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'That there exists something like a diesel engine, for example, has its decisive and wholly sufficient ground in the fact that the categories of mechanically and technically useful "nature" were once expressly and thoroughly thought out by philosophers'

                        Heidegger: Nietzsche vol iv, p.39

FAINT PRAISE FOR DUGIN

Dugin's book is a readable - indeed quite powerfully written - systematic account of Heidegger's thought. To the extent that I can judge the matter it is also quite accurate. But this immediately poses the question of why Heidegger himself did not write such a readable, powerfully written and accurate systematic account of his own thought. It cannot have been for a lack of ability to do it. It must have been a matter of deliberate choice. A choice made in the full knowledge that the bits and pieces of his thought his readers would pick up would be assembled in a large variety of different ways, some of them quite antithetical to his own intentions. Whatever about intentions, there is between Dugin and Heidegger a radical difference in character. Dugin is a propagandist, out to have an immediate impact on the world. Heidegger (except perhaps for the period of his hopes in the German national revolution) believed any impact he might have on the world could only mature over a long period of time - 'It may be that it needs 300 years in order to have an "effect"' as he says in the famous 1966 interview with Der Spiegel.

Indeed one is reminded of Shelley's statement that poets are the unacknowledged legislators of the world. Heidegger's philosophy, as we can see from John Minahane's article on the 'Poet-philosophers of Greece' in the Heidegger Review no 2, poses the question of the relationship between philosophy and poetry. His theory of the apprehension of truth could be understood as a theory of the way in which truth is apprehended in poetry. Indeed he has a certain scorn for facts - in dramatic contrast to Dugin who, in one of his other roles as a 'conspirologist' is fascinated by facts. Heidegger wants his readers to experience the realities he is talking about - hence his insistence that certain Greek-derived words such as 'idea', 'theory', 'logic' as well as the Greek 'alethea' (truth) have more to do with vision/experience/revelation than with anything arrived at after a process of rational deduction. The very obscurity of Heidegger's language (rather like the obscurity of some modern poetry) is a matter of obliging the mind to go to places it might rather not go, of breaking 'habits of mind'.

So though we might be grateful for Dugin's clear presentation, even perhaps welcome it with a feeling of relief, we should also regard it with a degree of suspicion and certainly not take it as a substitute for reading Heidegger himself, tempting as that might be.

A TWO-THOUSAND YEAR OLD FAILURE

I want, however, to begin by disregarding my own warning.

If we take Dugin's simplified account and simplify it even further we get something like this:

Western philosophy begins with 'the Greeks', namely those who are often called, though Heidegger understandably objects to the term, the 'pre-Socratics',
 most importantly Parmenides and Heraclitus. They posed the problem of 'being'. Parmenides in particular declared that 'Being is. Non-being isn't'. This was in Dugin's summary (more so than in Heidegger's original, but we will come back to this) the beginning of the fundamental error that was to run through the whole of Western philosophy.

The error was to treat Being - the Being of beings, what it means to say that beings are - as itself a sort of being, something that in itself 'is'. This developed into the 'ideas' of Plato for whom every being is, so to speak, accompanied by its own being - what it has in common with all other beings of the same kind - and these being/ideas are arranged in a sort of hierarchy which goes up to an Absolute Being which may or may not be identified with 'God'. This hierarchy of beings-ideas-essences passes over into scholasticism, providing a means by which the real world (which is to say the world of real beings, the world of ideas) can be deduced 'rationally' or 'logically' from the unreal world - the world of appearances, the world as it is experienced through the senses.

The subject under discussion is Western philosophy. Heidegger never to my knowledge discusses whether or not a different development might have occurred in Eastern Christendom - the Christendom of the people who actually spoke the language of the Greek philosophers and were familiar with their writings (very little was available in Western Europe until the fifteenth century, the fall of Constantinople and the events immediately preceding it). I commented on this question in my article On Orthodoxy in the second Heidegger Review, using for my argument a text by a Greek associate of Dugin's, Nicholas Laos.

Within Western philosophy this Platonist idealism is more or less fixed through some 1,000 years or more of Christendom during which nothing much happens of any philosophical importance. Despite the fact that in his lengthy commentary on Plato's Sophist, written before Being and Time, Heidegger says that Plato can only be understood through Aristotle
, he rarely refers to Aristotle in his later major writings. And despite the fact that his first major text, his professorial thesis, was on Duns Scotus, he rarely evokes the Realist/Nominalist dispute that ran through Western mediaeval philosophy, though it would seem to be relevant. The Realists argued that the reality of the particular tree lay in the idea of the tree, while the Nominalists argued that only the particular tree was real - the idea was just a 'name' used to designate it.

