultaneously negative and positive; negative:
against the explanation of nature in medieval scholasticism, against the
assumption of concealed forces; positive: with the intent of thus achieving
a determination of the things and processes of nature, their movement,
that makes scientific knowledge possible, with its corresponding prova-
bility and determinacy. Scientific knowledge is, however, mathematical
. . . This is the construction of an idea of knowledge which presents itself
first of all in the mathematical. But because mathematical knowledge is
primarily related to what is spatial, extension is put forth as the primordial
characteristic of substance . . . (GA33, 95/80)62

The second issue, that of the mathematical knowledge which is
brought to bear on this issue is well illustrated in a letter to Mersenne.
Mersenne had written mentioning that the mathematician Desargues
has heard Descartes is giving up geometry. Descartes replied:

I have only resolved to give up abstract geometry, that is to say, research
into questions which serve only to exercise the mind; and I am doing this in
order to have more time to cultivate another sort of geometry, which takes
as its questions the explanation of the phenomena of nature.63

What we find here is in some ways a reversal of the move made by
Thales. Geometry is no longer the Platonic ideal of mental exercise,
but a science of the real world. Geometry and physics have the same
objectum, ‘the difference consists just in this, that physics considers its
object not only as a true and real being, but as actually existing as
such, while mathematics considers it merely as possible, and as
something which does not actually exist in space, but could do
so’.64 For example, in the Discourse on the Method, Descartes says
that the ‘object dealt with by geometricians’ is ‘like [emphasis added] a
continuous body or a space indefinitely extended in length, breadth,
and height or depth, divisible into various parts which could have
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various shapes and sizes and be moved or transposed in all sorts of
ways’.65 Geometry is no longer simply an abstraction from being, but
is seen as a generalisation of being. What Descartes does is to see
geometry as equivalent to algebra. Just as algebra is symbolic logistic,
geometry is a symbolic science. It is this, rather than the simple
equation of arithmetic and geometry, that is his most radical break
with the past.66

As Heidegger’s ex-student Jacob Klein has shown, ‘extension has,
accordingly, a twofold character for Descartes: It is ‘‘symbolic’’ – as
the object of a ‘‘general algebra’’, and it is ‘‘real’’ – as the ‘‘substance’’
of the corporal world’.67 So, not only is Descartes moving geometry
from abstract mental exercise to practical science – the foundation of
physics, a study of the world – he assumes that the insights of
geometry can tell us about the world. The concept of extension is
not simply a geometrical property, but a physical property. Indeed, as
Heidegger recognises, it is for Descartes ‘the fundamental ontological
determination of the world’ (GA2, 89; GA22, 241, 244). As we noted
above, it is a critique of scholasticism and provides the foundation for
scientific knowledge (GA33, 94/80).

The being of the world is nothing other than the objectivity of the
apprehension of nature through calculative measurement. Contrary to
all ancient and medieval knowledge of nature, physics is now mathema-
tical physics. Only what is mathematically defined in the world can be
properly known in it, and only what is thus mathematically known is true
being . . . The proper being of the world is defined a priori by way of a
particular and in fact possible kind of knowledge of the world as nature.
(GA20, 245)

It is the symbolic objectivity of extension within the framework of the
mathesis universalis that allows it to explain the being of the corporal
world. ‘Only at this point has the conceptual basis of ‘‘classical’’
physics, which has since been called ‘‘Euclidean space’’, been cre-
ated’.68 Newton is able to build on the developments through scho-
lasticism and Descartes’ work, and it reaches ‘its first systematic and
creative culmination’ in his work (GA41, 77/76). For example, the
first law of motion – that ‘every body preserves in its state of being at
rest, or of moving uniformly straight forward, except insofar as
compelled to change that state by force impressed’69 – is, according
to Heidegger, discovered by Galileo, who only ‘applied it in his last
works and did not even express it as such’, articulated by Baliani,
attempted to be grounded metaphysically by Descartes, and then a
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metaphysical law in Leibniz (GA41, 78–9/78). What this heritage
provides is ‘the foundation onwhich Newton will raise the structure of
his mathematical science of nature’.70

What this means, and this is the crucial point, is that not only is the
understanding of space as ‘non-Euclidean’ possible, but there is no
such thing as Euclidean space. What we call Euclidean space is
actually a seventeenth-century invention, based no doubt on the
postulates of Euclid’s Elements, but crucially introducing the idea
that this is constituent of reality. Euclid, like Plato, sees his geometry as
a mathematical system. It is the generalisation of this to explain the
world that is the crucial element introduced in the seventeenth-
century.71 As David Lachterman, a student of Klein, has noted, we
should ask where the lines, planes and points of geometry are actually
found or installed. The conventional answer – ‘Euclidean space’ – has,
he suggests, become so installed, so unrevolutionary, that we find it
self-evident that some conception of ‘space’must lie in the background
of Greek geometry. But such an answer is so close to the need for such
a ‘space’ in a modern mathematical physics of extended corporal
entities and their motions that we should guard against accepting it as
ahistorical. ‘The locale of Greek geometry may be foreign to the
modern conceptions of extension and space’.72 Indeed, this is precisely
what Lachterman argues. There is, he suggests, no term corresponding
to or translatable as ‘space’ in Euclid’s Elements.73 To khorion ‘is the
area within a perimeter of a specific figure, while topos and thesis in
the Data have functions determined by the contextual aims of that
work as a ‘‘dialectical’’ foil to the Elements, not by a physics of space
hidden in the background’.74

Lachterman’s work is most valuable in showing that Euclid, who
wrote in the wake of Plato’s thought (though he never references
him75), did not rely on this understanding of space defined by
extension: indeed, not on a view of ‘space’ at all. So, Descartes’
revolution is that not only does he introduce this word ‘space’ but,
by conceiving of geometrical lines and shapes in terms of numerical
co-ordinates, which can be divided, it turns something that is thetos
into athetos; positioned into unpositioned. Indeed, for Descartes, it is
the very nature of a body, res extensa, that it is divisible.76 Atoms are
impossible for Descartes, because we can continue to divide indefi-
nitely. ‘For if there were any atoms, then no matter how small we
imagined them to be, they would necessarily have to be extended and
hence we could in our thought divide each of them into two or more
extended parts, and hence recognise their divisibility’.77
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In this discussion I have considered only curves that can be described upon
a plane surface, but my remarks can easily be made to apply to all those
curves which can be conceived of as generated by the regular movement of
the points of a body in three-dimensional space [par le mouuement regulier
des poins de quelque cors, dans un espace qui a trois dimensions].78

At the very beginning of the Geometry, Descartes boasts that ‘all
problems in geometry can be simply reduced to such terms that a
knowledge of the lengths of certain straight lines is sufficient for their
construction’.79 Later he notes that ‘in the method I use all problems
which present themselves to geometers reduce to a single type, namely,
to the question of finding the values of the roots of an equation’.80

That is, geometric problems can be reduced to equations, the length
(that is, quantity) of lines: a problem of number. The continuum of
geometry is transformed into a form of arithmetic. The mode of
connection of the geometrical for the Greeks is characterised by the
synekhes; the series of numbers – where no touching is necessary – by
the ephekses. Descartes’ geometry, because of its divisibility, can only
be ephekses. Descartes’ understanding of space in terms of extension,
in terms of mathematical co-ordinates, is a radical break with Greek
thought. It is not a spatialising of calculation, but a calculation of
space. The continuum is now a sequence of numbers, a multiplicity
composed of units, monas as hen.81 Geometry loses position just as
place is transformed into space.
We will come on to some of the implications this has in a moment.

While Heidegger certainly considers Descartes to be the essential and
crucial break, it is important to note Leibniz here. Although Leibniz
is not mentioned in Being and Time, Heidegger certainly recognises
both the continuity and the distinction between his thought and that
of Descartes in some of his early courses (see, for example, GA20,
241, 246, 322–5). In 1928, shortly after Being and Time was
published, he devoted a lecture course to Leibniz in relation to logic
(GA26) and the engagement continues into the following course
(GA27). Heidegger also mentions that he discusses the Monadology
in a 1929–30 seminar on ‘truth and certainty in Descartes and
Leibniz’ (GA26, 87 n. 1); and in 1933–34 he gave a full seminar
on this text. Related seminars – at least from their titles – were given
in 1935–36, 1940–41 and 1944–45.82

In the 1928 course, Heidegger shows how the Cartesian move
makes organic nature amenable to mathematical-geometrical theory.
This was in particular a way of thinking about animals and plants,
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matter in motion, a mechanistic understanding. When Descartes
attempted to think about locomotion – that is motio localis, change
of place, of movement – he did so without recourse to an under-
standing of force, partly because of its association with scholastic
philosophies of nature (GA26, 91).83 Leibniz, on the contrary, is
concerned with reintroducing precisely this notion, that is, dunamis in
a transformed Aristotelian sense: ‘what remains invariable and con-
stant is not the quantity of motion but the magnitude of force [nicht
die Quantität de Bewegung, sondern die Größe der Kraft]’ (GA26,
93).84 To equate the extended with extension is mistaken, because it
turns the magnitude of space into a substance itself (GA20, 323).85

This theme is extended in a minor digression in the course on
Aristotle’s Metaphysics Book H from 1931.

