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Tae Excomivm

S ONE who pondered Martin Heidegger’s writings, who
had the great privilege of studying under him in Frei-
burg, who was considerably influenced by his type of

thinking, and who has actually written, lectured, and given
courses on him, I am honored to offer this testimonial, written
on the occasion of his 85th birthday, to the man and his thought.
Germany has meant a great deal indeed to the world in every
aspect of civilized existence—scientific, scholarly, educational,
technical, industrial, artistic, musical, religious—including even
Orientalism, perhaps Germany’s greatest single achievement

* Eprroriar. Nores: Martin Heidegger died at Freiburg im Breisgau (Germany)
on May 26, 1976 at the age of 86. I was privileged to know him personally and
to attend his funeral. He was buried in Messkirch, his native town (not far from
Beuron), near his parents. His nephew Father Heidegger, a priest of the arch-
diocese of Freiburg, took care of the funeral rites as the late philosopher had
wished. A member of the Faculty of Catholic Theology at the University of
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has been in the realm of fundamental thought, otherwise called
philosophy. A cultured German may or may not have any
particular avocation, but it is impossible for him not to be
in love with ideas, not to be philosophical. It would appear
that, when it comes to the deepest and most creative thought,
one is either German and therefore Greek in his thinking, or
one is outside the pale of this particular fraternity of the spirit,
with all that it has concretely meant in history. I say “ German
and therefore Greek,” because this original Greek flame has
passed on to the Germans more than to any other people, and
they have abundantly honored it. In all universities of the
world more philosophy is taught today that stems originally
from the Greeks or from the Germans than from any other
people. Tt is therefore fitting that we meet to honor, while he
is living, a man many consider, and I certainly believe to be,
the greatest German philosopher of the twentieth century, and

Freiburg, Monsignor Bernhard Welte, professor of Christian philosophy of religion,
gave the eulogy in which he drew special attention to the never ending search for
truth in Heidegger’s life.
JoHANNES QUASTEN
Catholic University of America
Honorary Professor; University
of Freiburg

Charles Malik delivered this critique of Heidegger’s thought over a year before his
death in an opening address to a symposium held at the Goethe Institute in
Beirut, Lebanon, on the occasion of Heidegger’s S5th birthday. That address,
subsequently modified and amplified, is here printed in its entirety. The flowing
style of Malik’s rhetoric contrasts sharply with Heidegger’s dense, hyphenated
prose, to which our readers are perhaps morc accustomed. We believe that
Malik’s critique will be of special interest to them, however, first as a testimonial
to Heidegger, and secondly, as offering the reflections of a devout Christian on
the alternative possibilities, so much discussed by scholars in our times, either
of Heideggerizing theology or of theologizing Heidegger. Dr. Malik, Distinguished
Professor of Philosophy at the American University of Beirut and former Presi-
dent of the General Asseinbly and of the Security Council of the United Nations,
is eminently prepared to give a critique of this type. He did his doctorate in
philosophy at Harvard under Whitehead before studying intensively under Heideg-
ger at Freiburg, and so understands well the intricacies of both process and
existentialist thought, as well as what each has to offer the development of Chris-
tian theology.
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one of the greatest thinkers in all German history. Such state-
ments may appear to lack responsible reserve; often they sound
romantic and sentimental; but all sentimental romanticism
about the present one disappears once you subject yourself to
a real Heideggerian treatment.

Secondly, I want to seize this happy opportunity to express
my humble gratitude to Martin Heidegger himself, my hon-
ored teacher, for all that he meant to me personally in my life.
In his memorial address at the celebration in 1955 of the
175th birthday of the composer Conradin Kreutzer, Heideg-
ger said that “the master’s presence in the work is the only
true presence,” and that “the greater the master, the more
completely his person vanishes behind his work.” You will cer-
tainly find Heidegger in every sentence and every word he has
written or uttered: you can as it were infer him back from his
written or spoken words, because his spirit, his fundamental
attitude, what is goading him, his boundless wonder at Being,
he himself, marvelously animates and shines through all his
articulations. His own doctrine of discourse is that it is only the
articulation of an already existentially articulated Dasein. Of
course his writings are difficult, very difficult. Some have held
them the most difficult of all German philosophy, and that is
saying something indeed if you know how difficult German
philosophers are, for instance, Kant and Hegel. But after a
while, if only you are patient with him and enter into his
thinking with the spirit of love and expectancy, you will over-
come this initially forbidding feature of his philosophy; in fact
in time you will love it, seeing in it a sign—an unavoidable
one—of the immensely difficult problems with which he is
wrestling. What is more, you will find it a model of simplicity
and clarity, because he is talking only about that “in which
we live and move and have our being,” which, because it is so
close to us, we have been missing all the time. When I reach
this stage of understanding of Heidegger I can read him faster
than any newspaper. You de not prescribe ahead of time, as
for instance did Descartes, conditions on Being that it should
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turn out to be simple, neat, fluent, clear, familiar, distinet,
uncomplicated, undemanding, before it reveal its secrets to
you; you may then be distorting the character it will reveal.
You are grateful for whatever mysteries it may deign to disclose
to you from its womb, regardless of any onerous demands it
may rightly make upon your understanding. In Sein und Zeit
Heidegger justifies his plethora of new terms and new construc-
tions on the ground that “ not even the grammar ” needed for
his task had been created before. Heidegger therefore s his
works in the triple sense that he ventured forth on an exceeding-
ly rough terrain to pioneer and explore, that he had to devise
entirely novel modes of exploration and novel forms in which
to couch his findings, and that the discoveries, or rediscoveries,
he was thus granted are immensely important and valuable in
themselves as well as for the confused, ungrounded and “lost”
thought characteristic of this age. And on all three counts I
am deeply grateful for what I learned from him.

But a man really is never quite his works; this is especially
true of creative thinkers. Their works, no matter how much
they consume themselves In them, are at best a distant re-
flection—and a very distant one at that—of their personal crises
and sufferings, not to say a “changing of the subject from,”
or a covering up of, or a fleeing away from, these crises and
sufferings. For Being, especially personal existence, simply is,
and can never be expressed in works of any kind. The crises
could be in terms of life and destiny and being, or they could
be in terms of concepts and thought alone; and even the latter
are always ultimately reducible to the former. In the case of
Heidegger they could never be of the latter type only. The
rarefaction of life and death and destiny and being into con-
cepts is the prerogative of the philosophers; that is why the
saints and Nietzsche saw through them totally; they read back,
sometimes rather rudely, their life and death and destiny and
being from their rarefied concepts. When Nietzsche says there
was no philosopher-psychologist before him who penetrated to
the innermost depths of the philosopbers and caught them red-
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handed in the very act of covering up and escaping from them-
selves, he was quite right. But the saints were philosopher-
psychologists too, who caught the philosophers red-handed ex-
actly as Nietzsche did; yet with this difference, that whereas
Nietzsche judged them in terms of a criterion—a worthy red-
blooded criterion—he had in his own mind, the saints came out
of themselves and quite simply allowed Jesus Christ to judge
them himself. Because they came out of themselves and allowed
Christ to do the judging, it would seem that the saints are more
capable of judging Nietzsche, the judge, himself than he was
of judging them, eternally wrapped up in himself as he was to
the very end. So the saints and Nietzsche would tell you that
no man is really quite his works, least of all perhaps the philoso-
phers, whose powers of covering up are simply fantastic.

Thus a glimpse of the existing man Heidegger can better
be acquired from his seminars and lectures than from his
writings. Although perhaps better than his writings, this ac-
cess to the man is still woefully inadequate; we need prolonged
intimate acquaintance, we need friendship, with all its infor-
mality and playfulness and fun, before we can know—Dbefore
we can discover—one another. I was not privileged with such
closeness to be able to say that I know the personal being of the
man or to verify my reading back of this being from his writings,
or even from his seminars and lectures. But my experience in
his seminars and at his lectures was singularly rewarding. The
seminars dealt, one with Leibniz’s Monadology and one with
Schelling’s philosophy of freedom; and one set of lectures treated
Kant’s Critique of Judgment and another tried to answer the
question: Was ist ein Ding, What is a Thing? Limited and
inadequate as these two modes of nearness to the man were,
I was nevertheless privileged to behold in them something that
I have never forgotten and will never forget. In the lectures
there was absolute preparedness; nothing was left to chance
or to improvisation. Always at the beginning of each lecture
we were reminded of the gist of the argument up to that point,
50 as to establish the connectedness of the thought of the lec-
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turer; and the body of what was delivered was articulated in
such a novel and striking manner, and the voice (and this
stands out most in my memory) had such a tone and ring about
it, that I felt T was in the presence of the highest integrity and
seriousness. In the midst of the lecture certain statements
would often fall from Heidegger’s lips which I took to mean
something very personal to me. Not that he was thinking in
the slightest of me or of anybody in particular, or even was
aware of my existence in the lecture hall, but the statements
themselves were of such nature that I felt they applied to me
directly, and always, alas, unfavorably.

I recall distinctly one such incident. One morning I happened
to read the account in the Gospel in which Christ tells the
Syro-Phoenician woman, in the coasts of Tyre and Sidon, who
was desperately appealing to him for help for her daughter who
had an unclean spirit, that he was not to squander away his
powers on strangers, but “let the children first be filled: for
it is not meet to take the children’s bread, and cast it unto the
dogs.” The woman, wholly overcome by the tragedy in her
family, would not take no for an answer; so she exclaimed:
“Yes, Lord: yet the dogs under the table eat of the children’s
crumbs.” Whereupon this quality of faith so amazed Jesus that
he granted her forthwith the crumb she was asking for, the
cure of her daughter. Wholly in the mood of this story I then
went and entered the hall in which Heidegger was to lecture.
In the midst of the lecture one sentence, which I do not now
remember at all, suddenly hit me. I found myself exactly in
the position of the Syro-Phoenician woman. Although Heideg-
ger was talking solid existential stuff, he was talking in general.
Yet I interpreted the message to mean: Who am I to under-
stand what is being expounded, indeed to be worthy of under-
standing it? Who am I to have claim for the wonderful spiritual
fare that was being dealt us, with such amazing lavishness and
profundity? I picked up a crumb here and a crumb there.
Crumbs are like seeds which take a lifetime to germinate and
bloom. T thank the seed and the sower, and I thank all who
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had before helped in preparing my soil for the reception of
the seed, as well as all who later watered it in my lLife. But
above all I thank him who was behind me, behind the sower
and seed, and behind the waterers, and who gave the increase.

I took a sort of voluptuous pleasure in this feeling, because
there is nothing I hate more than fraud and falsehood and sham,
and it is this that I loved most in Heidegger’s philosophy of
Eigentlichkeit and Uneigentlichkeit. Therefore to have what-
ever fraud there may have been in me uncovered gave me a
triple satisfaction: firstly, because it was uncovered; secondly,
because the uncovering was effected by Heidegger; and thirdly,
because it was effected philosophically, that is, at a distance,
without knowing me. The fact that I interpreted these state-
ments as convicting me personally, while knowing that Heideg-
ger knew nothing about me and could not possibly have been
thinking of me as he made them, I kept a close secret to my-
self; and such guarded secrets whereby one’s possible shams
are exposed to him without anybody knowing it always pro-
duce a genuine catharsis in the human soul. At the end of the
lecture Heidegger would gather up his papers and quietly leave
the room, invariably to the spontaneous applause of the audi-
ence; he had said his word and would not loiter for involvement
in any public discussion, for any silly questioning after he had
squeezed dry his soul bordered on sacrilege. This I admired
immensely, and ever since 1 have always coveted leaving the
room in which I lecture or speak by the back door, literally
without seeing or talking to anybody, including those closest
to me, for three hours. But alas this fervent prayer of mine
has never been granted, to my infinite sorrow. And even the
suffering of this ungratified wish, unmurmuringly suffered, puri-
fies.