But skipping lightly over all that, the next development after Plato comes some two thousand years later with Descartes. Descartes further obscures the question of Being by dividing reality into a subject of whose existence we can be certain ('I think therefore I am') and an object, or res extensa perceived by this subject. After Descartes, things move very rapidly. The existence of the object is put in serious doubt by eg Berkeley, Hume, Kant and Schopenhauer. In Hegel, the world becomes the idea of a universal subject. Conforming to thought patterns, it is rational (as Descartes felt that the reality of the object could be ascertained through the intellectual process of mathematical calculation) and this rationality can embrace not just the immediately perceived world but the whole of human history. Being is rationality, to be is to be rational. With Nietzsche, however, the individual subject reclaims its rights and the fundamental reality, the being, of everything becomes the Will - the individual's will - to Power, somewhat in accordance with Darwin's survival of the fittest and Richard Dawkins' selfish gene. That will to power is exercised by human beings through 'machination', the manipulation of the things that are at hand to an end of self assertion, manifested in our own time as the seemingly infinite ingenuity expended on the production of mechanical devices. For Heidegger/Dugin, this represents the end of Western philosophy, the point beyond which it cannot develop.

Hence the need for 'another beginning'. This new beginning once again, like the early Greek beginning, poses the question of Being but instead of conceiving Being as itself a being, albeit a very refined one, the new beginning starts out with the assertion, perhaps more emphatic in Dugin than it is in Heidegger, that 'being is nothing'. That doesn't mean that the word 'being' has no meaning. In this new 'fundamental ontology' (as opposed to the 'ontology' of the first beginning) Being (sein) - or Beyng (seyn) as it may be called to distinguish it from the old ontological being - is now seen as the point of intersection of two lines, usually shown in the form of a St Andrew's cross, joining the four terms - the 'fourfold' or geviert - world (or 'sky'), earth, gods, men.
 All four are characterised by their openness, while the Being considered as one being among many, as for example Plato's ideas, has a tendency to close them off. These closed realities become more opaque as time goes on. The sky from being a sort of blue canopy populated by the ideas becomes an extension of the earth populated by material objects whizzing about at great speed; the earth, from being a green sward constantly giving birth to perceived, experienced realities, becomes a huge repository of resources to be exploited for utilitarian ends; the gods from being extra-human forces that act on and through us become figments of our own wishful thinking, to be manipulated at will
; men from being types, each with its own particular dignity, become atomised subjects, each scrabbling for its own little bit of self assertion, its fifteen minutes of fame. 

Thus Parmenides' philosophical error, which started off as quite fruitful, has finally in our own day become fatal. Hence the need for a new beginning but although Heidegger is its prophet, the new beginning will not occur in the West because, as Dugin reminds us, the West is where the Sun sets. The Sun rises in the East. We will hopefully learn more about this when the companion volume to Dugin's book on Heidegger, his discussion of philosophy in Russia, is published.

HEIDEGGER'S SINGLE THOUGHT

Reading Heidegger is often (not always) an exciting, intellectually stimulating experience, mainly because of all the possibilities glimpsed, the meditations on the original meanings of Greek and German words, the 'forest ways' that don't immediately seem to lead anywhere in particular. The overall argument however is always present. Indeed it is one of Heidegger's boasts that, like Parmenides, he has only one thought - 'To think is to confine yourself to a single thought that one day stands still like a star in the world’s sky'.
 There is, dare we say it, something a little autistic about Heidegger and his brusque dismissal of everything that lies outside his particular sphere of interest can be irritating. Dugin likes him because if he is right the Western philosophical tradition has reached the end of its tether. But Dugin acknowledges that Heidegger himself has a thoroughly 'Western' outlook, he shows no interest in anything outside the western tradition.
 And he writes of the Western philosophers (at least the handful of obvious names he regards as important) with the greatest respect, the greatest desire to uncover the meaning of their work - its place in the overall history of being, of the meaning of the word 'is'. Parmenides, Plato, Aristotle (less so), Descartes (much less so), Kant, Hegel, Nietzsche are all treated with reverence. They are all characterised as spokesmen for Being, forced to say what Being requires to be said at that particular moment in time.

This is particularly poignant in the case of Nietzsche. He regards Nietzsche as a man forced to say things that had to be said that he probably didn't want to say.
 Implicitly he regards Nietzsche as the greatest Western philosopher, the one who finally blurted out what Western philosophy was all about - the Will to Power and, in the doctrine of the eternal return of the same, the ultimate meaninglessness of life ('nihilism'). Most of the massive four volume book on Nietzsche appears to be written with enthusiasm. We have to get quite far into the third volume before we realise that he really detests what Nietzsche represents in the history of being. He sees it as in perfect conformity with the age in which such huge machinal resources are poured into serving what are essentially only basic bodily needs. 

We might note here in passing a possible contrast between Jaspers and Heidegger on Nietzsche. Jaspers claimed that he wrote on Nietzsche to criticise the National Socialist government of the 1930s by showing that their aims and purposes were different from those of the philosopher they professed to admire. Heidegger on the other hand seems to see what he disliked in National Socialism as a quite genuine reflection of what he disliked in Nietzsche. As when he says:

''Did [Nietzsche] not in his thinking anticipate "overman" as the "meaning" of the "earth"?