Leibniz turns against this determination of the being of natural things and
says: The being of these substances does not lie in extension (extensio) but
in activity [Wirken] (actio, agere). Two things must be noted in this new
articulation of the being of natural things: (1) With this Leibniz does not
want to eliminate the determination of extensio. This remains intact, but in
such a way that it is acknowledged as grounded upon a more original
determination of being in the sense of acting. (2) This concept of acting is
now grasped in the context of our present problem such that the beings
which are determined in this way now more than ever admit a mathe-
matical determinacy. In this way it comes about that, in comparison with
Descartes, a much more intimate and essential connection becomes
possible between the mathematical method of measuring movement
(infinitesimal calculus [Infinitesimalrechnung]) and the kind of being
which is knowable, something we shall not enter into here. (GA33,
95–6/80–1)

For Leibniz, extension is thus not the fundamental determination, but
a second order issue. That said, it does not lose its importance as an
issue in itself. Second, acting, as the ground of extension, is itself
mathematical. As Heidegger elaborates, the ‘basic implications of this
new formulation of the being of substances’ applies to ‘all substances,
that is, all beings, not just the material things of nature’ (GA33, 97/
82). In a reassertion of Aristotle, Leibniz maintains that force is
equally essential to the constitution of things, and that matter is
but one part of the question,86 something he developed philosophi-
cally in his Monadology (GA33, 101/86). Mathematical physics, with
its understanding of force and the essentially mathematical character-
isation of the world, emerges here (see GA33, 94/79).
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The Measure of All Things

It is therefore clear that Heidegger has thought through numerous
issues around the questions of calculation by the early 1930s. There
are three key sources in the mid-1930s, all post-dating the Rectorial
period, in which Heidegger returns to these themes with renewed
vigour. These are the Nietzsche lectures; a course on Kant (1935–36);
and the Beiträge zur Philosophie (Vom Ereignis).87 The Beiträge is a
collection of manuscripts written in the years 1936–38, and first
published in 1989, the centenary of Heidegger’s birth and some
thirteen years after his death (GA65). It is a vast book, over 500
pages in the German original, and it has often been seen as Heidegger’s
second major work, ranking with Being and Time in its importance.88

This is an over-estimation, as the book we have is rather something of
a workshop, a working out in rough form of a number of ideas that –
originally intended for Heidegger’s eyes only – are slowly brought to
public attention in his lectures and publications. Nonetheless, it
contains some remarkable possibilities.
While the detailed critique of Descartes in Heidegger’s work in the

Nietzsche lectures is in many respects close to what Heidegger said
before, and is almost certainly a glimpse of what would have gone on
in the unwritten Part Two of Being and Time, it is now developed in
some important ways. Similarly, the lecture course on Kant is also
close to previous material, but contains some important analyses. This
particular course demonstrates in particular Heidegger’s breadth of
knowledge of classical and modern physics. However, it is in the
Beiträge that the importance of these issues really becomes evident,
because here we find the political issues explored in most depth.
One of Heidegger’s central claims in Being and Time is that we

have forgotten the question of being. Traditional philosophy, for
Heidegger, has neglected the question of being in favour of studying
beings. It is for this reason that at the very beginning of that book he
quotes the passage from Plato’s Sophist where the Eleatic stranger
wonders what is meant by the expression ‘being’ (244a; GA2, 1).
In the Beiträge, Heidegger suggests that there are three things that
cause us to forget being: three concealments [Verhüllungen]. These are
calculation [die Berechnung], acceleration [die Schnelligkeit] and
massiveness [Massenhaften]. As we might expect from the three terms,
the second two are dependent on the first. Calculation is grounded by
the science or knowledge of the mathematical, and is set into power
by the machination of technology. This is somewhat ambiguous, and
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could seem to suggest that calculation is dependent on technology, but
the suggestion is the reverse: technology is dependent on calculation,
which is grounded in a particular way of thinking the mathematical.
Technology merely makes this more apparent. This sense of calcula-
tion requires all things to be adjusted in this light; the incalculable is
only the not yet calculable, and organisation is given priority. Accel-
eration, or the celebration of quantitative enhancement, particularly
celebrated by the Futurists, is likewise so grounded, and massiveness is
a particular way of reckoning, based on number and calculation
(GA65, 120–1; see GA66, 217–20).
Heidegger suggests that it is with Descartes that this shift in under-

standing the mathematical occurs. The notion of logos had long since
become distanced from the idea of speech, and had become the Latin
ratio. But this becomes mathematical only in Descartes.

By a certain interpretation of being (as idea) the noein of Parmenides
becomes the noein of dialegesthai in Plato. The logos of Heraclitus
becomes the logos as statement [Aussage] and becomes the leading theme
[Leitfaden, textbook] of the ‘categories’ (Plato’s Sophist). The combining
of both into ratio, that is the related comprehension of nous and logos, is
prepared in Aristotle. With Descartes ratio becomes ‘mathematical’; only
possible because since Plato this mathematical essence has been the focus,
and is one possibility grounded in the aletheia of phusis. (GA65, 457)89

In Descartes, as we have seen, the continuum of geometry is trans-
formed into a form of arithmetic. Geometrical lines and shapes are
conceived in terms of numerical co-ordinates, which can be divided;
and this is a mode of access to the material bodies of nature.
To illuminate the importance of this shift in terms of a human

understanding of measure, it is worth considering Heidegger’s com-
parison of Descartes to Protagoras. He does this by analysing Pro-
tagoras’ saying ‘panton khrematon metron estin anthropos’.90

Although Heidegger regularly returned to this topic, the most im-
portant discussion is from 1940, in a lecture course on Nietzsche
entitled European Nihilism.91 As Heidegger notes, this is usually
translated as ‘man is the measure of all things’. At first he suggests
‘one might suppose that it is Descartes who is speaking here’ – before
clearly distancing himself from that way of reading it: ‘we would be
falling prey to a fatal illusion if we wished to presume a sameness
[Gleichartigkeit] of basic metaphysical positions here on the basis
of a particular sameness [Gleichheit] in the words and concepts
used’ (GA48, 175–6; N, IV, 91–2). While it might appear that ‘all
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metaphysics – not just the modern version – is in fact built on the
standard-giving role of man within beings as a whole’ (GA48, 161; N,
IV, 86), this is a dangerous point to assume.
However, in the context of these lectures it appears evident that

Nietzsche’s role as the evaluator, and the revaluation of all values,
equally falls into this model (GA48, 161–2; N, IV, 86–7). As
Heidegger suggests, ‘value translates the essentiality of essence (that
is, of beingness) into the calculable, something that can even be
estimated in terms of quantity and spatial extension [Zahl und
Raummaß]’ (GA47, 288; N, III, 176). This critique of values as
calculative, of the relation between evaluation and accounting, is a
key theme in the Nietzsche lectures, and indeed had been an early
concern, dating from at least as early as the 1919 course Phenomen-
ology and the Transcendental Philosophy of Value (GA56/57).92

But while Cartesian thought can even be found in the avowedly
anti-Cartesian Nietzsche, Protagoras’ phrase needs to be understood
in a rather different manner. Heidegger suggests that ‘experienced in a
Greek way, the human of the basic relationship with beings ismetron,
measure [Maß]’. What he means is that they let ‘their confinement
[Mäßigung, moderation] to the . . . restricted radius [Umkreis] of the
unconcealed become the basic trait of their essence’ (GA48, 178; N,
IV, 94). Indeed, the continuation of Protagoras’ phrase is that ‘man is
the measure of all things, of beings that they are, of non-beings, that
they are not’ (see GA33, 197–203/169–74). The ellipsis above masks
Heidegger’s qualification that the restriction is particular [jeweilige] to
the individual; his use of the word ‘unconcealed’ [Unverborgenen] is
intended to make us think of the notion of aletheia. In this example of
Greek thought, Heidegger suggests, being is presence, truth is un-
concealment, and measure is of the unconcealed. Equally, we should
remember that khremata is not just any old things, but specifically
those things as they are used, things with value (see GA5, 103/78;
GA41, 70/70; GA8, 190–1/186–8). The human ‘I’, rather than being
the subject of a later period, is seen in relation to the beings it belongs
to. In other words, to be the measure of all things – for the Greeks – is
that the human lets themselves be revealed through the disclosing of
aletheia. The measure of all things is the human.
In Descartes, the position is somewhat different. Heidegger suggests

that

The ‘mathematical’ is a standard of measure [maßgebend] for Descartes’
conception of knowledge and knowing. But it remains for us to ask here,
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does Descartes simply take the already present and practised form of
‘mathematical’ knowledge as the model for all knowledge, or does he on
the contrary newly define – in fact, metaphysically define – the essence of
mathematics? The second is the case. (GA48, 201; N, IV, 113–14)

The mathematical – conceived in a new way – is the measure.
Heidegger makes this point in a number of ways – essentially, the
mathematical is not grounded in number, but number is grounded in
the mathematical. Because mathematics is something grounded in ta
mathematica, that is, the observation of what is, mathesis is learning,
ta mathematica what is learnable. In these terms, ‘modern science,
modern mathematics and modern metaphysics sprung from the same
root of the mathematical in the wider sense’ (GA41, 98/97, see 69–71/
69–71, 74–5/74; GA5, 78/59). Particular versions of mathematics –
analytic geometry in Descartes, infinitesimal calculus in Newton and
differential calculus in Leibniz – are all grounded on the ‘basically
mathematical character of the thinking’ (GA41, 94/94). See, for
example, the way in which, in Rules for the Direction of the Mind,
Descartes inquires into mathesis as the basis for later inquiries into
arithmetic, geometry and other sciences, and declares that ‘the ex-
clusive concern of mathesis is with questions of order or measure
[ordo vel mensura]’.93 In other words, the developments in new forms
of mathematical thinking are not the reason for the predominance of
mathematics, but the consequence of it (GA42, 52/30). Now, of
course, Descartes’ understanding of res extensa is dependent on his
understanding of res cogitans, the human subject, the initial ‘I am’.
The cogito forms the basis for all that is knowable, mathesis in its
broad sense. Such a shift also forces us to rethink the nature of truth,
which is no longer understood as the unconcealment Heidegger finds
in the Greeks, but as veracity, certitude, accord. The human subject
takes the place of the integrated human (see GA48, 187; N, IV, 102).
As Heidegger suggests:

Descartes, with his principle of the cogito sum, forced open the gates of the
domain of such a metaphysically comprehended domination. The prin-
ciple that lifeless nature is res extensa is simply the essential consequence of
the first principle. Sum res cogitans is the ground, the underlying [der
Grund, das zumGrunde Liegende], the subiectum for the determination of
the material world as res extensa. (GA48, 205; N, IV, 117)

As Heidegger notes in the Beiträge, the establishment of individual
identity grounds the identity of other things. The principle of identity
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‘A = A’ is ‘grounded [gegründet] in I = I [Ich = Ich]’, rather than ‘I = I as
an exceptional instance of A = A’ (GA65, 201). The fundamental
determination of the world is extension, res extensa, but this is
grounded on thinking, res cogitans. ‘Man establishes himself as the
measure of all measures [Maßgabe für all Maßstäbe] with which
whatever can count as certain – i.e. as true, i.e. as in being – is
measured off and measured out (reckoned up) [ab- und ausgemessen
(verrechnet)]’ (GA5, 110/83). A human notion becomes the measure
of all things.94

Our view of the world is therefore not only shaped by our percep-
tion, it is also limited by it. The ontological foundation of modern
science – this notion of calculation – acts to limit the ontic phenomena
it, and we, are able to experience and to encompass. ‘The step taken
by Descartes is already a first and decisive consequence [Folge], a
‘compliance’ [Folgeleistung] by which machination assumes power as
transformed truth (correctness), namely as certainty’ (GA65, 132). It
is worth noting here an important discussion of the notion of exact-
ness in science. For Heidegger, the concept of ‘exact’ is ambiguous.We
usually understand it to mean precise or accurate [genau], measured
from [abgemessen], careful [sorgfältig], but if that is so then all
sciences are exact in that they are careful to use the method appro-
priately. But ‘exact’ can also be seen to mean ‘determined, measured
and calculated according to the measure of numbers [zahlenmäßig
bestimmt, gemessen und errechnet]’, and then ‘exactness is the
character of the method itself, not merely how it is used’ (GA65,
149–50).95 In order for science to have some purchase on its subject
matter, it must work with the way that subject matter is determined.
When the modern concept of nature is conceived – as it is by Descartes
– as ‘accessible only to quantitative measuring and calculation’,
science must be exact (GA65, 150; see also GA5, 76–7/58, 79/60).
We saw this in the discussion of world in relation to Kant above.
Elsewhere, Heidegger cites Max Planck’s statement that ‘that is real
which can be measured’ (GA7, 52). In the Modern period, ‘beings
became transparent objects capable of being mastered [beherrschba-
ren] by calculation’ (GA5, 65/48). But in so doing, making measure
the determination, science allows what is essential to slip through our
fingers. Though putting a stone on a scale will measure its heaviness
as a calculated weight, a number, the burden has escaped us (GA5,
33/25; see GA65, 275–6; GA7, 171–2).
But though, like Heidegger, we might want to criticise this

conception of the material world, of nature, as res extensa, it has
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enormous consequences. The modern notion of measure, which
derives from Descartes, sees beings as calculable, as quantitatively
measurable, but as a determination of the world, ‘it is the first resolute
step through which modern machine technology, and along with it the
modern world and modern mankind, become metaphysically possible
for the first time’ (GA48, 204–5; N, IV, 116–17). The modern physical
theory of nature prepares the way not simply for technology but for
the essence of modern technology, which is not in itself technological,
but is a way of seeing things as calculable, mathematical, extended
and therefore controllable. Technological domination means the
destruction [Zerstörung] of nature (GA45, 53). This is the modern
worldview, worldpicture [Weltbild], the world as picture – not a
picture of the world, but ‘the world grasped as picture’ (GA5, 89/67).
The discussion is developed and continued in Heidegger’s consid-

eration of the issue of worldview [Weltanschauung]. In a very early
course he had suggested that this is ‘the task of philosophy’ and that
‘therefore a philosophical-historical consideration of the manner
in which philosophy performs this task’ is an essential inquiry
(GA56/57, 8). In the Beiträge, though, Heidegger suggests that
‘ ‘‘Worldview’’, like the domination of ‘‘worldpictures’’ is an out-
growth [Gewächs] of modernity, a consequence [Folge] of modern
metaphysics’ (GA65, 38). In a contemporaneous lecture course on
Schelling, he notes that Kant coins the term, and that it develops from
insights in Leibniz’s work (GA42, 29/17). It is interesting to note here
that a word given important currency by the National Socialist
movement – who saw their ‘system’ of beliefs to be aWeltanschauung
rather than an ideology96 – is now criticised in a way which is akin to
Nazi medical discourse: worldview is a tumour, an ulcer, a festering
sore on the problem of modernity.97

The Politics of Calculation

What has been shown by the examination of Protagoras and Descartes
is that in the first case measure is taken from the world to understand
the human; in the second a human notion of measure is used to
understand the world. Increasingly, Heidegger realises this is a poli-
tical issue: indeed, it can be generally said that when Heidegger
develops his earlier ideas on calculation after the Rectorial period
there is a new political urgency. The Beiträge, for example, is an
explicitly political text, written in secret, and both a product of
Heidegger’s political career and a response to it.98 It needs to be seen
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within the context of the time much more than is usually acknowl-
edged. In particular, a running theme of the Beiträge concerns the
problems of mechanistic, calculative ways of looking at the world. To
take a few examples, the Nuremburg laws had been promulgated in
1935; September 1936 saw the Four Year Plan announced; the
Anschluß with Austria, the Munich Agreement and Kristallnacht
all happened in 1938.99 The political themes of the Beiträge are
not disconnected comments about world events at the time of writing
but a very real response to them.
The word measure is Maß, which derives from messen, to measure

or gauge. It is also related to the term Masse – the mass or the
group.100 Heidegger continually works with words that share this
stem. We have already seen in the discussion of Introduction to
Metaphysics in Chapter Two Massenversammlungen, the mass meet-
ings; Vermassung, the reduction to a mass or measure, levelling down;
and Lebensmasse, vital resources. In that period, Heidegger suggested
that all had been condensed to extension and number. We have seen
here how that measuring is indebted to Descartes. One of the most
important related words in a political context is Gemäßheit, a word
vital to National Socialism, which means conformity or accord, the
removal of dangerous elements as things are brought together around
a fixed measure or norm. Ge- denotes a bringing together, therefore
Gemäße is a bringing together of measure, or a bringing things to the
same measure. In this, it is directly related to the better known concept
of Gleichschaltung, which implies political co-ordination, literally
‘same wiring’ or ‘connection’, the bringing into line and elimination
of opposition, subordinating things to a commonmeasure.101 Schalten
is to direct, govern or rule; Schaltung is connection or wiring. Because
Gleichmeans same or identical, this implies a making similar, a forced
conformity, an ordering around a prescribed norm.102 Aside from the
sarcastic reference noted in Chapter Two (GA38, 11), Heidegger does
not explicitly analyse this notion but he does make some ambiguous
comments about the related terms eingeschalten and einschalten – to
switch on or connect up – in terms of the transformation of society, of
peasants into workers in the ‘provisions industry’, ‘of leading scholars
into the managing director of a research institute’ (GA51, 38). Rather,
in the notion of measure, the issues are there in muted form.
The other key background theme is the gearing up of the economy,

particularly in the Four Year Plan.103 Section 74 of the Beiträge, for
example, which is entitled ‘ ‘‘Total Mobilisation’’ as Consequence of
Originary Forsaking of Being’, takes issue with the putting to use of
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the resources of the country and the people within it. Heidegger
characterises ‘total mobilisation’ [totale Mobilmachung], a notion
developed in Ernst Jünger’s work, as ‘purely setting-into-motion’.104

While the masses [der Massen] are put to service, the purpose is
unclear (GA65, 143; see GA7, 70).105 Equally, the calculative under-
standing of time found in Aristotle, Heidegger notes, does not simply
begin the path toward mathematical basis of physics, but also for the
ordering of all human comportment, including the time of the worker,
der Arbeiter (GA54, 210; see GA52, 104).
It becomes increasingly clear to Heidegger, both in the Beiträge and

perhaps more obviously in the Nietzsche lectures given in the period
1936–40, that neither Nietzsche nor Nazism is a solution to the
problem of technology and the spectre of nihilism. As he suggests
in 1940, following France’s defeat, the modern ‘machine economy’,
that is, ‘the machine-based calculation of all activity and planning’,
requires new kinds of humans: ‘it is not sufficient that one possesses
tanks, airplanes and communication equipments; nor is it sufficient
that one has humans, who can service them . . . only the Over-man
[Übermensch] is appropriate to an absolute ‘‘machine economy’’ ’.
While it was Descartes who ‘forced open the gates of this domain’
(GA48, 204–5; N, IV, 116–17), Germany has beaten them at their
own game.106

The prepotence of Being in this essential configuration is called machina-
tion. It prevents any kind of grounding of the ‘projections’ that are under
its power and yet are themselves none the less powerful. (GA47, 287; N,
III, 175)

While, as before, time and space are discussed in terms of their
calculative aspects,107 there is the introduction of a new notion, that
of ‘the gigantic’ [Das Riesenhafte] (GA65, 441–3). There are three
obvious candidates for giganticism in 1930s Germany: the Leviathan,
a state of unlimited and undivided sovereignty on the Hobbesian
model; the Behemoth that became the symbol of the Nazi war
machine; and the Hindenberg airship which had burst into flames
in 1937.108 But Heidegger means something more than this:

The gigantic was determined as that through which the ‘quantitative’ is
transformed into its own ‘quality’, a kind of magnitude [Größe]. The
gigantic is thus not something quantitative that begins with a relatively
high number (with number and measurement) – even though it can appear



Number: Calculative Politics 147

superficially as ‘quantitative’. The gigantic is grounded upon the decided-
ness and invariability of ‘calculation’ and is rooted in a prolongation
of subjective re-presentation unto the whole of beings (GA65, 441; see
GA5, 95/72).