The seminars were a much more intimate affair., There were
37 of us in them from all over the world. We were all hand-
picked by Heidegger himself. I was coming at the time from
my discipleship under Whitehead at Harvard and so he was
kind enough to include me. Heidegger would ask the more ad-
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vanced students to prepare and read at the beginning of each
session what he called “ protocols,” that is, brief condensed
treatments, lasting for about 15 minutes, on some theme we
were studying, which would then be thoroughly questioned by
him and by us. The scrutiny to which the protocol-readers were
then subjected was most searching. Heidegger himself in the
exposition of some text would focus sometimes for hours on
a single proposition, a focusing onto which we the students would
be thoroughly drawn at every step. He would bring to bear
on that proposition the entire history of philosophy and much
besides of the experience of other facets of Western civilization.
He would show how the matter before us had its genetic roots
way back in the Greeks, what transmutation, if any, it under-
went in the Middle Ages, and how it received its final formula-
tion, say, by Leibniz. Those moments of prolonged dwelling
on a single sentence and bringing to bear on it all that went
before constituted the most valuable experience I had under
Heidegger. They were moments of sheer joy. In them time
simply stopped and we were ushered into the presence of eternal
essences; or, much better, time appeared in the guise of epochs
and cultures and essential positions and decisive turning points,
and had nothing to do with the day-by-day linear succession
of events—so that Heraclitus, for instance, far from “being”
“before” and “ behind ” Descartes, would in this sense “be”
considerably “ after” and “ ahead of ” him. The infinite care
and respect for his students, the infinite attention to detail, the
quiet and grace of his gestures and movements, the depth and
extent of his knowledge of the history of philosophy, his mas-
tery of Greek and Latin and of the living European languages,
his passion for what was being considered, his power of tele-
scoping almost everything into that single sentence, all this
was absolutely extraordinary. It was total love for men and
subject matter that possessed Heidegger, love wholly unaffected
and unconscious. And the fruit of this prolonged, leisurely con-
centration, of this loving dwelling, was always the self-release-
ment of truth. In the seminars I felt I was not just picking up
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a few crumbs here and there from under the table. I felt I was
participating in the banquet itself.

For all this that I owe Martin Heidegger, as well as for the
lasting profit I got from reading and entering deeply into his
writings, I am deeply and eternally grateful. He has already
been blessed in his lifetime with the knowledge that he is uni-
versally recognized as the most important thinker of our day.
I pray that God grant him many, many more years of peace,
vigor and happiness, to the end that he continue creating in
thought what God still wants him to create.

Hemrceer 1

Sein und Zeit is Heidegger’s masterpiece. I have spent more
time in the study of this book than of any other, with four ex-
ceptions: the New Testament, the Book of Psalms, the prin-
cipal works of Whitehead, and the principal dialogues of Plato.
This book made a lasting impression on my mind. The phe-
nomenological method, with its imperative “zu den Sachen
selbst,” to the things themselves, and therefore with its own in-
finite tender care in “handling ” these “ Sachen,” with its in-
terpretation of the phenomena this “ handling ” yields, contrary
to Husserl’s interpretation, as states or modes of being and
not-being and nothing less, opened my philosophical eyes as
no other method had done. I became existentially transparent
to myself. I saw these 70 or 80 structures fully constituting
every other Dasein:

The fundamental distinction between man, on the one hand, and
tools which one uses and adjusts to one another as well as things on
which one just stares, on the other. The fact that man’s essence is
his existence, so that man is precisely that being whose being itself
is its very problem. The radical difference between categories and
existential modes of being. The fact that we are always in-the-
world. The fact that we are always concerned with this or that
thing, including above all and behind all our very being and not-
being. The notion of encountering (begegnen). The hiddenness or
concealedness or covered-up-ness of truth. Discourse as grounded
in existential self-articulation. The fact that Dasein has always
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made some sort of decision, The fact that Dasein s its possibilities
and nothing more or less or else. The fact that we are always ahead
of ourselves in our plans and projects, so that we never catch up
with ourselves until death catches up with us once and for all.

The fact that Dasein exists either authentically or unauthentical-
ly, and that we exist authentically only when we concern ourselves
with our ownmost possibilities, and every other mode of being is
dreaming and escaping and silly talk. Our happy-go-lucky everyday
mode of existence in which all distinctions are averaged up or
leveled down or blurred, and in which we take no firm stand. The
existential spatiality of man, so that far from man being in space
in the sense of being contained in space, space itself is contained in
man and man himself is spatial. The concrete notion of the en-
vironment (Umawelt). The fact that there is a primordial existential
knowing in which all perception, scientific knowledge, determination
of nature, ete., are grounded. The fact that we are always living
with others (Mitsein). The pregnant phenomenon of “ das Man,”
“the ‘ they’,” which to Heidegger is, if I may say so, the very devil
himself, to which however we are always subject. The notion of
solicitude (Firsorge). The fact that we are always  there,” always
outside ourselves and always outside others. Being there as mood
and being there as understanding, so that we are always in some
mood or other and we always understand something or other. The
fact that we gossip no end. The fact that our idle curiosity knows
no limits. The fact that we are usually undecided and therefore am-
biguous, so that if, as we said, we have always already made some
decision, the decision we have made here is to be undecided and
vague.

The fact that our essence is care (Sorge), so that we are really
full of cares all the time. The difference between anxiety and fear.
Death and how we are essentially towards death all the time, al-
though this is also all the time covered up by our everyday mode
of existence. What it means existentially to be towards death (Sein
zum Tode). The being of death in our life being our living it in our
limitations and anxieties. How we are our true selves only in
resoluteness (Entschlossenheit), only when, facing our death, we
put aside all childish distractions and dreams and throw ourselves
wholly upon our ownmost possibilities, no matter how humble and
unpretentious. Conscience as the call from unauthenticity to au-
thenticity of being, a call which our own care-ful existence makes
upon us: a gnawing or sudden “ pulling ourselves together” into
decisiveness and being, The sense of guilt as the being of the what-
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might-have-been, especially if the call is from our silly distractions
to our real possibilities of being which we have neglected. The fact
that, since by deciding we always destroy possibilities, we are al-
ways essentially guilty by the being of these destroyed possibilities
in our being.

How time—past, present, future—is grounded in our essence as
care, and as mood and understanding. How thus a temporal char-
acter adheres to every existential structure of Dasein, to everything
we have exhibited so far—mood, for instance, being somehow
mixed up with the past, understanding with the future, gossip and
“das* Man’” with the present. A critique of the traditional notion
of time, especially with Aristotle and Hegel. How we are essentially
historical, and how the possibility of writing history, historiology,
is grounded in the historicality of the historian. Exactly what this
existential historicality consists of, and a critique of the notion of
world-history.

I know I have barbarized Heidegger, and I apologize for that.
It is impossible to appreciate the full impact of Heidegger with-
out personally going through Sein und Zeit from beginning to
end several times. But these and countless other existential phe-
nomena are carefuly worked out and articulated with and into
each other in this great work. This is man, this is Dasein, this
is you and I. When one thus gets thoroughly Heideggerized one
refuses thereafter ever to admit any theory or doctrine without
an authentic certification as to how it is integrally grounded in
human existence. Man is the measure of all things not acci-
dentally, not capriciously, not individualistically, but essentially
and in a structurally existential sense,

Hemrceer 11

The later Heidegger, or Heidegger II as he is sometimes
called (and there are some who detect even a Heidegger I1I),
tried to go beyond Dasein and to come to grips with Being in
general, but without departing—so far as I can judge, and
despite the turning, the Kehre—from the fundamental exis-
tential analytic of Dasein in Sein und Zeit. Both at the be-
ginning and at the very end of this book he emphasizes that
the existential analytic was only “ preparatory ” for this task
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of going beyond, inasmuch as “ philosophy is universal phe-
nomenological ontology, and takes its departure from the her-
meneutic of Dasein.” He therefore considers Sein und Zeit as
only “enkindling” the problematic of ontology and therefore
as being only “on the way.” One may therefore say that the
Kehre, far from being a departure from or reversal of Sein und
Zeit, is already presaged in that work.

The fundamental distinction between Being and beings is of
course retained throughout. The quest is for the meaning of
Being—nach dem Sinn von Sein. But Existenz in the sense of
Dasein gives way to Being, and we hear more of thinking,
Denlken, than of phenomenology. Indeed phenomenology would
appear to be only one way of thinking, and thinking now be-
comes the way to Being. And yet we must keep in mind the
statement I have just quoted that after all “philosophy is
universal phenomenological ontology.” According to this posi-
tion, then, when thinking—meditative, besinnliches Denken, 1
mean—puts us in touch with Being, be it the Being of poetry
or art or philosophy or science or the world situation, we are
then also in the immediate presence of phenomena, namely, of
what ultimately grounds all these things ontologically.

The themes which now fascinate Heidegger include, among
others:

The concrete historical situation.

Such disclosure of Being as destiny-laden great poetry, for ex-
ample that of Holderlin and Rilke, vouchsafes.

The tremendous historical phenomenon of Nietzsche as completing
or closing the chapter of modern metaphysics: namely, in Nietzsche,
through Nietzsche, and since Nietzsche modern metaphysics begin-
ning with Descartes and reaching its full bloom in Kant and Hegel
is finished.

The possibility of the opening up of a new age in philosophy
based on Heidegger himself, with his emphasis on man, Existenz,
Being and meditative thinking.

The radical disturbance, if not perversion, which modern ruthless
technology creates and promotes in Being, and the grounding of this
whole disturbance in something that happened to the human soul
way back in the beginning of the modern era, an event which found
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its philosophical expression in the misfortune that was Descartes,
whereby reality is reduced to objects, and our attitude to it is
dominated by calculative thinking (rechnendes Denken) with a
view to self-assertion, control, prediction, use and exploitation,
rather than by love and adoration with a view to dwelling respect-
fully and hopefully beside it.

A deep lamentation over the fate of modern man, who no longer
has any sense for the holy and divine, to whom God is dead or has
defaulted, from whom the gods have departed, leaving behind them
no trace or track leading back to them, with the poor poets the only
people left in this destitute time to try desperately, perhaps with
the aid of the ether which the wine-god still affords, to unearth
a trace here and sniff out a track there.

All this with a profusion of terminology every bit as arresting
and rich and evocative as that of Sein und Zeit, a terminology de-
signed solely to put us in the presence of Being, including the Being
behind such terms as:

Ground and origin. Nature and world. Life and fullness. The
slow growth or maturation of nature. Appropriate and inappropri-
ate, Mortals and immortals. Heavenly and earthly. Beast, man,
angel. The quadruple manifold of earth, sky, divinities, mortals,
mirroring each other. Forces all around us, drawing us. The draft
of this drawing. The unheard-of center of these drawings. This
unheard-of center being “ the eternal playmate ” in the world-game
of Being—so there is a game going on.

Venture and daring. Flinging beings loose. Flinging into danger.
Hazarding oneself. Hanging in the balance. Unprotectedness, un-
shieldedness. Destiny and fate. Man the merchant. Absence, abyss,
Nothing. This destitute time. The world’s night and the mid-night
of this night. The dying world era. The coming world era.