However "meaning" is once again for him "goal" and "ideal". "Earth" is the name for the life that bodies forth, the rights of the sensuous. "Overman" is for him the consummation of what was the last man, making fast what was long not yet firmly defined, namely, that animal which still craved and lunged after ideals somewhere at hand and "true in themselves". Overman is extreme rationalitas in the empowering of animalitas; he is the animal rationale that is fulfilled in brutalitas. Meaninglessness now becomes the "meaning" of beings as a whole. The unquestionableness of Being decides what beings are. Beingness is left to its own devices as liberated machination. Not only must humanity now "make do" without "a truth" but the essence of truth itself is despatched to oblivion. For that reason it is all a matter of "making do" and of some sort - any sort - of "values".'

and again:

'The extremity of subjectivity is reached when a particular illusion becomes entrenched - the illusion that all the "subjects" have disappeared for the sake of some transcendent cause that they now all serve. With the completion of modernity history capitulates to historiology, which is of the same essential stamp as technology. The unity of these powers of machination founds a position of power for man. That position is essentially violent. Only within a horizon of meaninglessness can it guarantee its subsistence and, ceaselessly in the hunt, devote itself entirely to one-upmanship.'

BEING AND NON-BEING IN GUÉNON AND PARMENIDES

In my article on Dugin in the first issue of the Heidegger Review I pointed to Dugin's admiration for the French esoteric philosopher, René Guénon. Without knowing that I was quoting from a  footnote in the present book, I had Dugin saying:

""My views, my worldview, are indebted to the philosophy of Heidegger only slightly less than to the ideas of Guénon." (p.29)

He goes on to warn us:

"A comparison of Heidegger and Guénon must not be carried out too hastily. We must thoroughly master Guénon and Heidegger separately. And then - only then! - should we interpret where they overlap (and where they differ). Interpreting one by using the other is erroneous ...'

In his 'The Multiple States of Being' (Les états multiples de l'Être - the published English translation is titled rather oddly I think: 'The Multiple States of the [my emphasis - PB] Being') Guénon identifies Being with manifestation as Heidegger sometimes, usually giving an account of Greek thoughts on the matter, identifies Being with presence.
 But manifestation, like presence (both terms, incidentally that imply a consciousness to which the manifestation is manifest or the presence is present) both have to become manifest or present. The manifestation emerges out of non-manifestation. And after a while it ceases to be manifest. So being, understood as manifestation or presence, emerges out of and returns to non-being. The possibility of being exists in non-being. Consequently, in Guénon's account, non-being is superior to being 'if by that we mean that what it includes goes beyond the extension of being and that it contains in principle being itself.'

On the face of it this view that non-being includes all the possibilities of being contradicts Parmenides' assertion that 'non-being' is not a proper object of philosophical reflection ('you may not know what-is-not - there is no end to it -/Nor may you tell of it'
). Or does it? Parmenides also says that 'being' is not susceptible to change:

On this way there are very many signs 

Indicating that what-is is unborn and imperishable, 

Entire, alone of its kind, unshaken, and complete.

It was not once nor will it be, since it is now, all together,

Single, and continuous. For what birth could you seek for it? 

How and from what did it grow? Neither will I allow you to say 

Or to think that it grew from what-is-not, for that it is not 

Cannot be spoken or thought. Also, what need could have impelled it 

To arise later or sooner, if it sprang from an origin in nothing?

And so it should either entirely be, or not be at all. 

Nor ever will the power of trust allow that from what-is

It becomes something other than itself. That is why Justice has not freed it, 

Relaxing the grip of her fetters, either to be born or to perish; 

No, she holds it fast. The decision on these matters depends on this: 

It is or it is not. And it has been decided, as was necessary, 

To leave the one way unthought and nameless, as no real way, 

And that the other truly is a way and is truth-bearing.

And how could what-is be hereafter? How could it have been?

If it came to be, it is not, and likewise if it will be some time in the future.

Clearly he cannot be identifying 'being' with 'manifestation' or 'presence'. It would seem that Parmenides (despite his rather strange insistence that being is bounded, that 'mighty Necessity/Holds it in the bonds of a limit which restrains it all about' - p.60) means something much closer to Guénon's 'metaphysical infinite' - a union of the manifest and the non-manifest.

Parmenides' poem has come down to us in fragments but it is generally assumed that it was divided into two parts. The first celebrates what is - the proper material for philosophical reflection - Being, described as an undifferentiated, unchanging unity. The second celebrates what is not - the illusion that is not the proper material for philosophical reflection, more or less the world as we experience it with all its variety and comings and goings of this and that, described, it should be said, with great gusto if we can judge by the fragments or descriptions of other writers that have come down to us, but nonetheless introduced with these words:

Here I end what I have to tell you of trustworthy arguments

And thinking about reality. From this point onward, learn

Mortal beliefs, listening to words which, though composed, will be lies ... (p.60)