This theme of the quantitative as a quality in itself is important. The
quale of something is its whatness, effectively its way of being, or, in
the traditional sense, its essence. That the quantitative has become a
quality is an important shift. The gigantic, for Heidegger, is not merely
a quantity of dramatic proportions, but his name for this shift.
Descartes sees the world as ‘mechanical nature, that is, extension’
(GA42, 103/59). What is important here is how the shift to seeing
what is as what can be calculated plays out politically. As Heidegger
notes in his 1937–38 course, the crisis of science is not to be under-
stood in terms of minor problems that can be resolved within the
existing order, but from something much deeper. It stems ‘not from
1933, and not from 1918, and not even from the much-criticised
nineteenth century, but from the beginning of the modern age’. The
two dates Heidegger picks are significant – Hitler taking power and
the end of the First World War. As Heidegger continues, though, this
‘was not a mistake but a fate [Schicksal], and only a fate will overcome
it’ (GA45, 53–4). Essentially, the current malaise is seen in terms of the
twin themes of order [Ordnung] and calculation. These two are
related to each other in that dividing something into elements helps
to establish control over it, as these can be organised, rendered and
further divided, or grouped and forced into similarity.109

All calculation lets what is countable [Zählbare] be resolved into some-
thing counted [Gezählten] that can then be used for subsequent counting
[Zählung]. Calculation refuses to let anything appear except what is
countable. Everything is only whatever it counts. What has been counted
in each instance secures the continuation of counting. Such counting
progressively consumes numbers [Zahlen], and is itself a continual self-
consumption. The calculative process of resolving beings into what has
been counted counts as the explanation of their being. Calculation uses all
beings in advance as that which is countable, and uses up what is counted
for the purpose of counting. This use of beings that consumes them betrays
the consuming character of calculation. Only because number can be
infinitely multiplied, irrespective of whether this occurs in the direction of
the large or small, can the consuming essence of calculation hide behind its
products and lend to calculative thinking the semblance of productivity –
whereas already in its anticipatory grasping, and not primarily in its
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subsequent results, such thinking lets all beings count only in the form of
what can be set at our disposal and consumed. Calculative thinking
compels itself into a compulsion to master everything on the basis of
the consequential correctness of its procedure. (GA9, 308–9/235)

Indeed, in Heidegger’s discussion of the Nazi concept of ‘new order’
[Neue Ordnung] and the notion of Lebensraum the implied critique is
notably not moralising, nor even explicitly political, but from the
perspective of the greater problem of nihilism and the culmination of
metaphysics in technology (GA48, 139–41).110

Space and time comprise the framework for our calculative dominating
ordering of the ‘world’ as nature and history. This calculating, discovering
and conquering by measurement of the world [Diese rechnende, entdeck-
ende, erobernde Durchmessung der Welt] is undertaken by modern hu-
man beings in a way whose distinctive metaphysical feature is modern
machine technology. Metaphysically, it remains undecided in this process
whether this procedure on the part of modern human beings – a procedure
of conquering space and of time-lapse – serves merely to bring about a
position within the planet as a whole that secures this humanity a suitable
‘living space’ [gemäßen »Lebensraum«] for its lifetime [Lebenszeit], or
whether such securing of space and time is intrinsically determined in such
a far-reaching manner as to attain new possibilities of this procedure of
conquering space and of time-lapse and to intensify this procedure.
Metaphysically, it remains undecided whether, and in what way, this will
to planetary ordering will set itself its own limit. (GA53, 59)

Calculability is therefore the essential prerequisite for mechanism
(GA65, 376), and more generally the notion of machination is
dependent on this particular way of grasping the world. This is not
merely to discuss the problems of Germany, but also – as was seen in
Introduction to Metaphysics – Soviet Russia. Interpreting Lenin’s
famous suggestion that ‘Bolshevism is Soviet power + electrification’,
Heidegger suggests that this means that ‘Bolshevism is the ‘‘orga-
nische’’, that is the organised, calculating (and as +) conclusion of the
unconditional power of the party along with complete technicisation’.
What is decisive is not that, for example, they are ‘always building
more tractor factories’, but rather ‘the complete technical organisation
of the world is already the metaphysical foundation for all plans and
operations’ (GA54, 127; see GA67, 150).
The notion of the gigantic would bear fruitful comparison with

contemporary discussion of ‘globalisation’.111 Rather than conceive
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of globalisation as a radical break with modern, state-based, territorial
politics, we can recognise that it is, ontologically at least, the same,
merely extending the calculative understanding of space to the globe
instead of a single nation.112 Similarly, the remarks on the link
between ‘the machine and machination (technology)’ may illuminate
this and related contemporary issues:

The machine, its essence. The service that it demands, the uprooting that it
brings. ‘Industry’ (operations [Betriebe]); industrial workers, torn from
homeland and history [Heimat und Geschichte], exploited for profit.
Machine-training, machination and business. What recasting of man gets
started here? (World-earth?) Machination and business [Machenschaft
und das Geschäft]. The large number [die große Zahl], the gigantic, pure
extension [Ausdehnung] and growing levelling off and emptying. Falling
necessarily victim to kitsch and imitation [Unechten]. (GA65, 392)113

Machination, in this sense, is closely related to the notion of technol-
ogy, a recurrent theme of work in the late 1940s, which Heidegger
also talks about in the later essays of the Nietzsche volumes.114 It is the
idea of ‘completed [vollendete] metaphysics’ (GA7, 79), dependent
on a process initiated by Descartes, which has its ‘own greatness
[eigene Größe]’ (GA5, 99/75). Technology, as will later be elaborated,
‘contains the recollection of tekhne’, a fundamental term in the
development of Western thought, but also ‘makes it possible for
the planetary factor of the completion of metaphysics and its rule
to be thought without reference to historiographically demonstrable
changes in nations [Völkern] and continents’ (GA7, 79; see 97).
World-wars and their ‘totality’ are consequences of the forgetting
of being; humans become raw material; leadership becomes the
‘planning calculation of the guarantee of the whole of beings’
(GA7, 91–2). Heidegger goes on to draw total mobilisation and
worldviews into this orbit, along with organisation, and service. ‘Such
worldviews drive all calculability of representation and production to
the extreme, originating as they do essentially in mankind’s self-
imposed instauration of self in the midst of beings – in the midst
of mankind’s unconditioned hegemony over all sources of power on
the face of the earth, and indeed its domination over the globe as such’
(GA6.2, 14–15; N, III, 175; GA67, 113–22).
One of the problems of worldviews is precisely this totalising

aspect. If they claim to regulate all kinds of action and thinking,
then necessity (something which would be outside their control) is
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necessarily a problem. The idea of creativity, questioning the ground
on which they stand, is impossible. Creativity becomes replaced
by operations or management [Betrieb] (see GA5, 83–4/63–4;
97–8/73–4). We can note here the clear relation this has to the
notions of Gemäßheit and Gleichschaltung – the removal of danger-
ous elements, the elimination of opposition, the bringing under a
common measure. As Heidegger notes, the precedence of beings over
being means that being is seen as ‘koinon in terms of the hen’, the
common is reduced to the one (GA6.2, 417). Heidegger suggests that,
though they are incompatible, total political faith [totale politische
Glaube] and total Christian faith are nevertheless both engaged in
adjustment [Ausgleich] and tactics. This is because they share the
same essence [Wesens]. Their total posture [totalen Haltunzugrunde]
makes their struggle [Kampf] ‘not a creative one, but rather ‘‘pro-
paganda’’ and ‘‘apologetics’’ ’ (GA65, 41; see GA7, 92). Totalitar-
ianism is dependent on this totalising understanding of the world,
this conception of worldpicture.115

Somewhat cryptically, Heidegger suggests that

Worldview is always ‘machination’ over and above what is passed to us,
with the aim of overcoming and subduing it, with the means which are
proper to, prepared by, though not brought to fruition – all of this slid over
into ‘lived-experience’. (GA65, 38)

The first part of this follows from what has been thus far discussed.
The second, however, the link to the notion of ‘lived-experience’, is
worth a little explanation. Elsewhere Heidegger asks ‘What does
machination mean?’, and answers ‘machination and constant pre-
sence: poiesis – tekhne. Where does machination lead? To lived-
experience’ (GA65, 107).116 In a lecture course delivered at the time
the Beiträge was being written, Basic Questions of Philosophy,
Heidegger explains:

At the beginning of modern thought, Descartes for the first time posited
the certainty of the ego [Ichgewißheit], in which the human is made secure
of beings as the object of their representations, and is the germ of what
today, as ‘lived experience’ and ‘experience’ [»Erlebnis« und »Erleben«],
constitutes the basic form of being human. It is one of the ironies of history
that our age has discovered – admittedly very late – the need to refute
Descartes, and takes issue with him and his ‘intellectualism’ by appealing
to ‘lived experience’, whereas ‘lived experience’ is only a base descendent
of the Cartesian cogito ergo sum. (GA45, 149)
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A concept appealed to – particularly by the Nazi regime117 – as a more
authentic, more rooted way of dealing with the world than the cold
calculation of technology is grounded in the same way of thinking
which takes a human notion as the measure of all things. In the
Beiträge, Heidegger is even more explicit:

Now, however, since beings are abandoned by being [Seyn], the
opportunity arises for the most insipid ‘sentimentality’. Now for the
first time everything is ‘experienced’ [erlebt] and every undertaking
and performance drips with ‘lived-experience’ [Erlebnisse]. And this
lived-experience proves that now even the human as a being has
incurred the loss of being [Seyn] and has fallen prey to their hunt
for lived-experiences. (GA65, 123–4)118