Calculative thinking (rechnendes Denken). Meditative thinking
(besinnliches Denken). The self-assertive will, the will to will.
Noblemindedness (Edelmut). The poets, the sayers. The song.

Dwelling, building, thinking. Thinking, meditating, suspending
judgment, asking questions. Persistently questioning because one
suspects a hidden meaning beyond and underneath. Stepping back,
keeping a distance. Lingering at, stopping at, loitering by, dwelling,
being near to. Listening, waiting—not waiting for but waiting upon.
Silence, stillness.

The Open. Openness to the mystery (Offenheit fiir das Geheim-
nis) . Releasement (Gelassenheit). The clearing of truth. Regioning
and that which regions. Uncanny (unheimlich). Direct encoun-
tering, encountering without mediation. Presence and presencing.
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Turning, conversion. The already, the beforehand, the apriori,
the “ schon,” the condition of the possibility of. Art heralds history,
starts history, but only after the artist has undergone a transforma-
tion in his own being. Language the precinct, the house, the temple
of Being. The road, the path, the way, various stations on the way.

This is only a random sampling from Heidegger’s later
terminology. The expressions are all basic and technical. The
germs of most of them can be detected in Heidegger I, though
not in the context of the sweep here manifested. Also some of
them he owes to Holderlin and Rilke, and when he meditates
on them he loads them with meanings of his own which one is
not quite sure were in the minds of the poets. In fact this is
his doctrine of great poetry—to sense out Being and invest it
with words which the philosopher can then meditatively think
through and adopt as his own. This random listing only serves
here to point to the domain or “region” of Heidegger’s later
concern, and here and there it suggests perhaps something of
the flavor of that concern and of its findings.

It is a separate task to show how Heidegger’s thought
throughout, especially in the later phase of his thought, 1s es-
sentially determined by a species of pantheistic-monistic-theo-
sophical mysticism, deriving originally from Meister Eckhart
and the coincidentia contradictorum of medieval German mys-
ticism, which so fully impregnates all German thought. In this
connection I only wish to remark that if you remove this basic
dialectical strain from German thought, which harkens back
to German mysticism and beyond it to Pseudo-Dionysius of the
sixth century (that strange, obscure and most important figure,
who was probably a Syrian), very little will be left, at least as
to the distinctive flavor and cast of this thought. The charac-
teristic unity and essential continuity of German thought—
what one might denote as the typical Germanness of that
thought—is integrally grounded in the peculiar genius of medi-
eval German mysticism. It is like a gigantic creative bud,
gigantic not in the sense of size but in the sense of potency,
fully self-enclosed, all its own, that took centuries to unfold and
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bloom. Bloom indeed, into a thousand different blossoms; and
just as Aristotle keeps on affirming that although all beings
are, being is not a genus, so there is no genus comprising these
thousand blossoms, save only the fact, which is not a generic
characterization, that they all somehow stem from the original
mystical bent of mind of the coincidentia contradictorum. This
is all a separate task. But the more typically Heideggerian of
Heidegger’s passages sound very much like the language of the
great sufis and mystics, such as Jalalud-Din al-Rumi and John
of the Cross. In many of his more passionate moods one clearly
senses a “ flight of the alone to the Alone” & la Plotinus. The
“ineffable One ” mysteriously hovers all over,

I know I have here again barbarized Heidegger, and I apolo-
gize for that. To compensate a little for this barbarization I
wish to insert here a few short lines of poetry by him.

The world’s darkening never reaches
to the light of Being.

We are too late for the gods and too
early for Being.

Being’s poem, just begun, is man.

We never come to thoughts. They come
to us.

Three dangers threaten thinking.

The good and thus wholesome danger
is the nighness of the singing poet.

The evil and thus keenest danger is
thinking itself. It must think
against itself, which it can only
seldom do.

The bad and thus muddled danger
is philosophizing.

He who thinks greatly must err greatly.

We may venture the step back out
of philosophy into the thinking of
Being as soon as we have grown
familiar with the provenance of
thinking.

Thinking’s saying would be stilled in
its being only by becoming unable
to say that which must remain
unspoken,
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Such inability would bring thinking
face to face with its matter.

What is spoken is never, and in no
language, what is said.

That a thinking is, ever and suddenly—
whose amazement could fathom it?

Forests spread

Brooks plunge

Rocks persist

Mist diffuses

Meadows wait

Springs well

Winds dwell

Blessing muses

APoLOGIA FOR A CRITIQUE

I passionately share Heidegger’s passions and convictions:
his love for nature and his fascination by its moods; the recrea-
tion of his being through walks in the fields and forests—to
me they are walks in these wonderful valleys and hills or along
these great historic shores; his emphasis on roots and rooted-
ness; his doctrine of dwelling, abiding, resting, being near,
stepping back, being at a distance; his insistence on openness
to the mystery; his doctrine of releasement toward things; his
trust in the lighting of thought; his sensitivity to the prophetic
power of great poetry; his faith that truth is there waiting only
to be unconcealed; his patient waiting on Being; his teaching
that Being ventures forth man, flings him out, into danger and
unshieldedness; his doctrine that we are always in the balance;
his horror of the debasing and dehumanizing of man by
modern technological civilization; his groaning at the midnight
of this night; his critique of the Cartesian aberration; how a
single thought at times perhaps after long waiting and suffering
in the twinkling of an eye flashes in our being with such over-
powering force and conviction as to take us a day, a month,
a year, sometimes a lifetime, and in the case of our unutterable
recurrent longing for Being more than a lifetime, to develop and
make fully our own; his conviction that there have been peaks
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in history, including Aristotle and Plato and Kant and Nietzsche,
in which truth cried forth more truthfully than in history’s
fallow plains; his fundamental historical-personal question:
Whither man at all, and especially whither man today? My
gratitude to Heidegger in confirming and deepening me in these
and many, many other positions knows no bounds. But all this
bespeaks to me Jesus Christ.

Heidegger’s themes almost wholly coincide with those of re-
ligion and theology. In attending carefully to Heidegger, re-
ligion and theology spontaneously spring forth in one’s mind.
One says to oneself, the man is discussing religious-theological
subjects in his own way. Heidegger’s fundamental topics—man,
the human condition, the historical situation, destiny, death,
Being, truth, existential distortion and falsehood—what are
these but very topics of theology itself? One can thus establish
two columns, one containing the 100 or 200 basic terms of
Heidegger, and the other their equivalents in theology. This
would be a separate undertaking. The two realms almost over-
lap, but there are notable exceptions, the most important of
which are: Jesus Christ, the Holy Spirit and the Church. There
are no equivalents for these beings in Heidegger’s thought, nor
for the others, such as grace, faith, communion, resurrection,
which flow from them; and if equivalents were pointed out or
devised, it would be in a strained and farfetched and wholly
unauthentic way. But I doubt that there is any topic in
Heidegger that is not originally considered in theology.

A profound decision appears to have been taken in the mind
of Heidegger to reduce theology to immanent human thinking.
He boldly takes over and treats the themes of theology, but he
steers strictly away from any entanglement in or contamination
by Biblical, theological, Christian meanings. He transforms all
these meanings into human existence and self-revealing Being.
In his plenary maturity which man has now attained, man can
dispense with all the Christianly intended meanings. Thus
when Heidegger refers to Augustine and Pascal, for instance,
he is most careful to select the Christianly neutral elements of
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their thought, passing by on the other side of what they would
consider the essence and source and ground of their thought—
the discovery of Jesus Christ in their own lives and in the world.
And when he gives an example in Sein und Zeit of what he calls
Dasein’s pre-ontological way of interpreting itself existentially
as Sorge (care), he chooses an ancient fable on cura (care) at-
tributed to one Gaius Julius Hyginus who flourished at the end
of the first century B.C. While the fable is very interesting
and suggestive, Heidegger could have chosen another “ fable ”
from the Old Testament which, I think, suits his purposes per-
fectly, I mean the account in Genesis 8 of the consequences of
man’s disobedience and fall; there is here as much Sorge as
Heidegger can possibly want (perhaps there is too much!), but
he would not choose it because it comes from the Judaeo-
Christian tradition, and it seems he wants to have nothing to
do with this tradition. It is a sort of fundamental existential
oath which Heidegger has sworn to himself ahead of time, way
deep down in his being. In many places you ask yourself, if
only Heidegger would come out with what he wants to say in
plain theological language, with all the concrete personal com-
mitment that this would involve, it would be much better; but
in vain do you wait upon that “ coming out.” There is a built-in
fundamental inhibition which prevents him from doing so. Phe-
nomenological description and meditative thinking and their
findings completely replace theology and religion. Just as Kant
affirmed the autonomy of the kingdom of reason from all ex-
perience, so Heidegger wishes to affirm the full autonomy of
man (meaning always the thinker) from all Biblical or theo-
logical or ecclesial conceptions. The problematic of religion is
indeed very real, but as the Bible and the Church hold an
archaic, that is, pre-ontological or ontologically ungrounded,
view of man, being and time, what they were talking about—
the most serious matters indeed, Heidegger would aver—need
not be cast in terms of their own conceptions at all. Even their
experience on which they base their conceptions is something
now over and finished, and in any case it admits of another
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interpretation. A new conceptual language based on strict on-
tology and thought can be devised, fully comprehensible by
our understanding and fully adequate to all the themes of the
human condition. We may therefore say that Heidegger is the
detheologizing of theology—not the destruction of it, but the
detheologizing of it—, that is, the secularizing, the humanizing,
the intellectualizing, the ontologizing, the immanentizing, of
it. For, I repeat, the same themes so dear to theology proper
are frontally attacked by him, but in the attack they are
denuded of any traditional theological content. That is the
significance of the two columns to which I referred. Heidegger
is theology, but without God, and certainly without the revela-
tion of God in Jesus Christ.

God and revelation can be dispensed with-——and that in the
interest of the truth of God and revelation themselves. What
is left is the truth about man and Being in its ontological purity.
Since Heidegger’s thought is thus thoroughly theological with-
out owning it, or by owning it in the guise of covering it up, or
attempting to salvage the truth of theology without theology,
a theological critique is fully justified. One does not write “a the-
ological critique ” of Marx or Russell or Dewey or Bergson or
Wittgenstein, because these thinkers had nothing to do ma-
terially with theology, and that despite the Deux Sources in the
case of Bergson. But one does write “ a theological critique ”
of Heidegger because the subject matter of Heidegger is the very
subject matter of theology, though camouflaged in a non-the-
ological dress. Heidegger of course would presumably say that
the subject matter of theology is itself the very subject matter
of fundamental ontology, though camouflaged in mythological,
pre-ontological terms. The difference however between the two
claims is obvious: theology proper deals with the existing God
of faith in his historical dealings with specific existing in-
dividuals and groups—Abraham, Moses, David, Jeremiah,
Christ, Paul, Augustine, Chrysostom, Aquinas, and others, and
the children of Israel and the Church of Jesus Christ, the two
most historically continuous communities with distinet ex-
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clusive universal claims, as existing historical communities, in
the world, so unbroken and continuous in fact that mankind
today dates all its history in terms of their own historical
reckoning. Whereas the claim of Heideggerian ontology that
theology is only camouflaged or mythologized ontology is the
claim of a single philosopher or school of thought (a very im-
portant philosopher and school) having no relation, so far as
this claim is concerned, to an existing, historically continuous
community with exclusive universal claims. Heidegger’s pre-
sumable claim about theology moves in the sphere of concepts
or what Heidegger would call thought; theology’s actual claim
about Heideggerian ontology grounds itself in the sphere of
historically continuous existing communities.