The image of an Absolute Reality, here called Being, that is an unchanging Unity, surrounded, so to speak, by an illusory flux, here called non-being (though Heidegger I should perhaps say, considering the two parts of Parmenides' poem, introduces a third category between being and non-being, of seeming or 'opinion' - Greek doxa) surely bears some resemblance to the broad outline of Hindu thinking with its perceived world understood as an illusory 'veil of Maya' and a uniform ultimate reality that vulgar Western commentators misinterpret as Nothingness, but which can also be understood as a fulness. Although practising as a Muslim, Guénon claimed to base most of his teaching on elements within the Hindu tradition. Heidegger disdains a normal chronological 'history of philosophy' approach but it has often occurred to me that had 'Platonism' (without raising the question of how much that has to do with Plato) run its course through the 'old Academy' to 'Middle Platonism' and 'Neo-Platonism', we could have ended up with something very similar to Hinduism - a huge variety of gods establishing a sacred cosmos emanating from and returning to an essential Unity. Heidegger sees Christianity as a continuation of 'Platonism' but I would tend to argue, though I don't wish to pursue it here, that Christianity actually cut that process off. There is no ontological continuity between the Creator God of Christianity and the created world - the Christian God is not the Absolute Unity of Plotinus. The process of breaking that line of development was quite deliberate and occurred in the disputes over the teachings of Origen and, most particularly, of the Christian gnostics.

I am jumping ahead of myself but the point is worth making here because it can easily be argued that the continuation of the Platonist tradition within Christianity - especially Western Christianity - is precisely the 'esoteric' tradition that Guénon is trying to uncover. And indeed that this ontological continuity between the diverse manifestations we encounter in the world and an original Absolute Unity, stretches back well before Plato (Plato himself - perhaps the most mischievous, playful figure in the history of philosophy - may well be regarded as a blip along the road). It can take in Parmenides and Hesiod and even older traditions, most obviously the Egyptian.
 But if there is a continuity between Parmenides' 'being' and Guénon's 'metaphysical infinity', how do things stand with Heidegger, especially given his scorn for 'Platonism' ('the attempt to interpret Plato with the help of some sort of Platonism is certain perdition. For it is like trying to "explain" the fresh leaf of the tree by means of the foliage fallen on the ground'
)?

Guénon's metaphysical infinity is made up of being - meaning what is manifest - and non-being - meaning what is non-manifest, ie what has been manifested but is no longer, what will be manifest but is not yet, as well as what could be manifest but never will be. Parmenides' Being, assuming I have understood it correctly, is the sum total of everything that ever was, is, or will be, with 'non-being' understood as the fragments of being that are manifest at any given moment, all too apt for distracting the philosopher/sage/sophist/poet from the quest for true being.

NON-BEING AND TIME

Heidegger delivered a series of lectures on Parmenides in 1941-2 in which he discusses at length the meaning of the Greek word alethea, usually translated 'truth'. The theme is one he evokes frequently in his writing - that whereas we understand 'truth' as 'correctness' (the correct alignment of say a description of something with the thing itself, the 'true' aim of the archer), alethea means 'unconcealing' or indeed 'unforgetting' - the lethe is the same word as the river in the underworld which the souls of the dead drink to forget their previous lives. Which poses the question - if our awareness of beings is a matter of unconcealment, emergence from darkness into light, what is the status of these beings while they are still in darkness? or when they return into the darkness? It is the same question we have seen in Guénon and Parmenides, the relation between what is on the one hand and what was or what will be (or what might be) on the other. It could be summed up in the two words 'Being' and 'Time'.

In my innocence I thought when I started reading Heidegger's Being and time that this would be the problem he was addressing. It isn't. In fact Being and time isn't really about being and time, at least, it doesn't get as far as being and time. It consists of the first two divisions of a project that was designed to have six.
 Henry Corbin (author of a History of Islamic Philosophy that is one of the great books of the twentieth century) claims that on his second visit to Heidegger, in 1936, Heidegger showed him the manuscript of a second volume of Being and time - 'second part without which the first is nought but an arch deprived of its spring, and which, there can be no doubt, would have completed the ontological edifice of what we have referred to as the “historial”.  Indeed, I saw the manuscript of this second part, with my own eyes, on Heidegger’s work desk in Freiburg in July 1936.  It was contained in a large sheath.  Heidegger even amused himself by putting it in my hands that I might weigh it, and it was heavy.  What has since come of this manuscript?  There have been some contradictory answers to this question: as for myself, I have none to offer.'

Be that as it may what we have here is an effort to clear the way for a discussion of Being and Time by first of all clearing the way for a discussion of the place in which such a discussion would have to occur, namely 'dasein', however we might choose to translate it. And the important thing - or one of the important things - about Heidegger's dasein is that it is not a 'subject' (you and me) confronting the external world, other beings, or Being, or even itself as an 'object'. If I see an elephant 'I' am not doing anything, ie 'seeing'. I am a place in which an elephant is revealed. I, or in this case rather you, are also a place in which any ideas excited by reading this present essay are revealed. Heidegger never so far as I am aware distinguishes between a lump of matter perceived through the senses or a thought or image that pops up in the mind with regard to their nature as 'beings'. Indeed Heidegger would almost certainly take the view that ideas have more power and therefore, one might think, more 'being' than all the heavy material objects - elephants, blackboards, friends and neighbours - that flit before us in our everyday lives.