Although Heidegger had used the term in a number of places, notably
a 1919 course, even there he recognised that ‘the term ‘‘lived experi-
ence’’ [Erlebnis] is today so faded and worn thin that, if it were not so
fitting, it would be best to leave it aside. Since it cannot be avoided, it is
all the more necessary to understand its essence’ (GA56/57, 66). For
Heidegger, this is tied into the notion of Ereignis, which will assume
centre stage in his late thought, and which is first worked through in
detail in the Beiträge. An Erlebnis, in this sense, is an event, or a
propriation [Er-eignis] (GA56/57, 69).
The key example of an Erlebnis in this course is our way of

encountering a lectern. Heidegger suggests that when his students
come into the lecture room they go to their usual place. He suggests
they put themselves in his place – when he comes into the room he sees
a lectern. Does he see it as brown surfaces, at right angles? Does he see
it as a largish box with a smaller one on top of it? No. Rather he sees a
lectern, which he has spoken at before. He does not first see the
surfaces, then the surfaces as a box, then the purpose of it; rather a
lectern, within an environment. The lectern only becomes an issue if it
is too high, or there is something – a book, for example – obstructing
its use. This way of taking an everyday object and discussing how we
experience it is reminiscent of the kitchen table in the later lecture
course Ontology: The Hermeneutic of Facticity or the hammer in
Being and Time. Heidegger goes on to argue that a Black Forest
farmer or a native from Senegal would experience the lectern in a
different way. The farmer would equally not see the lectern as a box,
but as the ‘place for the teacher’; the native as something ‘which
he does not know what to make of’. Heidegger calls the latter
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‘instrumental strangeness’ (GA56/57, 70–3). But in all cases essen-
tially the same thing is happening:

In seeing the lectern I am fully present in my ‘I’; it resonates with the
experience, as we said. It is an experience proper to me and so do I see it.
However it is not a process [Vorgang], but rather a propriation [Ereignis]
(non-process, in the experience of the question a residue of this propria-
tion). Lived experience [Das Er-leben] does not pass in front of me like a
thing, but I appropriate [er-eigne] it to myself, and it appropriates itself
according to its essence. If I understand it in this way, then I understand it
not as process, as thing, as object, but in quite a new way, as propriation.
(GA56/57, 75)

Rather than the Cartesian division of subject and object, the division
of human from the world, grounded on the cogito and the split
between res cogitans and res extensa, we have a way of understanding
that looks at the way we comport ourselves always already within a
world [Welt]. Heidegger’s hyphenated term being-in-the-world, used
in Being and Time, shows that what we call ‘being’ is indivisible from
the world or environment [Umwelt]. ‘The world that is closest to us is
one of practical concern. The environing world [Umwelt], and its
objects are in space, but the space of this world is not the space of
geometry’.119 As he puts it in the Kriegsnotsemester, ‘es weltet ’, ‘it
worlds’. This use of the impersonal ‘it’ is related to Heidegger’s
interest in the term es gibt, which literally means ‘it gives’, and has
the sense of ‘there is’, in the impersonal sense of the French il y a.120

For Heidegger, both in this early lecture course and the Beiträge, it is
Ereignis that gives being, time, space. In opposition to the worldview,
to the view the human has of the world, the grid they use to
comprehend, order and exploit the world, the world rather gives to
us the view, the comportment (GA2, 211). It is this sense of experi-
ence, as a propriation, an Ereignis, that can be used to refute
Descartes, rather than the ‘lived-experience’ that too stems from
Descartes. In a sense, this is a reversal of the reversal of Protagoras:
rather than the human being the measure of all things, the measure of
all things is the human.
Just as he wants to try to rethink Erlebnis in a more originary

way, so too with the notion of machination [Machenschaft], which
Heidegger says is a mode of making [machen], and, although etymo-
logically distinct, is related to the notion ofMacht, power. The notion
of Machenschaft is usually associated with ‘a ‘‘bad’’ type of human
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activity and plotting for such an activity’, but Heidegger is interested
in retrieving a sense of how it impacts on the question of being
(see also GA69, 26–7, 46–7, 62–71, 228). The notion of machen
is, however, unquestionably a human comportment: Heidegger adds
‘poiesis, tekhne’ in parentheses here to underline the point. That said,
he wants to stress that this comportment is only possible on the basis
of a particular interpretation of beings, that is of phusis, the Greek
term that encompasses nature and the physical more generally. Phusis
is thought in relation to tekhne, ‘so that what counts now is the
preponderance of the makeable and the self-making [Machbare und
Sich-machende] . . . in a word: machination’ (GA65, 126). Phusis is
not tekhne, but a reduction of the former into the latter is pro-
nounced.121

What does machination mean? That which is let loose into its own
shackles? Which shackles? The pattern of generally calculable explain-
ability [berechnenbaren Erklärbarkeit], by which everything draws nearer
to everything else in the same measure [gleichmäßig] and becomes com-
pletely alien to itself – yes, totally other than just alien [ja ganz anders als
noch fremd wird]. The relation of non-relationality [Der Bezug der
Unbezüglichkeit]. (GA65, 132)

Heidegger provides a few examples of how he thinks calculative
thinking holds sway in the contemporary age. For example, he shows
how Geisteswissenschaft will increasingly ‘be transmogrified into a
pedagogical tool for inculcating a ‘‘political worldview’’ ’. Heidegger
has already noted how the major branches of industry and military
Chiefs of Staff [der Generalstab] are more attuned to the uses of the
mathematical, technical sciences (GA44, 15; N, II, 16). Science cannot
be preserved in its old ways and means, but crucially, ‘nor will the
technical style of modern science, prefigured in its very beginnings, be
altered if we choose new goals for such technology. That style will
only be firmly embedded and absolutely validated by such new
choices’ (GA44, 16; N, II, 17). Philosophy is something entirely
different, which seems to be the point of this discussion, but the issue
is important. Here, in 1937, Heidegger is outlining the point of his
technology essay.
In the second Nietzsche lecture course there is a discussion of the

difference between Nietzsche’s thought of force [Kraft] and that of
physics. ‘Physics, whether mechanistic or dynamic in style, thinks the
concept of force always and everywhere as a quantitative specification
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within an equation [Maßbezeichnung innerhalb der Rechnung]; phy-
sics as such, in the way it takes up nature into its representational
framework, can never think force as force’ (GA44, 90; N, II, 86; see
GA7, 59).122 Before he goes on to show that Nietzsche thinks force in
a very different way, he notes that to call Nietzsche’s thought dynamic
would require us to think the Greek dunamis, and to realise that the
opposition of the dynamic and the static is misleading.

Given its frame of reference, physics always deals with sheer relations of
force with a view to the magnitude of their spatio-temporal appearance.
The moment physics conducts nature into the domain of the ‘experiment’,
it co-posits in advance the calculative, technical relation [die rechnerische,
technische Beziehung] (in the broader sense) between sheer magnitudes of
force and effects of force, and with calculation it co-posits rationality [mit
der Rechnung aber die Rationalität]. (GA44, 90; N, II, 86)

The last point is crucial, in that Heidegger is showing the integral
relation between modern understandings of rationality and calcula-
tion. Rationality, ratio, has become mathematical, rather than con-
cerned with relation and balance, or to the Greek term logos, much
more associated with language than number.
One of the most extensive discussions of related themes comes in a

course delivered shortly after the conclusion of those on Nietzsche,
Basic Concepts.

The modern habit of thinking time together with ‘space’ (already pre-
figured in the beginning of metaphysics with Aristotle) leads us astray
[führt irre]. For according to this way of thinking time is considered
solely in terms of its extension [Erstrekung], and this as a counting up
[Rechnung] of fleeting now-points. Thought in modern terms, time like
space is a parameter [Parameter], a standard scale [Maßstab] according to
which something is measured and estimated [gemessen und gerechnet].
Space and time are essentially related to ‘calculation’ [»Rechnung«].
(GA51, 120; see GA53, 47–50, 53)

Heidegger highlights what he calls ‘a metaphysical subjugation to
technology’, and notes that ‘accompanying this subjugation within us
is an attitude that grasps everything according to plan and calculation,
and does so with a view to vast time-spans in order wilfully and
knowingly to secure what can last for the longest possible duration’
(GA51, 17). Here we find a reduction of the world to calculation and
planning. Such comments clearly follow from those outlined since at
least 1935.
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It is one thing when empires [Reiche] endure for millennia because of
their continuing stability. It is something else when world dominions
[Weltherrschaften] are knowingly planned to last millennia and the
assurance of their existence is undertaken by that will whose essential
goal is the greatest possible duration of the greatest possible order of the
largest possible masses [Massen ein wesenhaftes Ziel]. (GA51, 17)

The obvious reference to the thousand-year Reich is put in language of
range and scope – temporal extent, duration, order, mass – terms that
a moment before were used to illustrate the problem of technology
and its metaphysical subjugation. For Heidegger, ‘this will has been
the concealed metaphysical essence of modernity for the last three
centuries’, which means that Hitler here is a symptom of a much wider
malaise. Indeed, the essence of modern technology is the same as the
essence of modern metaphysics (GA5, 75/57).

It appears in various predecessors and guises that are not sure of them-
selves and their essence. That in the twentieth century this will would
attain the shape of the unconditional, Nietzsche had clearly thought in
advance. (GA51, 17–18)

So while it existed in previous forms, it is in Nietzsche’s thought that
the unconditional form of the modern period (1941) first appears with
clarity. Nietzsche here is seen both as the diagnostic, and potentially
the problem.