I am not interested here in showing that this or that Heideg-
gerian equivalent of this or that theological concept is not as
rich or “ true ” as its equivalent, or is a distortion of this equiva-
lent. This, of course, can be done. Nor am I concerned with
pointing out this or that saying or perhaps lapse in Heidegger-—
and there are many such sayings and lapses—which leaves room
for positive traditional theology; for if he intended the filling
out of such room he would have done so himself. Nor indeed
is it my job here to “ complete ” or replace Heidegger’s un-
theological theology with the authentic Christian way of looking
at things. I believe this Christian way is the true way, and will
long survive Heidegger’s way or any “ new era ” of metaphysics
built on Heidegger or Nietzsche. A man is ultimately himself;
he is what and who he is; this is his fate, his Schicksal, on which
Heidegger keeps harping; and I happen to love Heidegger for
what and who he is, and to find in him, and in Nietzsche, the
greatest untheological reminders of true theology—most wel-
come reminders indeed, considering who the reminders are and
the fact that they come, at least on the surface, from outside
theology proper. I only wish to make a few general observa-
tions which I trust will go to the heart of the matter, especially
to the fundamental existential oath to which I adverted. I
speak from the strict Church-Biblical-Christian point of view,
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which I know and which I existentially hold. We are facing in
Heidegger a non-Semitic, non-monotheistic, non-Abrahamic
“theology ”; Islam and Judaism therefore would just as much
take exception to this “theology,” especially in the matter of
transcendence, as would Christianity; we are facing a form of
heathenism by way of an atavistic reversion to medieval Ger-
man mysticism and pre-Socratic cosmologism—fully brought up
to date, to be sure, through phenomenology and the distinctive
genius of Heidegger. I make my observations in a tentative and
preliminary manner; I make them with fear and trembling, and
with the deepest respect and love for Heidegger.

THEOLOGICAL QUESTIONING

First T wish to repeat what I stressed above that Heidegger
is essentially theological in intent and content. Any funda-
mental interest in existence and being is theological, The entire
problematic of his philosophizing would have been impossible
as to its content without the basic theological data which he
received from his own tradition and culture, regardless of how
he purged them in the process. He owes this tradition, thorough-
ly Judaeo-Christian (in its ontological-transcendental reference)
no less than Graeco-Roman-German (in its intellectual-mys-
tical reference), more than he acknowledged, at least so far as
the Judaeo-Christian component is concerned.

Secondly I wish to stress what I called above the fundamental
existential oath that Heidegger took upon himself. Why he
should have taken this oath, never, in the elucidation of man,
Being and destiny, to implicate himself thematically and ex-
plicitly in Christian subject matter, is a mystery to me. Was
it really necessary to hold so tenaciously to this position? Is it
“truth” that he is thus serving, and what kind of “truth”?
Is he not unnecessarily depriving and therefore impoverishing
himself of material that would have added infinitely to the rich-
ness and concreteness of his thinking and description, perhaps
a hundredfold more than he could possibly get from even such
great poets as Holderlin and Rilke? Openness to the mystery
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should mean openness even, or perhaps especially, to the mys-
tery of Christ, the Church and the Bible. Why should it exclude
these? His answer presumably would be that the Church-
Biblical-Christian subject matter does not belong to his his-
toricality. This answer may be true personally, but certainly
not so far as it may apply to his Germany or to this age in
general, no matter how destitute and forlorn this age may be.
The Church, the Bible, Christ, are living and active in Germany
and Europe, and on every theme he touches upon they have
something to say, and something very decisive. But even per-
sonally the answer is questionable if we keep in mind Heidegger’s
background, culture, concrete spiritual rootedness, and im-
mense learning., Therefore a decision somewhere in the dark
recesses of Being must have been taken. Nor would I dare
explain this decision, though explanations can be thought. I
would not attempt an explanation partly because all explana-
tions of such great mysteries are more questionable than the
matter to be “explained”; partly because the explainer in
this instance would have to be explained himself, or to explain
himself; but principally because of my deep respect for Heideg-
ger. But I note here only the existential oath as a striking fact,
and raise the ultimate anguished “ why?, why? ” about it. Only
Heidegger himself can “ explain ” the mystery of this oath being
taken “in the dark recesses of Being.”

Heidegger’s transformation of Christian theology into strict
untheological ontology is wholly incapable of achieving three
things, even if it achieved everything else perfectly. The first is
meeting the question of creation and origins. The Christian
view is that God created the world, meaning man and Being
and thought and everything, * visible and invisible,” from
nothing. This is a firm and straightforward position, without
the slightest equivocation, to be understood only from within
the context of the theological affirmation of God’s existence and
nature. But to the sophisticated and self-confident philosopher
it may appear naive, dogmatic, hollow, empty, even super-
stitious, certainly unphilosophical, at best “ pre-ontological.”
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Heidegger touches upon “ God ” and ““ nothing ” in this Chris-
tian position (in Was ist Metaphysik?) and makes of God
the question itself (which with him must always mean the
questioner), and of “nothing,” “something” as * Nothing,”
that is, as “ Something  which is God himself. This is equiva-
lent either to breaking up God (whether as man or Being or
something else) into two, and that is the ancient question of the
coeternity of matter and the world with God, or, on the supposi-
tion that God is only the question, to making everything in the
end come literally from nothing (“nothing” this time in the
most absolute and literal sense; i. e. precisely not * something ”
in any sense of the term). This latter possibility is either a
species of magic or the well-known modern doctrine (cf. White-
head and Sartre, noting at the same time the essential dif-
ferences between the two) of everything being its own creator.

Karl Barth analyzes and comments on Heidegger’s treatment
of Nothing in Was ist Metaphysik? (Church Dogmatics, Vol.
IIT, Part 8, Chap. XI, Art. 50, Sec. 8) . He concludes that “in
Heidegger nothing is actually the pseudonym which conceals
the Godhead.” Barth continues:

We have already seen that [according to Heidegger] the basic ques-
tion of metaphysics as wrested from nothing is why there is any-
thing at all and not nothing. We have seen the underived and
comprehensive dynamism and activity of this nothing: how it
actually compels, obtrudes, repels and nihilates; how it can never
be discovered by us, yet reveals itself in dread as the basic mood
of existence; how our existence itself is a projection into nothing
and is constituted by our enquiry into it; how to be open to nothing
is the fundamental virtue of existence, and “ distortion * of nothing
its fundamental sin; and finally how even that which is, is only
as nothing pervades and is present with it, and discloses itself to
existence only as it becomes elusive and evanescent. We have seen
that it is nothing that exhibits the nature and mode of that which
is, and the fact that it is. We have seen that it is the whence
and whither of transcendence, the basis and pure content of human
science. We have seen that “pure being and pure nothing are
one and the same” [Hegel’s formula]. Must we not say that just
as it is irrelevant that Sartre explicitly denies the existence of God,
His place being taken and filled by man, so it is irrelevant that
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Heidegger does not explicitly deny it, His place being fully and
finally taken and filled by the all-dominant and dynamic depth of
nothing? We might easily say that if Sartre were not to deny God,
and Heidegger to deny Him, it would not modify in either the
essential fact that God is not dead, but that a substitute is provided
and therefore He is suppressed, and put as it were “ on the retired
list.” Heidegger differs from Sartre only in choosing a different
substitute for God: “ My cause on nothing is founded.” But in his
teaching this substitute has actually arrogated the place and func-
tion of deity. Thus his doctrine, too, is really a mythological
theogony. . .. In Heidegger’s thought, nothing seems lacking in
none of the essential features of the conventional figure of God
(aseity, uniqueness, omnipotence, omniscience, infinity, etc.), but
nothing has of course no relation to the biblical concept of God,
which is not taken into account by either Heidegger or Sartre in
their respective mythologies. It might well be said, then, that the
God of the Bible, the living God, is entirely unaffected by the sup-
pression and pensioning off of “God” in terms of these two
mythologies. In the “ God” whom Heidegger and Sartre suppress
by providing a substitute for Him, the Church cannot possibly
recognize the One whom it calls God. . .. From the standpoint
of the biblical conception of God these alternative postulates . . .
are only mythological fabrications . . .

This quotation from Barth calls for five observations:

(1) For a variety of reasons Sartre cannot be compared with
Heidegger; this Barth is quite cognizant of. * Sartre contrasts
with the ponderously reflective German Martin Heidegger as a
type of the perennial French débrouillard.” Again, Heidegger
“has not mastered this factor, scil. nothingness, [as Sartre
thinks he has] neither does he trifle with it. He handles it with
religious solemnity. The effect which he produces is therefore
immeasurably more serious than that of Sartre.”

(2) Barth’s real point, regardless of whether or not his com-
parison of these philosophers is legitimate and the extent to
which it is legitimate, is to prove (and he does so at some length)
that neither the Frenchman nor the German hasreally faced, let
alone understood, the nothingness which the Bible calls “ the
depths of Satan ” and “ the deceitfulness of sin.” Real nothing-
ness is the lie and deceit of Satan and sin, and of this the two
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philosophers have no knowledge, or if they have, then it is sup-
pressed knowledge. Thus the nothing or nothingness of either
philosopher has nothing to do with, is indeed (in Sartre) a
child’s play or (in Heidegger) heaven itself compared to, the
awful nothingness recognized in the Bible from which Christ
has once and for all delivered us.

(8) The Hegelian identification of being and nothing, which
Heidegger adopts but reinterprets, is simply another indication
of the gnostic-mystical coincidentia contradictorum which lies
at the deepest base, which indeed constitutes the characteristic
genius, of all German thought, including especially that of Hegel
and Heidegger.

(4) Heidegger’s mythological theogony, whether based on
being or on nothing, or on the identity of the two, cannot serve
as an adequate doctrine for creation and origins. Independent
external existence, of things (yonder snake) an dof others
(that man—you, he), which is more primordially given and
far more certain than any phenomenological disclosure of any-
thing, including the disclosure of nothing by dread, cries to high
heaven for the independent cause, source, ground, origin of its
being and its order, beyond every conceptualization and every
idealistic (e.g., Kantian) doctrine of causation. One can the-
ogonize or mythologize or indeed phenomenologize no end, but
it will be a strange kind of heart which will then think that it
has thereby explained or understood the mystery of indepen-
dent external being and independent external order.