What we have of Being and time is about how beings and temporality/history are revealed or reveal themselves within (to use Corbin's over simple but still useful translation of dasein) human-reality. Here a word might be said about 'time'. Dugin has an interesting discussion of the difference between the German word zeit and the Russian word vremia.
  'The German zeit and Latin tempus ... "separate", "cut into moments", whereas the Russian vremia "connects". "ties together", "spins" and in a certain sense, "repeats".' Although Dugin lumps zeit and tempus together in this case and this may be etymologically correct (ie tempus may have an original meaning closer to zeit than to vremia) I rather feel that there is a similar disjunction between the German zeit and the usual way in which the English 'time' and the French 'temps' are used. We can speak about time as a period of time (the Biblical 'time, times and a half' for example, or 'the times they are a-changing' or The Irish Times) but usually we think of time as the continuity of time. A German can think of zeit as the continuity of time but more usually it refers to a period of time. Hence Sein und zeit could perhaps better be rendered 'Being and periodicity' or 'Being and temporality' or given a Bergsonian twist as 'Being and duration' or even, as an extreme example, 'Being and history'. 

In the introductory remarks to Being and time, Heidegger explains that he is refusing the conventional philosophical distinction between '"temporal" beings (natural processes and historical events' and '"atemporal" beings (spatial and numerical relationships)'. He insists instead that 'the central range of problems of all ontology is rooted in the phenomenon of time correctly viewed and correctly explained' (Being and time, p.18). I read this as meaning that being has to be understood not as an absolute existing outside time but, in all its divisions ('temporal' and 'atemporal') in the way it has manifested itself historically (through time) within dasein.

The issue arises because the continuity of time (as opposed to historicity) and the relation between that continuity and consciousness - the fact that as far as we are concerned matter only exists in memory, in the memory of the time that has just passed - was much discussed at the time Heidegger published his book, both among the physicists and among the philosophers, most obviously Bergson.
 The discussion connects with the issues I have raised in relation to Parmenides and Guénon - the comings and goings of the beings of the perceived world - but Heidegger's book, despite the title, exists quite independently of that discussion. There are only brief passing references to Bergson and none at all to the space-time continuum which was creating such a stir at the time among the physicists.

The third division of Being and time envisaged by Heidegger was to be called 'Time and being'. This was presumably included in the manuscript Corbin held in his hand. I don't know the literature well enough to know if reasons have been proposed as to why it was never published. Heidegger did eventually - in 1962 - give a lecture under the title 'Time and being' and this does discuss what we might call the flow of time, the continuity which effectively eliminates the moment, the 'present' and therefore the present tense.
 There 'is' only what has just been and what is just about to be. I'm not suggesting that Heidegger was previously unaware of this - that would be absurd. Indeed he evokes it in passing when, in the context of Nietzsche's eternal recurrence of the same, he discusses the vision of the moment in Thus spake Zarathustra (in Part III. 'The Vision and the Riddle', discussed by Heidegger in Nietzsche vol iv, p.37). But in my reading at least it is only in this late essay 'Time and being' that he really focusses on it.

DASEIN AND 'TRADITION'

The point is worth raising in a 'review' (if that's what this is) of Dugin's book because Dugin does subscribe to the conventional view that Being and time is Heidegger's most important book. He calls it (p.283) 'his main work' while insisting (p.287) that it 'must only be read in German'.
 In tribute to the importance of Being and time, Dugin's book is rather oddly constructed. While Heidegger begins with dasein (human-reality) and moves on in his later works, Introduction to metaphysics, What is called thinking etc to Being itself, Dugin starts with Being and ends with dasein.
Which means that after dancing with the earth, the sky, gods and men, we are brought back in something of an anti-climax to where all the ladders start In the foul rag and bone shop of the heart. In particular we are faced with the distinction between 'inauthentic dasein', slumped in an armchair, zapping from channel to channel on the TV, living in a world of mere 'seeming' (veils of Maya?), and 'authentic dasein' in whom Being, or Beyng, is made manifest.

And here I think I see what might be a contradiction which is more obvious in Dugin than it is in Heidegger. It is more obvious because Dugin, much more than Heidegger, is concerned with politics, with the well-being of society. And the well-being of society is very largely dependent on the consistency of the 'seeming' of inauthentic dasein.

Dugin, like Guénon, is a 'traditionalist'. A traditional society is a society with strongly established conventions, where everyone knows their place, as in the Indian caste system, and everyone subscribes to the same ... difficult to say what given that Heidegger has rendered so many of the words that come easily to mind - 'worldview', 'values', 'ideas' - problematical. But regardless of the chosen word, this is almost a textbook definition of 'inauthentic dasein'. Heidegger tells us that ''our interpretation has a purely ontological intention and is far removed from any moralizing critique of everyday Dasein' (Being and time, p.161). Inauthentic Dasein, living out its 'everyday life' with its head full of 'idle talk' (as opposed to the authentic 'logos' - legein - laying out or gathering together, which may and probably will occur in authentic silence (p.159)) is determined by das Man which can be roughly translated as 'they' or 'everyone' as in 'Everyone is doing the Locomotion' or 'Everyone knows that Saddam Hussein has weapons of mass destruction'. Inauthentic dasein picks up and relays whatever happens to be floating about the atmosphere - a bit like Richard Dawkins' notion of 'memes', phrases and ideas that replicate themselves in human society often independently of any actual human initiative. What 'everyone knows' in a traditional society may well be very different from and superior to what everyone knows in a society dominated by TV chat shows but the principle surely remains the same.