Participation in this will to man’s unconditional mastery over the earth,
and the execution of this will, harbour within themselves that subjugation
to technology that does not appear as resistance and resentment [Wide-
rwille und Unwille]. That subjugation appears as will, and that means it is
also effective here . . . However, where one interprets the execution of this
metaphysical will as a ‘product’ of the self-obsession and arbitrariness
[Eigensucht und Willkür] of ‘dictators’ and ‘authoritarian states’, there
speak only political calculation and propaganda, or the metaphysical
naı̈veté of a thinking that ran aground centuries ago, or both. (GA51, 18)

In other words, those that think that this is caused by the actions of
single individuals or states are mistaken. This is a wider problem. This
is not based on the ‘chance arbitrariness [Zufälligen Willkür] of
dictators but in the metaphysical essence of modern actuality in
general’ (GA53, 118). Whether this attribution be through critique
or celebration, it is flawed thinking.
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Political circumstances, economic situations, population growth, and the
like, can be the proximate causes and horizons for carrying out this
metaphysical will of modern world-history. But they are never the ground
of this history and therefore never its ‘end’. The will to preservation, and
that always means the will to enhance life and its lastingness, works
essentially against decline and sees deficiency and powerlessness in what
lasts only a short while. (GA51, 18)123

Again, the very real crises of the modern ages are symptoms of a wider
malaise. The will to power, to domination, to preservation and all the
metaphysical baggage it carries is another stage in the long-running
problem. The concluding lines of the published European Nihilism
course provide Heidegger’s summary assessment of the importance of
this topic:

The age of the fulfilment of metaphysics – which we descry when we think
through the basic features of Nietzsche’s metaphysics – prompts us to
consider to what extent we find ourselves in the history of being. It also
prompts us to consider – prior to our finding ourselves – the extent to
which we must experience history as the release of being into machination,
a release that being itself sends, so as to allow its truth to become essential
for man out of man’s belonging to it. (GA6.2, 229; N, IV, 196)

It is in the Beiträge that Heidegger makes many of these points for
the first time, a working through of issues surrounding him.
Mournfully, he remarks that the human ‘might for centuries yet
pillage and lay waste to the planet with their machinations, the
gigantic character of this driving might ‘‘develop’’ into something
unimaginable and take on the form of a seeming rigour as the
massive regulating of the desolate as such – yet the greatness of
being [Seyn] continues to be closed off’ (GA65, 408). Heidegger
argues that the originary, more rooted sense of phusis is lost as
nature is seen as a being itself, ‘and, after this demoting [Abset-
zung], ultimately reduced to the full force of calculating machina-
tion and economy’ (GA65, 277). Nature becomes res extensa, an
extended material resource. The natural no longer has any ‘im-
mediate relation to phusis, but rather is fully set-up [gestellt]
according to the machinational’ (GA65, 133). Heidegger talks of
the human reduction and ‘transition to a technicised animal, which
begins to replace the instincts, which have already grown weaker
and less refined by the giganticism of technology [der Technik]’
(GA65, 98). In this reduction, nature becomes merely scenery and a
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place for recreation, and even in this arranged for the masses as a
form of the gigantic (GA65, 277).
Very similar language would be used for the Rhine river in the later

‘Question Concerning Technology’ essay (GA7, 16–17). Here, Hei-
degger suggests that ‘modern science’s way of representing pursues
and entraps nature as a calculable coherence of forces’, it ‘sets nature
up to exhibit itself as a coherence of forces calculable in advance’
(GA7, 22; see ID, 98–9/34–5). This way of thinking, as we have seen,
prepares the way for technology, but more, for the essence of tech-
nology. Heidegger uses the crucial term Ge-Stell, framework or the
set-up, to name this essence. Exact physical science is dependent on the
particular casting of beings, essentially their calculability, in order to
exist in itself, and for it to be the foundation of technology. The
essence of technology is therefore prior to both. In the earliest form
of this lecture, from 1949, the title itself was ‘Das Ge-Stell’ (GA79,
24–45).124 In this piece, revised for delivery in 1953, Heidegger
reaches a level of concision and clarity that the early sketches rarely
achieve. But, in its published form, this essay appears peculiarly
apolitical. What is striking is that the Beiträge dates from more than
a decade before, in a very different situation, and that it and lectures
from this time anticipate so many of the later essays’ concerns. Indeed,
realising the explicitly political context of the development of these
ideas is extremely useful in both recognising their political import and
understanding some of their more problematic claims.125

What we find in the writings and lectures of Heidegger in the 1940s
is a curious balance of political remarks and a seeming depoliticising
of his thought. In 1942, he comments on the entry of the USA into the
war (GA53, 68); and later in the same course talks of the ‘historical
uniqueness’ or singularity of National Socialism (GA53, 98, 106).
After Stalingrad, with German defeat looking more and more likely,
he notes that the ‘planet is in flames’ and calls for Germans to be
‘strong enough in their preparedness for death’ (GA55, 123, 181).
And yet, when he returns to the notion of the polis and the determina-
tion of the human as the zoon politikon, although he again ties this to
the zoon ekhon logon, no contemporary resonances are heard, and
indeed Heidegger goes out of his way to deny them. In particular, he
insistently argues that the polis simply cannot be understood as a
‘state’ (GA53, 100–7; see GA54, 100–1); and that we think the
political in a Roman, rather than Greek way, that is imperially
(GA54, 63), in relation to command and arrangement (GA54, 65).
While there is undoubtedly here an implicit criticism of modern ways
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of thinking the political, there is also a muted reinterpretation of some
of Heidegger’s own claims about the political going on. We find this,
for instance, in the reading of the myth of the cave in the 1942–43
course, which, like the essays published around the same time on this
subject, are seemingly almost entirely apolitical. What, then, is the
political legacy of Heidegger’s thought?
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Taking the Measure of the Political

Following the Allied victory, Heidegger was brought before a denazi-
fication commission at the University of Freiburg. He was forbidden
to teach and refused Emeritus status. The details of the tribunal, the
evasions he gave to try to hold onto his job, and the damning letter
from Karl Jaspers that probably swayed the decision have been well
explored in numerous works, and need not concern us here.1

Although Heidegger’s sentence is insignificant compared to the en-
ormity of the crimes and punishments of Europe as a whole, the denial
of an audience for his ideas was surely considerable for one who so
clearly valued teaching as a means to research. We should note that
almost all of Heidegger’s published works after Being and Time derive
from lecture material.
But Heidegger did not retreat into silence. Not long after the war, in

late 1946, while his position was still undecided, and recognising the
impact his ideas were having, particularly in France – Sartre’s Being
and Nothingness appeared in 1943; Merleau-Ponty’s Phenomenology
of Perception in 19452 – he agreed to respond to some questions posed
to him by Jean Beaufret, who had been a correspondent since 1945.3

This text, the Letter on Humanism, is one of Heidegger’s most
interesting pieces, a tour-de-force of clarification, summary and future
programme, particularly orientated around positioning himself
against the ‘existentialist’ interpretation. If a detailed reading will
be eschewed here, one particular passage neatly illustrates a number of
the problematics that this book has been concerned with.
Following an orientation of the European problem around the

alternatives of Communism and Americanism, Heidegger declares

Every nationalism is metaphysically an anthropologism, and as such
subjectivism. Nationalism is not overcome through mere internationalism;
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it is rather expanded and elevated thereby into a system. Nationalism is as
little brought and raised to humanitas by internationalism as individual-
ism is by an ahistorical collectivism [geschichtlosen Kollektivismus]. The
latter is the subjectivity of human beings in totality [des Menschen in der
Totalität]. It completes subjectivity’s unconditioned self-assertion [unbe-
dingte Selbstbehauptung], which refuses to yield. Nor can it be even
adequately experienced by a thinking that mediates in a one-sided fashion.
Expelled from the truth of being, the human being everywhere circles
around himself as the animal rationale. (GA9, 341–2/260)

There is a lot going on here. Nationalism, every nationalism, is
problematic, because of its buying into notions of anthropology
and subjectivity. Internationalism, though, is not a solution, it does
not overcome nationalism, but simply expands it [erweitet], enlarges
it, extends it, moves it up a scale, elevates it [erhoben] to a system. The
essence of humanism – that is, that issue that Beaufret had asked
Heidegger about, that is, the point of the letter – cannot be attained
simply by expanding or elevating, by quantitative increase, by addi-
tion. A straightforward move from individualism to collectivism is
similarly flawed as a means of access. And this is a particular kind of
collectivism, a geschichtlosen collectivism, one that lacks or is blind to
history, history not understood as a school subject, but history in the
sense of destiny or a sending.
Ahistorical collectivism [geschichtlosen Kollektivismus] is, again,

simply the totality, the addition, the collecting of, individual subjec-
tivity. A sum. A completion of a process, the completion of an absolute
self-assertion. We can note here that Heidegger uses Selbtsbehauptung
in a critical context – the title of his Rectorial Address was ‘The
Selbtsbehauptung of the German University’. The human being has
therefore come a long way from the Greek determination as zoon
ekhon logon. It is misleading, as we have seen, Heidegger contends,
to translate this as the rational animal, the animal rationale. As
Heidegger notes, ‘this definition is not simply the Latin translation
of the Greek zoon ekhon logon, but a metaphysical interpretation of
it. This essential definition of the human being is not false. But it is
conditioned by metaphysics’ (GA9, 322/245–6).4 Indeed, Heidegger
suggests the whole purpose of his Beiträge is concerned with the
essential transformation of the human from the ‘rational animal’ to
Da-sein (GA65, 3). Rather, the zoon ekhon logonmust be understood
as the being with speech, Rede.
What we have here is the critique of calculative politics brought to
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bear on the categories employed in Heidegger’s political period,
dependent on his earlier failure to think being-together-politically
in an adequate way.5 In terms of this book, it is the insights into
calculation examined in Chapter Three related to the categories
explored in Chapter One and the action in Chapter Two. It is an
explicit rendering of what Chapter Three suggested: that thinking
through the politics of calculation is a response to the political action,
which itself was dependent on intellectual failings. In reading the
notion of logos as speech rather than reason, Heidegger is also
distancing himself from the way that logos became ‘logic’, became
reason, ratio, and how this in turn became tied to number, that is,
calculative thinking rather than speaking, language. Ratio, in its
originary sense, is not necessarily numerical, but can be seen in terms
of relation and balance. It comes to be determined through the notion
of quantity: reckoned, computed, enumerated, accounted.6 In this
way, Heidegger distances the modern animal rationale from the Greek
zoon ekhon logon; opens up the possibilities of another kind of
calculus; and points out the problems of modern subjectivity,
collectivity, nationalism and internationalism. Slightly earlier in the
Letter, he had noted that Communism is not merely a party or a
Weltanschauung, and Americanism more than just a lifestyle (GA9,
340–1/259); similarly, world events are not, for Heidegger, as we have
seen, the expression of the ‘caprice of ‘‘dictators’’ and ‘‘authoritarian
states’’ ’ (GA51, 18), but again dependent on this general casting of
being, ‘the metaphysical essence of modern actuality in general’
(GA53, 118).
In his own copy of this text, after the word ‘subjectivity’ in the

phrase ‘the subjectivity of human beings in totality’, Heidegger adds
the following handwritten marginal note:

Industrial society as the measure-giving subject [das maßgebende Subjekt]
– and thinking as ‘politics’. (GA9, 341 n. d/260 n. b)

The essence of modern technology, itself nothing technological, is the
foundation of industrial society, here viewed as the maßgebende
Subjekt. In a colloquial sense, maßgebende might mean the proper,
the authoritative, definitive subject, or better, the determining subject,
and yet, as we have seen, theMaß derives from messen, to measure or
gauge. This is the subject that provides the measure, the measure-
giving subject. As a corollary, thinking becomes politics.
In his later works, Heidegger both pursues this insight, and turns
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back from politics to thinking. Indeed, Heidegger’s post-war work can
be thought of in two ways: as an examination of the possibilities of
language, particularly through the works of poets: and as a continued
study of the dangers of technology.7 Both of these, as we have seen, are
prepared for in his writings after 1934, and in many ways date back
much further than this. As the preceding chapters have attempted to
show, these are inherently political issues – which both opens up
possibilities and calls for caution. There is no straightforward break in
Heidegger’s thought, no turn away from Nazism in any simple
meaning, no turn in the straightforward understanding of a Kehre
at all. Rather, there is a continued emphasis on thinking a few very
simple questions – which means, of course, that they are among the
most difficult to answer.

In the final lines of the Beiträge, Heidegger rehearses and develops
some of the themes touched upon here:

Language is grounded in silence. Silence is the most sheltered measure-
holding [Maß-halten]. It holds the measure, in that it first sets up measures
[Es hält das Maß, indem es die Maß-stäbe erst setzt]. And so language is
measure-setting [Maß-setzung] in the most intimate and widest sense,
measure-setting as essential essency of the jointure and its joining (pro-
priation) [Erwesung des Fugs und seiner Fügung (Ereignis)]. And insofar
as language [is] ground of Da-sein, the measuring [Mäßigung] lies in this
and indeed as the ground of strife of world and earth. (GA65, 510)

Although it is usually only Heidegger’s later work that is seen as a
‘retreat’ into poetry, Hölderlin, Rilke and others, his concerns can
be traced right back to 1934, when he began the first course on
Hölderlin, and from occasional writings even further back. In one
sense, it is instructive to compare Heidegger’s characterisation of the
Nazi regime and modern metaphysics, and indeed, his own 1932 offer
of ‘providing the measure and rule’ with Hölderlin’s poetry, specifi-
cally the piece known by its first line, ‘In lovely blueness’. A crucial
line, much cited by Heidegger, is the question ‘is there a measure on
the earth? There is none [Gibt es auf Erden ein Maß? Es gibt keines]’.
Rather, measure comes from the divinity – ‘Is God unknown? Is he
manifest as the sky? This rather I believe. It is the measure of the
human. Full of acquirements, but poetically, the human dwells on this
earth’.8

In his work on poetic dwelling later in life, Heidegger develops the
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idea of measure-taking. The dwelling of humans is part of the fourfold
of humans, gods, earth and sky. The human measures themselves
against the god, on the earth, beneath the sky – they take a measure,
rather than provide one. Their dwelling ‘depends on an upward-
looking measure-taking [Vermessen] of the dimension, in which sky
belongs just as much as earth’. What this means is that this measure-
taking ‘not only takes the measure of the earth, ge, and therefore it is
no mere geo-metry. Nor does it lightly take the measure of heaven
[Himmel], ouranos, for itself’. This measure-taking is ‘no science’.
Rather, ‘measure-taking gauges [ermißt] the between, which brings
both heaven and earth to each other. This measure-taking has its own
metron, and therefore its own metric’ (GA7, 199). Once again it is
not a question of understanding nature as res extensa, not a simple
earth-measuring, geo-metry, just as it is not simply a geo-graphy, or
earth-writing. Rather, it is a rethinking of measure.9 While this is not
the place to discuss the role of divinity or the last god within the
Beiträge, let alone the problematic relationship of Heidegger to
theology more generally,10 there is something fundamentally impor-
tant in how he seeks to rethink the notion of measure, especially in
relation to the notion of Ereignis, as already hinted at in Chapter
Three. As Heidegger declares in 1942, again in relation to Hölderlin:

If we merely attempt, on our own authority, to set or seize upon the
measure, then it becomes measureless and disintegrates into nothingness.
If we merely remain thoughtless and without the alertness of an intimative
scrutinizing, then we will again find no measure. Yet if we are strong
enough to think, then it may be sufficient for us to ponder merely from
afar, that, scarcely, the truth of this poetry and what it poetises, so that we
may suddenly be struck by it. (GA53, 205)

Shortly afterwards, in his Postscript to the 1929 lecture ‘What is
Metaphysics?’, he declared that

Calculative thinking . . . is unable to foresee that everything calculable by
calculation [Berechenbare der Rechnung] – prior to the sum-totals and
products that it produces by calculation in each case – is already a whole, a
whole whose unity indeed belongs to the incalculable [Unberechenbaren]
that withdraws itself and its uncanniness from the claws of calculation.
(GA9, 309/235)

He similarly insists that Ereignis does not allow itself to be measured
in conventional ways: ‘Immeasurable [Unausmeßbar] are the riches
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. . . the fullness of Ereignis is incalculable [unerrechenbar]’ (GA65, 7).
This is no mere suggestion that riches are immeasurable, or that love
is incalculable, but something that goes to the very heart of the
matter. Indeed, it helps to bring together many of the key ideas in
his thought as a whole. Heidegger suggests that overflow, or excess of
measure [Das Über-maß], ‘is no mere abundance of quantity, but the
self-withdrawing of all estimating and measuring [Schätzung und
Ausmessung]’. In a 1946 address commemorating the twentieth
anniversary of Rilke’s death, Heidegger suggests:

The interior of unwonted consciousness remains in the interior space in
which everything, for us, is beyond the numbering [Zahlhafte] of calcula-
tion and, freed from those barriers, can overflow into the unbarred
entirety of the open. This overflowing beyond number [überzählige
Überflüssige] springs up, with regard to its presence, in the inward and
invisible of the heart. The last words of the Ninth Elegy, which sings of
men belonging to the open, run: ‘Existence beyond number [Überzähliges
Dasein] springs up in my heart’. (GA5, 306/229)

As a response to the notion of quantity becoming a quality in itself,
this notion of existence beyond number is an important issue. And yet,
this is merely a poetic and somewhat disillusioned response he tries to
grasp in the late part of his career, rather than a fully worked out
option. Indeed, perhaps number alone is not what needs to be resisted,
but the mode of thought that makes possible such mere enumeration.

The humanity of humans and the thingness of things is dissolved, within
the self-assertion of producing, to the calculation of the market value of a
market that is not only a world-market spanning the earth but that also, as
the will to will, markets in the essence of being and so brings all beings into
the business of calculation, which dominates most fiercely precisely where
numbers are not needed. (GA5, 292/219)11

For Heidegger, ‘in this self-withdrawing (self-sheltering) being [Seyn]
has its nearest nearness in the clearing of the there [Da], in that it
ap-propriates [er-eignent] Da-sein’ (GA65, 249). Dasein, that simul-
taneously most common and yet most resistant to translation of
Heideggerian words, is inherently tied to this refusal of measure
and the politics of calculation. Heidegger notes that ‘in philosophical
knowing a change in the man who understands begins with the first
step, and not in a moral-‘‘existentiell’’ sense, but with Dasein as
measure [sondern da-seinmäßig]’ (GA65, 14, see 316, 407). This is
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the point of the human being rethought in transition from the ‘rational
animal’ to Da-sein (GA65, 3).
For, Heidegger then, ‘overall the issue is to think, and thus to be

historically [geschichtlich], instead of calculating historiographically
[historisch zu rechnen]’ (GA65, 505, see 421–2, 492–4; GA38, 87).12

Thinking historically, thinking the notion of Ereignis, through a
preparatory analytic of Dasein, can provide insight into the question
of being that metaphysics and the calculative mode of casting beings
cannot achieve. In a sense, this is Heidegger’s work as a whole, the
study of Dasein in Being and Time, through the history of being, the
history of metaphysics – what he calls thinking being historically (see
GA65, GA66) – to the other beginning anticipated in the Beiträgewith
its study of Ereignis. But that story, at least in the way it is usually told,
rather than the way I have traced it, obviously leaves out most of what
has been treated here. Those seeking to make use of it need to fully
come to terms with its entanglement in the thought that preceded the
practice.