(5) I come now to the fifth observation. No man, certainly
no philosopher, is without some god whom he ultimately
worships. Worship is a fundamental phenomenon; worshiping is
an original mode of being of man, every bit equiprimordial with
understanding or gossip or being-with-others or dread or dying
or any other fundamental existential structure; and someone
should develop the phenomenology of worship in the strictest
phenomenological manner—a manner that only a Heidegger can
prove equal to. No man is without something which he trusts
more than anything else. To Sartre it is he himself, to Heideg-
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ger it is nothing; to the materialist it is matter (or so he says),
to the dialectical materialist the class struggle, to the revolu-
tionary revolution, to the naturalist nature, to the hedonist
pleasure, to the idealist the idea or reason, to Aristotle sub-
stantial individual existence. It appears then that one of the
deepest characteristics of man is to search and to keep on
searching for something to which he can finally cling. In this
respect men do not differ in that some cling to something and
others to nothing; all cling to something; and even when they
call it nothing; as here in the case of Heidegger, they invest this
nothing with the attributes of deity. In other words, they wor-
ship it. In this sense no man is an atheist: the atheist himself
believes in and worships something. The only question 1s
whether the ultimate thing people worship is true or false—
true or false in the sense of being the true God or a sham, an
idol. Whatever and whoever be the god of Sartre or of Heideg-
ger, certainly he is not the God of the Church or the Bible. You
do not get rid of God by simply rejecting him or remaining
silent about him—you only succeed then in replacing him by
another god, a false one. You can no more evade God than you
can evade being; for if you exist at all, you are necessarily
worshiping something or somebody, whether true or false; and
of course your heart’s deepest desire is that it be true. In the
case of Heidegger it is of course an oversimplification to say that
the God whom he invests with the attributes of deity and there-
fore whom he worships is the Nothing of Was ist Metaphysik?.
Throughout the range of his writings one is struck with the fact
that his god changes from one writing to another and from
one period of his life to another. Sometimes you feel it is Being,
sometimes Dasein, sometimes the future, sometimes death,
sometimes authentic existence, sometimes phenomenology it-
self, sometimes metaphysics, sometimes philosophy, sometimes
thinking (rather the meditative type), sometimes sheer mys-
tery, sometimes a certain ineffable harmony, sometimes the all-
pregnant Nothing. Aristotle would probably say these are
Heidegger’s gods in differing senses, for God, like being, is not
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a genus. This polytheism of Heidegger, if I may so call it, is
of a piece with his principle of equiprimordiality which he
stresses so much in Sein und Zeit. His metaphysical situation is
pluralist; the ultimate principles, to which would perhaps cor-
respond the ground phenomena, are many—none subordinate
to any of the others, all on the same footing metaphysically.
There is in Heidegger a deep-seated heathensm which is simply
another term for searching and groping, whether before finding
or after having found. The Kehre only typifies it. Sincere as
he is, the only question is whether he will land, or land again,
where he ought, or whether his fate in this regard is already
sealed. However, with God—I mean the true one—nothing is
impossible.

Heidegger lacks a metaphysical doctrine of causation, and to
say that his rejection of Aristotelian time carries with it the
necessity of rejecting Aristotle’s concept of causation is no an-
swer; for the why?, why? persists. No man has asked questions,
and especially the why?, more insistently than Heidegger, with
the possible exception perhaps of Socrates. His pages are strewn
with questions. Sein und Zeit begins with a question and ends
with one, and in between perhaps a thousand questions are
thrown in. To say that after the self-revelation of Being, what-
ever that may be, any further questioning is silly, is no answer.
Why Being at all and not rather nothing?, as he exclaims in Was
ist Metaphysik? Nothing, nothing (“nothing ” here with no
dialectical-substantive connotation whatever) can quench the
wonder of man at Being—not even Being itself, Hence always,
always, whence and whither Being?. You do not rest after you
know the human situation in its fullness; you do not rest in
the knowledge of this situation: you become even more restless.
In fact your real restlesness begins just then. Why?, why?, why?
keeps on maddeningly knocking on your soul—why? both on-
tologically and personally. Ontologically, in the sense of Why
Being at all and not rather nothing? (Being always in the
Leibnizian sense of the independent external existence of the
monads and the independent external order or harmony reigning
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in them and among them), and personally, in the sense of why
these sufferings and disappointments, why these frustrations
and trialsP—including the hatred and envy of men, including
ageing and death. A doctrine of creation and causation islacking
in Heidegger. When one strains his powers here, one usually
speaks of the abyss (Abgrund) as somehow relieving one of the
necessity of providing such a doctrine; but such a mode of
speaking is either to repeat the question itself, thinking that
in the mere repetition of it an answer is given, or to lapse into
some kind of dark mysticism, unsupported and unillumined by
the living concrete, independent, personal God of Abraham,
Isaac and Jacob, the Father of Jesus Christ.

* * * * *

This is the problem of the ultimate why? But secondly there
is the problem of the ultimate which? Man is his possibilities,
and the Being of his possibilities 7¢ understanding: this is cer-
tainly true. But I am always before a range of alternatives to
choose from; which of these possibilities must I throw myself
upon, what is the principle of my choice? The only hint at
an answer I find in Sein und Zeit is the related doctrines of
authentic existence, Dasein’s ownmost possibilities, resolute-
ness, and the voice of conscience. But suggestive and helpful
as these doctrines are, they are nevertheless largely formal and
subjective. I certainly know only too well in my own life how,
when I fritter away my energies in softness of living, in idle curi-
osity and petty talk, in stupid and sterile seductions, conscience
calls me back resolutely to my real, authentic possibilities of ex-
istence; and when I then throw myself wholeheartedly and un-
distractedly on my ownmost task, no matter how humble and
unglamorous, I am in the fullest sense of the term. But usually
we are presented (apart from death, which we hardly ever think
of choosing) with more than one ownmost possibility; thus there
is freedom of choice not only between authentic and unauthentic
existence, but between modes of authentic existence itself; in
such a situation we lack a criterion of choice. The conflict of
duties is a perennial feature of existence. Moreover, what is the
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ownmost possibility of, say, a gambler or a degenerate person?
The gambler will tell you his ownmost possibility, the thing
bhe can do best, is to gamble, and the degenerate person to
wallow in degeneracy. Thus to avoid radical subjectivist re-
lativism, which I am sure Heidegger would never allow, a
criterion of choice from outside man altogether is required.
Heidegger affords no such criterion from outside, or for that
matter, “ from inside.” At times it looks as though I just close
my eyes and toss a coin. There is in Heidegger no doctrine of
preferential valuation, no doctrine of better and worse, except
the formal injunction about resolute, authentic existence. To
say that this is a matter of cultural determination, of up-
bringing, of environment and society, of family background,
either lapses back into relativism or leaves unanswered what
determines the better and worse in all these situations. Heideg-
ger owes his Christian culture in this matter of the valuational
determination of conscience more than he explicitly admits.
The Christian answer is that the better is what accords with
the will and spirit of Christ. The Christian answer goes farther:
it holds that all decisions are ultimately judged by the standard
of Christ, whether or not the decider knows it; and when he
hesitates and weighs, saying to himself, this is better, this is
worse, it is the immanent Christ in him which is weighing thus,
whether or not he knows Christ or whether he has ever heard
of him. All mankind in every decision it takes is implicitly or
explicitly under the judgment of Christ. Those who were
groping for the right decision before his actual appearance in
history, as well as those who are groping for the right decision
outside him today, are nevertheless all groping for him; and,
after the decision is taken and it turns out to be right it can al-
ways be shown that it is right because it conforms to the
standard of Christ. The criterion “from outside” is always
Christ. The Christian holds all this in the simplicity of his
heart, and that is why it appears so questionable and absurd to
the outsider. Christian theology, certainly based on faith, can
answer the question of the which? Heidegger cannot.
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The ultimate why?, the decisive whichf—these Heidegger
cannot answer. Neither can he answer the question of the how?
or the what? 1 may call this the problem of realization, but
since reality as commonly understood is rejected by Heideg-
ger—and I accept both his criticism here and his rejection—
I shall call it the problem of “ bringing about” or the problem
of “ becoming.” How do I become existentially what I want to
be even supposing I possess a perfect criterion which enables
me to know unerringly what it is? To raise the famed question
of old: Is knowledge virtue? Can the idea by itself bring about
itself? I am fed up with my wishy-washy being; T cannot stand
my softness and flabbiness and ungenuineness any longer; I
am disgusted with my being given to gossip and idle curiosity,
and with my lostness in “ das Man > ; I am unbearably weighed
under by such and such a bad habit which I have contracted,
and often I shed tears because of my bondage to it; I cannot
sleep at night because my conscience keeps calling me to
resoluteness and authentic existence; I can decide perfectly and
correctly, but I canot bring about what I decide. Heidegger’s
powers of presencing Being and beings—almost stealthily, as it
were, without Being and beings noticing it (for instance all
these modes of being of myself which I have just enumerated) —
is simply uncanny; but he is powerless to suggest how I may
bring about my heart’s innermost yearning. He has no idea,
nor in the nature of the case can he possibly have an idea, as to
Paul’s anguished cry: “O wretched man that I am!” This is
an observation that applies indeed to all philosophy and to all
thought, but in the case of Heidegger, as of no other philoso-
pher, the question of becoming and bringing about cries to high
heaven, because his primary interest is in Being. An interest in
Being, no matter how genuine (and Heidegger’s is not only
most genuine but most fruitful), that is yet satisfied only with
description, no matter how perfect, but that does not bring
about the deepest personal Being we crave, has something pro-
foundly the matter with it. It raises itself as a problem unto
itself. Most certainly knowledge is not virtue; most certainly
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the devil all of a sudden intervenes and spoils everything, even
the most perfect knowledge. The Christian’s answer is again
Paul’s: “ thank God through Jesus Christ our Lord.” That
is, Christ, prayer to him, participation in his worship, the won-
derful sacred music of the Church, the Bible, the lives of the
saints, living my ordinary Christian life, helping to carry the
burden of the Church, getting out of myself to help others at
any cost for the sake of Christ alone, letting his grace and spirit
dwell in me despite my unworthiness, performing all sorts of
little or big acts of sacrifice “in secret ” so that my “Father
which seeth in secret” might “ reward me openly,” the living
fellowship of those who love me in Christ, their forgiveness,
their faith in me despite my failings, their going out of their
way to help me for Christ’s sake, the actual existence of the
Christian community, the actual love of Christ manifesting it-
self in a thousand different ways around me and in every phase
of civilized existence in the world and throughout history—all
these things help me mightly to bring about what I want. This
is the Christian how? of the becoming or the bringing about of
the what?

ImpriED CONSEQUENCES

These are the questions of the why?, the which?, and the
how? or what? that Heidegger cannot answer. Now to some
consequences. Heidegger is really loading philosophy with much
more than it can bear. Calculative thinking which he deplores
and condemns when it tyrannizes over man can never by itself,
nor even by philosophy, give rise to meditative thinking.
Heidegger can call attention to both types of thinking, he can
describe them superbly, he can yearn for the conversion of
calculative to meditative thinking, or at least for both to be
kept in their right place without either usurping the province of
the other, but neither he nor all philosophy put together can
bring about this conversion or prevent this usurpation. This
is a gift from outside man altogether. Man is helpless here. To
put it this way is of course to wound the pride of self-sufficient
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man, especially the pride of the philosopher, to the quick. “The
fear of the Lord is the beginning of wisdom “—and not medita-
tive thinking. This thinking itself is impossible without that
“fear.” Does self-sufficient Western man today understand that?
“ Except the Lord build the house, they labor in vain that build
it; except the Lord keep the city, the watchman waketh but in
vain.” Western self-contained immanentist thought has no idea
what this means. Truly it comes to it from outside itself al-
together, like a strange unintelligible voice from another world.
It “speaks in an unknown tongue.” That is why it took the
love and suffering and patience of countless believers for hun-
dreds of years to convert pagan Europe to begin to understand
what this voice is saying, what this tongue means. And now
Europe, on the word of some of its greatest thinkers, wants to
return to its paganism and to turn a deaf ear to this voice. The
problem of calculative versus meditative thinking is nothing
compared to the problem of the calamitous divorce between
faith and the intellect which has been afflicting the very soul
of Europe and the West for centuries, and the latter problem is
certainly at the base of the former,

If death is Dasein’s ownmost possibility (eigenste Moglich-
keit) , and of course it is, then despite the fact that the voice
of conscience would, as resolute anticipation of death, call us
back to our authentic possibilities from lostness in the world
of “das Man,” we are never totally whole except in death.
There is a possibility here of opening up suicide as a way out—
I say only a possibility, because I know Heidegger’s answer to
this possibility. But the mere possibility disturbs the Christian.
For it is written, thou shalt not kill, and suicide is killing. Nay
more, thou shalt not kill is superseded by Christ’s law, thou
shalt not even be angry with thy brother without a cause. This
anger which is a form of hatred is itself killing. The point is
that there is a rule from outside Dasein in Christianity, a rule
which, as coming from outside, ontology would of course hate
or be angry with; and in the radical ontological aloneness of
Dasein according to Heidegger one is reminded of the proud
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self-sufficient aloneness of the Stoics, and therefore of their
recommending suicide.