DASEIN AND ANGST

'Authentic dasein' on the other hand is described in Being and time as the consequence of a misfortune which propels the individual out of the collective mass into a state of 'angst' which eventually produces a real - essentially individual - encounter with Being: 'in anxiety [Stambaugh's translation. Dugin's English translator renders it as 'terror'] there lies the possibility of a distinctive disclosure since anxiety individualises. This individuality fetches Dasein back from its falling-prey and reveals to it authenticity and inauthenticity as possibilities of its being ...' (Being and time, p.184). A similar account is given in the essay What is Metaphysics? (the first of Heidegger's essays to be translated - by Henry Corbin - into French): 'Anxiety reveals the nothing ... Only on the ground of the original revelation of the nothing can human existence approach and penetrate beings ...Without the original revelation of the nothing, no selfhood and no freedom ... Anxiety is there. It is only sleeping. Its breath quivers perceptibly through Dasein, only slightly in those who are jittery, imperceptibly in the "Oh yes" and the "Oh no" of men of affairs; but most readily in the reserved, and most assuredly in those who are basically daring. But those daring ones are sustained by that on which they expend themselves - in order thus to preserve the ultimate grandeur of existence.'

A couple of footnotes in Being and time (pp. 184 and 225) tell us that though the Danish writer, Søren Kierkegaard has nothing of value to say about 'being' he is good on the subject of 'angst'. The reference is to Kierkegaard's The Concept of anxiety in which the 'angst' - and it is important to note that this is an anxiety that operates independently of any obvious cause - illness, war, famine etc - is ultimately understood in Christian terms as consciousness of sin (The Concept of anxiety is subtitled 'A simple psychologically orientating deliberation on the dogmatic issue of hereditary sin'). Heidegger too, discussing the phenomenon of conscience, sees a feeling of 'guilt' as a useful, indeed necessary, stage in the re-orientation towards authentic dasein: 'We characterised authentically understanding the call as wanting to have a conscience. Letting one's own innermost self act in itself of its own accord in its being-guilty represents phenomenally the authentic potentiality-of-being attested to in Dasein itself ... Wanting to have a conscience becomes a readiness for anxiety ... The call introduces the fact of constantly being-guilty and thus brings the self back from the loud idle chatter of the they's common sense. Thus the mode of articulative discourse belonging to wanting to have a conscience is reticence ... the reticent projecting oneself upon one's ownmost being-guilty which is ready for anxiety - we call resoluteness ... in resoluteness the most primordial truth of Dasein has been reached because it is authentic.' (Being and time, pp. 283-4). 

Dugin, like Kierkegaard but I think more emphatically than Heidegger, prefers this feeling of guilt to be independent of any actual misdeed.
 He says: 'In order to feel the extent of its endless and absolute guilt, Dasein should not commit anything reprehensible.' He continues in a tone of stern moral imperative which I think is quite antithetical to the spirit of Heidegger: 'In that case, Dasein will have no opportunity to evade understanding the greatest level of its guilt in the face of Being. Every specific fault must be rectified. The only kind of guilt that cannot be redeemed is the delay in transitioning from inauthentic existence to the authentic counterpart. This delay, this "noch nicht", contains the drama of Dasein's historic presence as "Sein" placed into "da"'. (Dugin, p.370) 

I see no sign that Heidegger's 'conscience' is a guilt in the face of 'Being', as if Being was a person who had been wronged by inauthentic Dasein. Nor do I see that Heidegger requires specific faults to be rectified (how? unless one accepts - as I do but I'm sure Heidegger doesn't - the sacrament of confession) or that he thinks in terms either that the guilt in question stems from a failure to pass from inauthentic to authentic or that the question of 'redemption' comes into it, even as a negative 'cannot be redeemed'. Maybe there is a problem of translation here but what on earth could the word 'redeemed' possibly mean in the context of Heidegger's philosophy?  It's difficult to imagine the mind that could experience 'endless and absolute guilt' over the error of conceiving Being as a being and I doubt if this is what Heidegger had in mind.

Dugin refers (p.352) to 'authentic Dasein, which grasps Being in Being-in-between, liberating it from false identities with beings-outside-of (physis) and beings-inside-of (idea, psyche).' In contrast 'inauthentic Dasein falls into a pattern of thrashing between the exterior and the interior and, spinning in a cycle of uncertainties growing like a snowball [no reference is given! - PB], ends up being unable to focus and prove ontologically the basis for either one.'