If Heidegger’s own thought is so riddled with the complexities of his
political action that it is difficult to see a way to take his work forward,
this clearly does not mean that the questions he wrestled with are
unimportant. While I am unwilling to accept Heidegger’s poetic
phrase ‘wer groß denkt muß groß irren’ – ‘he who thinks greatly
must err greatly’ (GA13, 81) – as an excuse, I do think a detailed
examination of the political aspects of his thought is a constructive
step towards making sense of these problems. Overstating the case
though he undoubtedly did, Derrida was onto something when he
suggested that ‘we cannot understand what Europe is and has been
this century, what Nazism has been, and so on, without interrogating
what made Heidegger’s discourse possible’.13 Of course, we should
not understand this in the sense that only attempts to understand
Heidegger can unlock the issues of the twentieth century. But a
weaker, and more tenable, claim is that as the most important
philosopher so closely associated with Nazism, examining Heideg-
ger’s writings of the time may shed some light on the wider political
situation. The understanding of the calculative casting of being,
reducing the world to a problem of number, of quantity, is an
important contribution to our understanding of modernity. Extending
that to an immanent critique (too immanent, of course) of the Nazi
period provides valuable insights into what was behind, in an onto-
logical sense, that regime. If it stops short of moral outrage and
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blanket criticism, we may actually learn more, for it is not really much
of a challenge for us today to condemn Nazism; but to understand it,
and what made it possible, is a more difficult task. Understanding
Nazism through the lens of calculation, which Heidegger began but
never worked through in any thorough manner, is one way in which
Heidegger’s thought can be employed for more progressive political
aims than those he chose for it himself.14

In 1940, in a summary of a lecture in the course European Nihilism,
Heidegger commented on a passage from Nietzsche’s The Wanderer
and His Shadow, entitled ‘Premises of the machine age’. The passage
reads: ‘The press, the machine, the railway, the telegraph are premises
whose thousand-year conclusion no one has yet dared to draw’.15 In
reply, Heidegger does not simply look at the conclusions, much less
their temporal duration, which has different implications following
Hitler’s projection of the Reich, but rather at the premises themselves.
What, he asks, are ‘the conditions of the technical ‘‘premises’’ of the
machine-age [Maschinenzeitalters]? Where does the internal ground
lie for the fact that technology could and had to become machine-
technology, the machine the force-production-machine [Krafterzeu-
gungsmaschine]?’ Why too are the ‘masses’ given priority, and the
increases in the population of the earth [der Bevölkerungszahl der
Erde] seen as significant? Heidegger continues: ‘it is not sufficient to
explain the emergence of the masses and the proletariat from indus-
trialization’, because this is dependent, like machine-technology, on
the same basic issue (GA48, 15).
In this attempt to go beyond consequences and events and look for

conditions of possibility, Heidegger’s work here bears careful com-
parison with – amongst others – Adorno and Horkheimer’s Dialectic
of Enlightenment, Foucault’s analysis of racism in «Il faut défendre la
société», and, more recently, Zygmunt Bauman’s Modernity and the
Holocaust.16 All of these thinkers are in some way dependent on
Heidegger’s insights. In particular, as I have argued elsewhere, draw-
ing on Foucault, there is a radical break in how racism was developed
in the recent past. Racism clearly existed before, indeed versions that
were non-biological, non-metaphysical; but this was recoded and
utilised in the new scientific version. As thinking generally becomes
more scientific, mathematical, calculative, so too does racism, taking
on particularly biological and medical aspects.17

The projects of many other European thinkers are indebted to
Heidegger’s work, but the better among them have realised that his
philosophical insights cannot be straightforwardly detached from his
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political commitments. Indeed, many of the leading French thinkers of
the late twentieth century – among them Bourdieu, Janicaud, Lyotard,
Nancy, Lacoue-Labarthe and Derrida – were inspired to confront this
issue head-on, inevitably in the wake of Farı́as’ work, in the late
1980s.18 But three thinkers of an earlier generation – Foucault,
Lefebvre and Axelos – who I have discussed in detail elsewhere, were
far from blind to these political issues, and equally recognised the
importance of his ideas.19 A necessary step to such employment is an
assessment of the political.

In The Fundamental Concepts of Metaphysics, Heidegger notes
several philosophers who have held mathematical knowledge to be
‘the highest, most rigorous, and most certain knowledge’. Plato had
the slogan ‘let no-one who is not well-versed in geometry, in math-
ematical knowledge, enter’ inscribed above the Academy; Descartes
wanted to ‘furnish philosophical truth with the character of mathe-
matical truth and wrest mankind from doubt and unclarity’; Leibniz
claimed that ‘without mathematics one cannot penetrate into the
ground of metaphysics’ (GA29/30, 23–4).
In recent years, some of the most challenging and innovative work

at the intersection of politics, philosophy and mathematics has come
from Alain Badiou. In works such as L’être et l’événement and Court
traité d’ontologie transitoire,20 Badiou has attempted to rethink the
question of the multiple and the one,21 concerns which can be related
to this book’s reading of Heidegger. Indeed, it has even been suggested
that Badiou’s Being and Event is the most fundamental inquiry into
ontology since Heidegger’s Being and Time22 because, unlike many of
his contemporaries, Badiou does insist on thinking through to the
foundations of philosophy, to ontology. And yet Badiou’s ultimate
claim is that ontology is mathematics, that if ‘we abstract all pre-
sentative predicates little by little, we are left with the multiple, pure
and simple . . . being-as-being, being as pure multiplicity – can be
thought only through mathematics’.23 For him, set theory – ‘a con-
sistent theory of inconsistent multiplicity’24 – with its nine key axioms
of extensionality, subsets, union, separation, replacement, the void or
the empty set, foundation, the infinite and choice, is the supreme
means of access into these fundamental issues.25 This leads to the
conclusion that ‘every element of a set is itself a set . . . every multiple
is a multiple of multiples, without reference to unities of any kind’.26

The problem, as he himself identifies, is that ‘ontology has
to explain why science operates but ontology is mathematics, so
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mathematics has to explain how mathematics operates’. But this is a
dual sense of mathematics – both as the mathematics of mathemati-
cians and that of ‘thinking being itself’. Only philosophy, he claims, is
able to organise that discussion between ‘science on the side of specific
production and science as part of the thinking of being qua being’,
science itself is unable.27 For Badiou, philosophy is not an interpreta-
tion of science, and science is much more than a possible mode of
access to the question of being. Indeed, this requires philosophy to
humble itself ‘before mathematics by acknowledging that mathe-
matics is in effect the thinking of pure being, of being qua being’,
and that in so doing ‘philosophy unburdens itself of what appears to
be its highest responsibility: it asserts that it is not up to it to think
being qua being’.28 This position is therefore part of an irreconcilable
difference between Badiou and Heidegger’s thought.29 Badiou admits
that ‘deep down I am Cartesian’,30 and in Hallward’s helpful phras-
ing, mathematics as the determination of the being of beings is
‘disastrous according to Heidegger . . . [but] nothing less than an
emancipation for Badiou’.31

One of the key differences is that, for Badiou, mathematics is in no
way indifferent to the complexities of a world that, for Heidegger, is
radically irreducible to number. For Badiou, mathematics is ‘always
richer in surprising determinations than any empirical donation
whatsoever’,32 for example our existence in three or four dimensions
is radically limited compared to post-Euclidean geometry.33Heidegger
would take an entirely different position:

What does it mean to uphold mathematical knowledge as the measure of
knowledge [Erkenntnismaßstab] and as the ideal of truth for philosophy?
It means nothing less than making that knowledge which is absolutely
non-binding and emptiest in content into the measure [Maßstab] for that
knowledge which is the most binding and richest in itself, i.e. that
knowledge which deals with the whole [das Ganze]. (GA29/30, 25)

This is not, he insists, to deny the validity of mathematical knowledge,
which ‘objectively comprises a great wealth’, but to contend that ‘in
terms of its content’, it is ‘the emptiest knowledge imaginable, and as
such is at the same time the least binding for man’, and therefore
‘cannot become the measure for the richest and most binding knowl-
edge imaginable: philosophical knowledge’ (GA29/30, 25). However,
and this is the crucial point, Badiou’s determination of mathematics as
ontology does not mean that he embraces the quantitative measuring
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and statistical reading of the world. This works in two registers. First,
he makes it clear that it is not ontology, founded on set theory, that is
reducible to number, but that number needs to be understood from the
foundation of the ontology of sets.34 Second, in, for example, Infinite
Thought, he goes out of his way to critique precisely those kinds of
understandings: the ‘obsession with calculating security’, the human
sciences ‘in the service of polls, election predictions, demographic
averages, epidemiological rates, tastes and distastes . . . this statistical
and numerical information has nothing to do with what humanity,
nor what each absolutely singular being, is about’.35 For Badiou, and I
take this to be a central theme of L’être et l’événement, if being can be
determined mathematically, then the event is precisely that which
escapes it.36 While Badiou’s notion of the event is not a Heideggerian
Ereignis, his view of mathematics is equally very different from that of
the tradition Heidegger criticises. We can see in this a potential for
reading Badiou and Heidegger together to common purpose, even if at
the fundamental, ontological level – and at many others – there are
profound differences.
Mathematics is not, then, in itself bad, precisely because it removes

itself from any prior ethics or politics, but it is dangerous. As a
complement, it can have many uses, but when used alone, when
the world is reduced to numbers, a measure, to what is calculable and
laid before us; when humans are summed, aggregated and accounted
for; then much remains forgotten, unsaid, concealed.37 The ‘against’
in the contrast between ‘speaking’ and ‘number’ is therefore to be
understood in the sense Heidegger argues we should think of the
Greek polemos, not so much a struggle, a Kampf, but as an Ausei-
nandersetzung, a setting-apart-from-another, a breaking of the mode
of connection. It is in that sense, then, contingently, historically, and
mutably, and as a thinking through of the three crucial Greek terms,
logos, polemos, arithmos, that Heidegger’s thought can be understood
as a speaking against number.
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