On the plane of concrete existence there is the saddest alone-
ness in Heidegger—I do not mean in his life, I mean in his
thought. Love would perhaps mean to him the tranquillization
of “das Man.” But we are only by love, which is much more
than and radically other than simply to state the matter in these
words. No man has ever been or will ever be except insofar as
love, at least the love of his parents or of somebody, has touched
him. In Christianity the essence of everything about man is
society, company, fellowship, friendship, interaction, belonging
together, the ecclesia, koinonia, community, love, the Holy
Spirit. These are all absent from Heidegger and his treatment
of Mitsein is the poorest substitute for them, even ontologically
speaking. One moment of genuine openness and trust and peace
and communion in love is worth all the certitude and all the
discoveries of the most authentic thought. This is a phe-
nomenon and not an obfuscation by “ das Man.” May it not be,
from the existential point of view, that because for whatever
reason we are denied the Being of communion and love we fall
back upon the Being of thought and get stuck in it? The certi-
tude of thought, even the most authentic and creative thought,
is a poor substitute for the peace and joy and “ understanding
of the fellowship of love. This is the Gospel’s reaction to philos-
ophy, this is Jesus Christ’s challenge to Plato and Aristotle and
all philosophy and thought. I cannot possibly read Heidegger
without all the time inwardly suspecting that he knows all this
as well as anybody. And yet there is something that holds him
back, that inhibits him, from openly coming out with what he
knows and feels. It is as though he i1s ashamed of it.

Consider those gems of poetical insight which Heidegger
embodied in his “ The Thinker as Poet” from which I quoted
above. We are told the inspiration came upon him

When the early morning light quietly grows above the mountains,
When the little windwheel outside the cabin window sings in the
gathering thunderstorm,



34 CHARLES H. MALIK

When through a rent in the rain-clouded sky a ray of the sun sud-
denly glides over the gloom of the meadows,

When in early summer lonely narcissi bloom hidden in the
meadow and the rock-rose gleams under the maple,

When the wind, shifting quickly, grumbles in the rafters of the
cabin, and the weather threatens to become nasty,

When on a summer’s day the butterfly settles on the flower and,
wings closed, sways with it in the meadow-breeze,

When the mountain brook in night’s stillness tells of its plunging
over the boulders,

When in the winter nights snowstorms tear at the cabin and one
morning the landscape is hushed in its blanket of snow, ete.

There is beauty here, there is peace, there is quiet, there is
nature, there is the pensive mood, there is the joy of inspiration,
there is the sweetest nostalgia. But there is the saddest and
deepest solitude. I see no trace of inspiration coming from
having looked another person in the eye; from will that has been
tried and tested by another will in act; from having quarreled
and argued with another face to face; from the living trials of
loving friendship; from having shared with others; from having
personally participated in some responsible social or political
decision in which more than the fate of one’s thought was at
stake, in which perhaps the fate of a whole people, a whole
culture, a whole movement, a certain turn in history, was in the
balance; from having stood in awe at the mystery of inde-
pendent external personal existence in communion, I feel in
Heidegger at times a most heart-rending loneliness, whatever
its causes and attendant sufferings, a loneliness painfully
reminiscent of that of Holderlin, Nietzsche and Zarathustra. I
need hardly add that this loneliness in no way invalidates the
profound truths it has yielded. But the heart cannot rest in
solitude; it craves company, communion, love. Communion is
indeed in every respect prior to solitude. Now certainly there
“ abideth thought, solitude, communion, these three; but the
greatest of these is communion.” If there is heaven in this life
or beyond, it does not consist in musing on the early morning
light, or the gathering thunderstorm, or the little windwheel
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outside the cabin, or the wind grumbling in the rafters of the
cabin, or the lonely narcissi, or the butterfly of the mountain
brook, nor in the reflections which these musings evoke in us,
but in the fullest active communion of soul with soul i total
transparency, trust and love. Nor may we forget that Christian
theology had to break up God into three Persons so as to relieve
His otherwise unsupportable loneliness with the possibility of
inner communion and love, not within an absolutely undif-
ferentiated One, but between three Persons.

I certainly am passing judgment on thought and philosophy
as such, and not only on Heidegger, when I say that I cannot
help contrasting the thinker’s lonely responsibility for his
thinking alone with the responsibility of, say, a Socrates or a
Paul, or Christ himself, who articulated their thoughts in the
midst of (or at least as a result of) concrete personal life-and-
death confrontation and suffering, in the midst of giving them-
selves in face-to-face encounter to others, in the midst of ut-
tering nothing except to save others from the powers of dark-
ness, “ the sorrows of hell and the snares of death.” A similar
contrast exists, although on quite a different plane, between the
lonely thinker and the politician or statesman or administrator,
no matter how purely or impurely motivated, who finds himself
caught in the midst of concrete historical responsibility and de-
cision, affecting, perhaps fatefully, the whole course of events.
Thought is not everything, and what it is not may well be the
more important thing.

With all the wonders of Kierkegaard and Nietzsche—personal
wonders, existential wonders, spiritual wonders, intellectual won-
ders, especially the incredible wonders of Nietzsche—what final-
ly judges these two men is their utter loneliness. From the suf-
ferings of their loneliness lonely beings can discover and be
many wonderful things, but the whole point is that there is
‘something wrong in being utterly lonely without lovers and
without friends, and that man is not {o shatter himself to
pieces—to be sure, very delectable pieces—in the sufferings of
his loneliness, but to consume, and therefore to restore and find
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himself, in the joy and peace of actual fellowship and love. The
very writing these lonely men pour themselves into in their
melancholic loneliness is intended by them to be read and ap-
preciated by somebody; no man has ever written just into the
air; therefore their writing is itself a mode of fellowship, though
not actual fellowship but fellowship in the mode of hope. They
are denied actual face-to-face fellowship and love and there-
fore they write, in the hope that somebody will read and recog-
nize them in absentia, at a distance, whether in space or in time.
Would a fully happy person fully absorbed in the act of fel-
lowship and love ever write? He has no time to write! This
is all very well, but a residual problem abides here: there are
lonely people, there are people who after every effort at fellow-
ship remain lonely, there are people who do express the unutter-
able sufferings of their loneliness in writing; and my sermonizing
here cannot get them out of their loneliness. The problem of
election (what Heidegger would call fate or destiny) is most
real. It is true, of course, that Jesus spent whole nights praying,
and once for forty days and forty nights he was alone in the wil-
derness without food and without drink; but he was never alone;
he was always communing with the Father, even when he was
wrestling with the devil. Furthermore, after every retreat into
prayer Jesus did not burst out into fits of writing: he always
returned to fellowship in the Holy Spirit with his disciples. He
as it were replenished himself spiritually in order to pour him-
self in active fellowship upon the world. “And when he had
sent them away, he departed into a mountain to pray.” The
prayer life of Jesus was in the midst of intense social activity,
in the midst of his ministry; and to understand this one should
keep in mind in the most complete and concrete detail what
kind of ministry it was. So different from the thinking—the
“ prayer” P—of the philosophers! Nor can we say that the
saints were lonely—St. Anthony, St. Francis, St. John of the
Cross, St. John of Damascus—although some of them did write
wonderful things; for in their loneliest loneliness they were all
the time in communion with Christ: he was ever their com-
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panion and friend. For this is the point of faith which God was
gracious enough to grant these men in full: to believe that
Jesus Christ of Nazareth rose from the dead, that God ““hath
highly exalted him, and given him a name which is above every
name,” that he is there, is living, is beside them, is, as the
Psalmist would say, “ on their right hand ” and therefore they
“ shall not be moved.”

DrerEROLOGIZING THEOLOGY

In a footnote in Sein und Zeit Heidegger says Kierkegaard
elaborated the phenomenon of anxiety or dread “in the theo-
logical context of a ‘ psychological > exposition of the problem
of original sin,” implying that his elaboration of this phe-
nomenon, being purely existential-ontological, is completely in-
dependent of this context. The truth as it appears to me is
that without the traditional theological perspective neither
Kierkegaard nor Heidegger could have dwelt on this phe-
nomenon, but that whereas Kierkegaard maintained this con-
text within his discussion both from acknowledgment of his
existential sources and perhaps from faith, Heidegger, in con-
formity with his fundamental existential oath, weaned himself
from it, perhaps from lack of faith, without acknowledging his
existential-personal indebtedness to it. Without the living Christ
in the living tradition neither Kierkegaard nor Heidegger would
be possible, and I believe both of them know that. But in the
case of Heidegger blame the fundamental existential oath for
his not acknowledging this fact and for his accepting to bear
the necessary existential-personal-moral consequences.

Christianity is always uneasy in the world. In vain can it
fully adapt itself to the world and in vain can the world fully
adopt it. This is the significance of the two cities of Augustine,
commingling and living constantly side by side. This is the sig-
nificance of the Scriptural doctrine of “ the world ” in the half
dozen or more senses of this term. There is simply a radical
opposition between the righteousness of God and the sinfulness
of man, between the truth of God and the falsehood and fallen-
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ness of the world; and only Jesus Christ of Nazareth can recon-
cile the two. Christianity has all along been uneasy in Germany
and many Germans repeatedly appear to be uncomfortable with
it. For good or for ill it has implanted itself in Germany—I
believe irrevocably, both in Germany and in Russia—and ac-
cording to a superficial interpretation of Nietzsche (which is
not my interpretation) he regrets this fact and wishes it did
not happen and that now it be wholly undone, not only in
Germany but throughout the whole world. Despite the fact
that he is militantly explicit on this regretting and wishing, I
read him differently. Thus there is always a harking back
among some of the finest German thinkers to pre-Christian or
non-Christian pagan sources, whether German or Nordic or
Greek or Roman, or whether Indian or theosophical, or revolu-
tionary as in the case of Marx, a harking back which aims not
at appropriating these sources by correcting and purifying them
under Christ, but at adopting and developing them as substi-
tutes for Christ. These German thinkers feel more at home with
them. But this is the whole point, for it belongs to Christ to
make people—all people and not the Germans alone—not feel
at home in their home. Because he ever reminds them, as all
saints in every time and clime have experienced and affirmed,
including the great German saints, he ever reminds them of
their true home, namely the heavenly Jerusalem, of their des-
perate need for being near, not only their soil and their earth
and their roots and their forests and their hearth and their folk
and their gods, but for being near him, which is the surest
way—indeed the only way—of enabling them to be truly near
all these other things.