He is clearly confusing the distinction between authentic and inauthentic dasein with the distinction between fundamental ontology and the old metaphysics. On this reading we would have to convict Nietzsche, the 'peak' of the Western metaphysical tradition, therefore of the tradition that confuses Being with beings, as an example of inauthentic dasein. Nietzsche as the spokesman for das Man, 'the loud idle chatter of the they's common sense'! It seems to me that 'authentic dasein' will always be the exception, inauthentic dasein' the everyday, with no necessary derogatory implication. To quote Heidegger again (Being and time, p.42): 'the inauthenticity of Dasein does not signify a "lesser" being or a "lower" degree of being. Rather inauthenticity can determine Dasein even in its fullest concretion, when it is busy, excited, interested and capable of pleasure.'Authentic dasein will be the poet and philosopher. In a traditional society it may be the prophet, the shaman, the starets, the marabout. The word translated as 'idle chatter' or 'idle talk' is Gerede. The (Collins Concise) Dictionary translation for Gerede is 'gossiping' but it is also simply 'talk'. Surely such talk is only reprehensible when the people who engage in it have pretensions to being philosophers or poets?

A DEFENSE OF INAUTHENTIC DASEIN

A better idea of what Heidegger means by 'inauthentic' and 'authentic' dasein can perhaps be had from the discussion in the Introduction to Metaphysics of a passage in Sophocles' play Antigone.
 The passage in question is the choral ode usually translated 'Wonders are many and none is more wonderful than man' (Heidegger never seems to stray very far from well-beaten paths. One imagines that if ever he deigned to notice a speech in Shakespeare it would have to be 'To be or not to be'). In its usual rendition the chorus marvels at all the daring and adventurous things man does, then comes to the fact that some men overstep the mark and behave in an anti-social manner, finally declaring that they themselves hope never to entertain such men under the roofs of their houses:

  O wondrous subtlety of man, that draws

To good or evil ways! Great honour is given

And power to him who upholdeth his country's laws

    And the justice of heaven.

  But he that, too rashly daring, walks in sin

In solitary pride to his life's end

At door of mine shall never enter in

    To call me friend.

In the context of the Antigone story in which Antigone has just been arrested for fulfilling what might be regarded as God's law (giving her brother a proper burial) in defiance of man's law (since the brother was a rebel who had led an army against his own city), this version is already replete with irony - even more so if we think of the overall context of the story of Oedipus (which would have been known to the audience though the play was not yet written) in which Oedipus is the ultimate social outcast, the man who has killed his father and had children, including Antigone and her brother, by his mother.

Heidegger's version, however, is still more remarkable. Instead of the bland word 'wonder' he has the very Heideggerian word unheimlich, usually translated 'uncanny', and where the conventional version counterposes the many wonderful and courageous things men do with the doings of the 'wicked' man to whom the chorus wish to refuse their hospitality, Heidegger has the wicked man just as a passing example of the many types of uncanniness and it is the uncanny man, the one who performs all these marvels, who is refused hospitality by the chorus:

Clever indeed, for he masters

skill's devices beyond expectation,

now he falls prey to wickedness,

yet again valour succeeds for him.

Between the ordinance of the earth and the

gods' sworn fittingness he fares.

Rising high over the site, losing the site

is he for whom what is not is, always,

for the sake of daring.

Let him not become a companion at my hearth,

nor let my knowing share the delusions

of the one who works such deeds.

On this reading, the chorus represent inauthentic dasein - safe, comfortable, conventional, content with appearances, with doxa (opinion), homely (heimlich) - as against authentic dasein, represented as uncanny ie unheimlich, outside the bounds of the homely, but nonetheless the place of truth, understood not as a correct alignment of statement and fact but as an unconcealing, a revelation - 'the one who is violence-doing, the creative one, who sets out into the un-said, who breaks into the un-thought, who compels what has never happened and makes appear what is unseen, this violence-doing one stands at all time in daring. Insofar as he dares the conquest of Being, he must risk the assault of un-beings, the me kalon [not good or beautiful - PB], disintegration, un-constancy, un-fittingness' (p.180). 

This could be said to be quite often the role of the chorus in Greek tragedy - inauthentic dasein (you and me, the audience) watching in horror the unfolding of authentic dasein, the heroic figure thrown out of the circle of the homely, the sociable. And on this reading isn't it interesting that tragedians should put so much of their best poetry into the mouths of inauthentic dasein?

In the Spiegel interview Heidegger says: 'As far as my own orientation goes, in any case, I know that, according to our human experience and history, everything essential and of great magnitude has arisen only out of the fact that man had a home and was rooted in a tradition.' And the word unheimlich - uncanny - is used to characterise the 'technicity' which 'increasingly dislodges man and uproots him from the earth.' Heidegger's broad thesis is that philosophy's long reflection on 'Being' has resulted in the triumph of technicity to the extent that we are now so uprooted from the earth that we can, again following the Spiegel interview, take a photo of the earth from outer space, an achievement that fills him with horror. It appears then that the essential things of great magnitude have finished by destroying the home and the tradition that were the necessary condition for their existence. And am I being perverse in interpreting this as a triumph of authentic dasein over inauthentic dasein? 