Heidegger secularizes the ultimate theological categories; he
denudes them of their theological significance; he detheologizes
them. They are not a matter of the Bible, of the Church, of the
living Christian tradition, of what the saints, not as philoso-
phers, but as saints, were talking about, of Jesus Christ and
God as understood by the Church. He couches them in human,
conceptual terms, invents entirely unheard—-of terms for them,
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and therefore demonstrates the dispensability of the ontology
of the Bible and the possibility of putting the whole thing in
immanentist-human, transcendental-subjectivist terms. He
thus affects to prove either that there is no inherent necessity
for the Biblical-theological-ontological categories or that these
categories are only one possibility and another his own achieve-
ment, or that they were only crude, primitive, unrefined, pre-
ontological formulations by the somewhat uncouth Judaeo—
Christian—-Near—Eastern mind. Since he is not an avowed
atheist, like, for example, Sartre, he will not deny, I think, the
possibility of the Biblical-Church interpretation of man and
Being, but he will hold either that it is one possibility and his
interpretation another, or, in the moments of absolute self-con-
fidence, he might say his interpretation is deeper, i.e., more
original (urspriinglich), i.e., again, necessarily presupposed by
the Biblical interpretation, if only this interpretation would un-
derstand what it was saying. In effect, then, since he disrupts
the over-all “unity ” (I am using the term “unity ” here in
a very broad sense) of the Graeco-Roman-Judaeo—Christian—
European tradition, by recognizing, in his conception of the
autonomy of philosophy, only the purely intellectual (or, in his
own terms, conceptual or meditative or thoughtful) elements
appertaining to the Graeco-Roman—European tradition (by
European here T mean Eckhart, Boehme, Cusanus, Leibniz,
German philosophy since Leibniz, especially Kant, Schelling,
Hegel, Nietzsche, phenomenology, and his own personal genius,
all thoroughly denuded of any strictly Christian reference or
content), he is separating the Graeco-Roman—European ele-
ment from the Judaeo—~Christian element. He is pitting the two
elements against each other, and saying, in effect, that the union
of the two was a misfortune, that at any rate it was accidental
and unnecessary, that if the Judaeo-Christian element has refer-
ence to mystery, the Graeco-Roman-European element has
such reference too, and it is his duty to unearth it ( or, to use
his own terms, to release it, or let it reveal or release itself, or
to be open to it), and wherever he does not find it in the
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European secular tradition, he will provide it for that tradition
independently himself. There is no need for the Judaeo~Chris-
tian revelation; Europe and the West can dispense with it.
Europe and the West can fold back upon themselves in total
self-sufficiency and independence from any such alien con-
tamination. If this view of mine is wrong, then I ask the very
simple question: Why does Heidegger not make full use of the
immense ontological-existential material, so full of mystery, so
full of depth and content, so directly relevant to all the themes
he discusses, so full of food for thought, so thought-provoking,
to use his own term, in the Psalms, the Gospels, the Epistles,
the liturgy of the Church, the writings, and especially the
prayers, of the saints, sacred music, including the great Protes-
tant hymns, sacred art, the incredible iconography of the Ortho-
dox Church?

Faith is a matter of believing others. Believing only your
thought, even the most sublime thought, leaves you entirely
within yourself. If there is a devil, this is exactly what he is,
“to be left entirely within yourself.” This is why the devil
has been enjoying a marvelous field day in modern subjectivist
thought, including the German transcendental subjectivist
thought of Kant and Hegel. In this state of being, sooner or
later you either get bored or you degenerate. There are many
others who may induce faith in us. Of all the others Jesus
Christ of Nazareth is the most other. He is the wholly other.
The problem of thought is not what it thinks, nor to be faithful
to Being by bringing it to conceptual clarity or by letting it
simply unconceal itself. The problem of thought is what it
makes of the wholly other, of Jesus Christ. The problem of
thought is the decision it takes when it encounters Jesus Christ,
not only in the Bible, but in the face and life and thought of
the living human beings who, now and in history, believed in
Jesus Christ and remained faithful to him. What do you think
of Jesus Christ’—this is the most important question facing
every human being. Since it is a question of “ What do you
think? > it faces especially the thinker. It is easy to put the
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matter so simply, but let the thinker really and concretely pon-
der what the Bible says, how the saints were and what they
said, what the Church says and teaches, how it worships in the
Divine Liturgy, let him moreover meet a few humble Chris-
tians just around the corner from his house—and then he will
ask himself: What must I make out of all this? No other ques-
tion then will appear to him more relevant or more pressing, or
more ontological. The trouble with thought and thinkers is that
they worship themselves, they do not know Christ. Until
thinkers have met the wholly other they have not thought:
they have only hugged themselves.

Jesus Christ, in all that he meant to the world in history, and
precisely in what he meant to Germany, meant the revelation
of the hidden truth of the human heart as well as man’s most
authentic possibilities; and all this precisely as Heidegger is
most concerned with it. He calls every man to be true—true
precisely in the sense which Heidegger so wonderfully describes
in his doctrine of authenticity. Of course Christ does much
more than that, but he certainly does that. Who told the
Western world today that this existential truth can either be
revealed or conjured up or brought about autonomously by
man? When Christ calls man to be true he tells him, I am the
way, the truth and the life. All this is very well known in
Germany, very well known to Heidegger himself. Can Ger-
many, therefore, with all the great truths it has revealed and
realized in history, truths which overflowed upon the entire
world, can Germany now, penetrated and blessed so abundantly
by Christ for 1500 years, deny its ownmost heritage? Can it
now, on the deepest plane of its existence, and on the tongue
of its greatest thinker, concerning the most momentous issues
(man, being, existence, truth, destiny, death), afford to throw
off the “yoke of Christ” and revert to pre-Christian, indeed
pre-Socratic, paganism? On the western front of the main
building of the University of Freiburg in which I attended those
unforgettable lectures and seminars by Heidegger one could
read in bold letters at the very top of the wall: “ Die Wahrheit
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wird euch fretimachen.” We know who said this, we know what
he meant by it, and we know the piety of those who carved
this saying on this 518-year-old great institution of higher
learning. Are we now to turn our gaze away from this saying
and from him who said it and the specific personal meaning
he attached to it, toward another inscription on the southern
wall of the same building, an inscription imposed on the Uni-
versity in the thirties, which reads “ Zum ewigen Deutschtum ”
—and if not Deutschtum then Menschheit, and if not Mensch-
heit then simply and purely Dasein? Is the warm, personal,
inner, universal, Christian content, pointing to the beyond,
to the transcendent, to the ground—as Heidegger perhaps would
love to call it—now to be replaced by something vague, general,
particular, subjectivist, idealistic, mystical, pointing indeed to
some ground, but a ground absorbed in the immanence of total
darkness, a ground that is no ground at all, because it has lost
its own independent autonomy and freedom by being simply
subservient to the autonomy and freedom of Dasein? For the
real ground, the real Transzendenz (and Heidegger will pardon
me for using the word “real” here), is that in terms of which
Dasein is to be conceived rather than one itself conceived in
terms of Dasein and in order to serve and cushion him up. And
such a real ground, such a real T'ranszendenz, will not wait until
man discovers it, not even until the philosopher makes it speak;
it will have spoken before man makes it speak, certainly before
philosophy discovers it. The discovery of it by philosophy is
made possible only by a prior free uncovering of itself, so that
philosophy then will have to accommodate itself to it rather than
accommodate it to itself. This is the real prior, the real “ schon,”
the real beforehand, the real Transzendenz. And this means a
real honest search for and a real humble recognition of that
voice coming from the real beyond—altogether beyond and
other than not only Deutschtum but Menschheit and Dasein—
and of him who uttered it and what it actually said. The who?
and the what? here are decisive. And there is no equivocation
whatever about the identity of the who? and the what? For
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I hear the voice saying, there is truth indeed, and the truth shall
make you free, but I am the way, the truth and the life. And
I happen to hear the voice really, truthfully coming altogether
from outside me—from outside all thought, all culture and all
philosophy—and I believe it. Any Transzendenz other than
this Transzendensz is not serious; it is self-abuse; it is immanence
all over again; it is a joke.

How much I wish Heidegger would ponder and comment on,
say, Isaiah 40, Psalm 189 and First Corinthians 13, in the man-
ner in which he pondered and commented, say, on Hoélderlin
and Rilke, or in the manner in which, say, Augustine or
Chrysostom pondered and commented on these texts! It would
be a good exercise, I think. These three chapters are only pre-
liminary; they afford only a foretaste of the real meat—in the
Gospels, in the Epistles, in the Psalms, in Job. Is there any-
thing in all human literature, including Greek and German and
even Christian literature, comparable to this material? Why
should a Westerner of the caliber of Heidegger pass by this in-
finite wealth on the other side? Why divorce ourselves so
studiedly from the Judaeo—Christian tradition, which has cer-
tainly formed and transformed us and our whole history and
culture? Why revert to heathenism alone? Why? And I use
the term heathenism here, not pejoratively, but with the fullest
appreciation and gratitude for the solid values it embodied, in
law, in art and in philosophy. But to live and think and act
under the hidden existential oath of having nothing to do with
the Judaeo-Christian tradition without which Western existence
is unthinkable, to appear to feel that any constitutive contact
with this tradition only pollutes and contaminates, is what 1
do not understand. Not even Nietzsche, not even the heathen
doctrine of destiny and personal fate can make me understand
it.

Take, for example, a great psalm of David. Can Heidegger
say it and mean it as David said it and meant it—as in-
numerable believers today say it and probably mean it, if it
happens to be incorporated into the prayer life of the Church?
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Certainly he cannot. But the psalm is not therefore dead and
finished. The psalm arose within the personal historicality of
David when he was addressing “ the Lord ” as he poured out his
heart to him. David was not only bewailing his lot, he was
not only poetizing as Holderlin and Rilke were, although of
course their poetizing too sprang from their own immediate
world situation. Nor was David only philosophizing or medi-
tatively thinking on the human condition and on Being, as
Heidegger is. David was addressing a distinct personal being
wholly other than himself, whom he called “the Lord.” This
addressing of his was not just a literary trick, a literary vehicle
for the conveyance of his own thoughts. It was most serious:
“the Lord ” whom he was addressing was there, wholly other
than himself or his ideas and concepts. And today many serious
people, some good philosophers, read David every morning, and
find him more relevant to their immediate personal situation,
and to the general situation of the world, than almost all con-
temporary philosophy and poetry; and with him and in his own
words they address “ the Lord ” who is there and who is wholly
other than themselves. This Holderlin and Rilke were not doing.
Whom then were they addressing? Whom does Heidegger ad-
dress? ‘“The universe,” “nature,” “the world,” “Being,” “some
other poet or philosopher,” “a student of his,” “his closest
friend,” “a colleague of his,” “ the general philosophical audi-
ence,” “ the present age at large,” * the future ages,” ““ his own
feelings,” “ himself,” “ nobody,” “ Nothing ” ? Thus the psalm
arose from the authentic historicality of David, and David was
able to say and sing it authentically, regardless of whether it
belonged to the historicality of Heidegger or Holderlin or Rilke.
But if it does not belong to their existential historicity, is it
therefore a pure relic to them? When they read it—if they
read it—what does it mean to them? Is it nothing, does it
mean nothing? It happens to belong to the existential his-
toricity of innumerable people, both by reason of their personal
sufferings and joys, and by reason of the fact that the Church
has kept it alive. Since it was living and not dead in the days