BEING AND GOD

It is difficult to see what the interest of all this is - why it constitutes a 'new beginning' - if it is not a matter of laying the foundations for the intellectual credibility of an experience we may call - using a term Heidegger would have avoided like the plague - 'religious'. It is important to stress that by 'intellectual credibility' I do not mean 'rationality'. One might perhaps sum up the whole of Heidegger's work as an attempt to show that 'thinking' - the Greek noein - is a matter of apprehending, not of what we mean when we talk of 'logic' or 'reason'.
 The Introduction to Metaphysics blames Plato and Aristotle for what Heidegger sees as a distortion of the earlier understanding of the Greek logos (and in passing - p.149 - stresses that this has nothing to do with the Logos of the first verse of the Gospel of John - 'in the New Testament from the start logos does not mean as in Heraclitus the Being of beings, the gatheredness of what strives in opposition, but logos means one particular being, namely the Son of God ...'
). But in the earlier commentary on The Sophist and the account of Plato's cave analogy and the Theaetetus in The Essence of truth he gives a more sympathetic account of Plato and indeed of Aristotle and of their understanding of how we might apprehend ... what?

Well, of course, 'Being.' Being understood as - and again I'm using terms that Heidegger would have avoided - an infinitely mysterious reality. But perhaps instead of 'being' with all the metaphysical/philosophical baggage that word carries, we might say 'phenomena', a word that carries from the Greek original an implication of revelation. In the very first instance it seems to me Heidegger is establishing an awareness that the world - using that term to mean everything we experience without any distinction between inside and outside, subject and object - is awesome and that it is a gift, a revelation. 'Awe' is the state of mind in which it should be encountered. And gratitude. Not rationality. The rationality which the Western philosophical tradition has inherited from Plato and Aristotle has eventually, after sustaining what Heidegger presumably regards as a rather superficial religiosity for some two thousand years, collapsed, with Nietzsche, into nihilism, the death of God and machination - the universe as a repository of resources to be exploited for the purpose of ministering to our bodily comfort.

It is important to stress that Heidegger's 'Being' is not God, certainly not the Christian God as Heidegger understands Him within the Western tradition. We might suggest that this western God is a rather feeble being, subject to the vagaries of something greater than Himself, namely human rationality. But Heidegger's Being might better be thought of as a place - Heidegger might say a 'clearing' - in which the encounter with phenomena can occur, including such phenomena as 'the gods'. Or God. He makes a point of leaving open which is the  more appropriate word:

'To speak of the "gods" does of course not mean that a decision has been made affirming the existence of many gods instead of one; rather it is meant to indicate the undecidability of the being of gods, whether one or many. This undecidability carries within it the question of whether something like being can be attributed to gods at all without destroying everything divine ... The thinking in advance ... does not presuppose the existence of any gods whatever ... The denial of being to "the gods" means at first only that being does not stand "above" the gods and that they also do not stand "above" being ... it is because there must be philosophy if "the gods" are once again to come into decision and if history is to attain its essential ground. As determined on the basis of the gods, the thinking of the historicality of beyng is that thinking of beyng which grasps the neededness of beying as what is first and never seeks the essence of beyng in what is godly itself as supposedly what is most eminently. The thinking of the historicality of beyng stands outside every theology and is equally removed from every atheism, whether in the sense of a "worldview" or of a doctrine having some other character.'

The reader will see from all the lacunae that I have cut a lot from a very dense passage. The main point I have wanted to convey is Heidegger's tentativeness. Dugin quotes somewhat more from the same passage with his usual breezy confidence that he knows just what Heidegger means, then goes on to a quite pretty evocation of the gods, at least of the gods as they appear in the geviert, as if he is well acquainted with them:

'Indifferent to men's problems, gods occasionally encroach on the sphere of men (and this intrusion is blessed
), visit them at home, find themselves in the oven, in the icon corner, at the home's hearth, in bread, wine, the wind's blow, the sacred tree' (pp.218-9)

and later, drawing a contrast between the gods as he believes they were conceived by Heidegger in the geviert and the Christian, or rather the scholastic God, he says: 'These gods were a part of the world; it was impossible to calculate their number; they were mobile, volatile and fragile; it would be more accurate to say that they are not, but at the same time, they are not not...' (p.246).

Again I think he is attributing knowledge to Heidegger that Heidegger does not claim for himself. He sketches the beginnings of an effort to reconcile Heidegger's schema with traditional Christianity but he surely falls flat on his face when he says (p.249) about the Christian event of the incarnation of Christ's and Heidegger's ereignis 'we cannot avoid noting this parallel, even though its accurate interpretation would require an in-depth course in theology.'

But I feel I am getting into deep water and that I should leave this question over for a further article in which, following the lead of my earlier article On Orthodoxy, I shall hope to look more closely at the meaning of the Greek words nous, noein, logos, and perhaps at some Orthodox writers - notably Christos Yannaros, Metropolitan John (Zizioulas) of Pergamon and Metropolitan Hierotheos (Vlachos) of Nafpaktos - who have had things to say about Heidegger.

PETER BROOKE
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