REFLECTION ON HEIDEGGER 45

of Augustine and Chrysostom and Luther, who, through their
meditative thinking, commented on it in a most marvelous man-
ner; since it is still living today in the lives of innumerable
people, some of whom, through their meditative thinking (bet-
ter, through their prayerful meditation), are commenting on
it in their own way; the fact that it does not belong to the
existential historicity of Heidegger, for Heidegger to be able
to meditate and comment on it, is of course a problem that has
to be faced. Why is the matter so? Is it fate or destiny or luck,
good or bad? Must we starkly note the matter and leave it at
that? Must we not wonder at it? Is it enough to say that God
is dead? Does the matter end with this statement, which, it
must be noted, when made by Heidegger and Nietzsche, is made
with an unmistakable undertone of sadness? Isit enough to say,
the gods have defaulted, the gods have forsaken us? They may
indeed have defaulted, they may have forsaken Heidegger and
Nietzsche and innumerable other people in this brave new age.
But the fact that they have not forsaken innumerable other
people, and they have not forsaken the Church, which is not
exactly nothing in the world today, ought to force Heidegger
and Nietzsche to stop and think. They cannot impose their
position on others, and T doubt that they want or care to, much
as they may wish it to embrace all, so as not to feel uncom-
fortable in the presence of those who continue believing. May
it not be that the defaulted God is only a psychological (a la
Nietzsche) reflection on man and his mysterious freedom—
on this or that man, or this or that epoch or culture? Far from
God Himself forsaking us, may it not be that in the mystery
of our freedom we have forsaken God ourselves? This is all
food for thought even if God does not exist. Firstly, because
Nietzsche and Heidegger really do not know that God does not
exist, although Nietzsche may will Him not to exist; and
secondly, because to dismiss the matter by saying, this is my
fate, I cannot help myself, I cannot be other than I, is not
enough, especially when I find myself in the presence of many
others who, in this respect, are other than 1.
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TrEOLOGIZING HEIDEGGER

The dethinging of things, the denaturing of nature, the de-
humanizing of man—these afflictions of our age Heidegger
superbly describes and laments. He also traces them to their
origin in certain perversions of the human heart. But then to
detheologize theology is to compound the affliction. Never
without the real living God Who has revealed Himself and Who
is not waiting to be revealed from some “unheard-of center
of Being ” can man save himself from the countless devils who
are now possessing him. And many theologians—Bultmann,
for example-—are Heideggerizing theology instead of theologizing
Heidegger.

Nietzsche and Heidegger appear to be more upset by the
demise or absence of God than believers appear to rejoice in
his presence. The philosophers are quite uneasy at this situa-
tion. They are haunted by a terrible lack. They bemoan it all
the time, Nietzsche by attacking Christianity and doing every-
thing he can to confirm the death of God, thereby only suc-
ceeding in confirming his state of being haunted by a lack, and
Heidegger by assuring everybody either that God is really
finished, or that if He still exists He must, if He should return
(because Heidegger doubts not that He has departed), take full
cognizance of his, Heidegger’s, ontological-existential analytic
of man; namely, if God returned, He would have to return only
as a guest of whom the host will be the being of man as Heideg-
ger characterized it by his 100 or 200 phenomena in Sein und
Zeit. God the guest must accommodate Himself to man the host.
At least, if God exists, He and man are coeternal, not of course
in the Aristotelian or Hegelian or Christian sense of eternity,
but in the Heideggerian ontological sense of equiprimordiality.
One is not quite sure whether Nietzsche and Heidegger in their
concern about God really miss His presence (I suspect they
could not be so agitated if they did not), or are really scared
lest they should wake up one morning to find that He has sud-
denly returned, or are doing everything they can to “ prove”
His non-existence or at least irrelevance. Since God did play an
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important role—and is still playing an important role in certain
quarters—they appear to be occupied with devising substitutes
for that lost role. It appears that something that would func-
tion as God is necessary. To Nietzsche this substitute (Ersatz)
is man—not of course this awful man, you and I and every man
including certainly Nietzsche himself, but the Ubermensch, who
can only be reached by somebody resolutely overcoming in him-
self all that has been man hitherto and straining after the full
measure of the Ubermensch as delineated by Nietzsche. As
the substitute God thus turns out to be a figment of Nietzsche’s
own imagination, the ultimate consolation Nietzsche finally
lands in is the Idea; not a given, independent, existing, whole
human being. To Heidegger the substitute appears to be phi-
losophy itself, otherwise called thinking or meditative thinking;
and if philosophy is considered only a way, then the substitute,
the end of the way, is Being or Nothing. “ We are too late for
the gods and too early for Being. Being’s poem, just begun, is
man.” But even when thinking does not rest except in phe-
nomena (the self-revelation of Being), still these phenomena,
being the end of the way, are themselves in a sense ideas. They
cannot be Being itself. German thinkers are incurable idealists
no matter how much they appear to be rebelling against their
own idealism. You do not substitute for God something less
than God—less than God both in being and in idea. It is clear
why the substitute as idea is false, because God is not an idea.
Nor in being, because the old dead God (missed or unmissed)
did not function as idea to be sought and realized, but as
supreme being, both in the life of the simple peasant woman and
in the life of Paul or Augustine. They submitted themselves
to Him, but here we are asked to create Him ourselves. Thus
the brave new substitutes for God will simply not do. The dead
old God will keep on haunting man until man repents himself
of his rebellion or until He, God, returns in power and glory
despite this rebellion and in the face of it. For presumably He
is used to such rebellion and sees through the present one and
is not much disturbed by it.
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In his What Is Called Thinking? Heidegger calls Nietzsche’s
The Antichrist “ the terrible book ” (p. 80). He does so, how-
ever, in the context of commenting on the first sentence and the
last sentence of Nietzsche’s “ autobiography,” which Nietzsche
wrote at the age of 19 and whose manuscript was first dis-
covered in 1985 and published the following year. In the last
sentence Nietzsche says: “ Thus man grows out of everything
that once embraced him; he has no need to break the shackles—
they fall away unforeseen, when a god bids them; and where
is the ring that in the end still encircles him? Is it the world?
Is it God? ” Heidegger then immediately observes:

Even the later Nietzsche, the man who, in the last year of his
creativity and after losing balance more than once, wrote the terrible
book The Antichrist, was still asking the same question—if only we
can and will read it. However—to hear this questioning, to come
close to his ways of thought, one requires here to respect and to
acknowledge. Respecting and acknowledging are not yet agree-
ment; but it is the necessary precondition for any confrontation.

For my part, I respect and acknowledge Nietzsche even in—
nay, especially in—The Antichrist, though I do not agree with
him; and I respect, acknowledge and wholly agree with Heideg-
ger on these observations of his. T feel absolutely sure Nietzsche
“ was still asking the same question ” at the end of his life; his
real self-tormenting lure was throughout God—not any god, but
Christ himself. No man knows what St. John calls in the Book
of Revelation “ the depths of Satan ” and at the same time the
superabounding grace of Christ (on “ where sin abounded, grace
did much more abound,” see Karl Barth’s Christ and Adam,
Scottish Journal of Theology Occasional Papers No. 5, London,
Oliver and Boyd, 1963) except after he has been shaken to his
deepest depths, politically—socially-morally, by the utter rotten-
ness of the world, morally—personally—existentially, by the utter
rottenness of his own nature, and, culturally-intellectually-
morally-existentially, by honestly “ confronting ” Nietzsche in
all his works (especially in Thus Spake Zarathustra, The Will
to Power and The Antichrist) in an “ acknowledging ” and
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“respecting ” spirit, and then, despite this overpowering ex-
perience, remaining unshaken in his faithfulness to Christ, or,
more exactly, Christ remaining unshaken in his faithfulness to

him,
* * * * *

The genuineness, the seriousness, the directness, the power,
the sureness, the freedom, the total abandon of Jesus in the
account of the Gospels! And yet one must have the power of
multiplying what he thinks he senses in the Gospels by a factor
of one hundred or more to capture something of the original
fullness of the reality of Jesus. That is what we mean when
we sometimes say: would that we were there with Jesus in the
company of Peter and John and Andrew and James and Philip
and the others! Jesus was so absolutely full of certainty and
power, and that with respect to the most serious matters, that
he never hesitated to say what he said and to act in the manner
he acted. Where in all history is there anything even remotely
comparable to this? And that not just in phenomenological
description and ontological analysis, but in actual living and
being, which included, among other things, training the disciples,
establishing the Church, curing the sick, raising the dead, for-
giving sins, teaching truths, imparting his spirit, resolutely
carrying his cross and dying. Nietzsche asks on several
occasions: Who before him saw what he saw and said what he
said? So does Heidegger: such and such a doctrine or interpre-
tation or position or exposition he was the first to grasp and
formulate. And both are right: there are things that these
two men have seen and said that are, of their kind, unique in
history. But the question is not about what they saw and said
about being and existence; the question is being and existence
themselves. The phenomenon of the being and existence of the
total living Person Jesus Christ of Nazareth is itself, of its
kind, unique in history, and not some phenomenological-onto-
logical writing of his. This phenomenon ought to interest the
unprejudiced, that is, the open, philosopher, especially if he
happens to be dealing with human existence, and doubly so



50 CHARLES H. MALIK

if he grasps authentic existence as masterfully as does Heideg-
ger. For there is no “instance” of authentic existence that
even compares with Jesus Christ of Nazareth; I do not mean
the “idea ™ and “ description ” of authentic existence, but the
very act and being of authentic existence itself; Jesus Christ
is authentic existence par excellence. And if the philosopher
does not interest himself in this unique instance of authentic
existence, then, it seems to me, there must be a contingent
reason for that, and not an essential one. Of course Nietzsche
interested himself in Jesus Christ no end, but in his own pre-
judiced, unopen way. Despite the perverse and totally un-
worthy manner of his interest, still Nietzsche unerringly felt
that an existential philosopher of his kind cannot not notice
Jesus Christ; and that is to his eternal credit. Why should
the philosopher be so wary of going out of himself (this is the
real ecstasis, and not what Heidegger describes in relation to
past, present and future in the second part of Sein und Zeit),
out of his subjectivity, out of his ideas, out so to speak of his
reason, out of his era, out of the Weltgeist which so numbs and
stifles him, to encounter someone altogether strange and
different, altogether other, altogether outside the whole tradition
of Graeco-German philosophy, and yet someone speaking with
such power and force, someone actually living around him and
in his tradition in a thousand different ways? Perhaps he is
afraid of being then judged, of falling then under his spell and
control, and the philosopher wants to be himself the judge,
himself the one who would control and cast spells on others.
Jesus deeply disturbs the philosopher, and yet this disturbance
is nothing yet compared to the depths of disturbing of which
Jesus is capable; let the philosopher only cling to Jesus for
twenty or thirty years of his life, and let Jesus be gracious
enough not to forsake him but to keep on chastening him all
these years, and then he will be treated to dimensions of
disturbance that he cannot now dream of.

Who ever cried on reading philosophy, even the deepest
philosophy? But innumerable people have cried on reading the
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Bible or hearing the Bible read in church, and really attending
to what is being said and who said it, and to the concrete
circumstances under which it was said. People too have cried
on reading Dostoyevsky or other great literature; but a respon-
sible consideration of why they cried here will always lead you
to the Bible and to Christ and the Church as the ultimate
ground. Plato and Aristotle wrote very great literature; so did
Heidegger and Nietzsche; but we never cry when we read
them, nor do I think people cried in the sense I mean here
in the Academy or the Lyceum. I believe when we thus ery we
are closer to Being—in any and every sense of the term—
than when we only wonder, ask questions, analyze and reflect,
and think meditatively. After I receive the gift of tears—and
it is a gift—and T accept it without gloating over it or hardening
my heart (and this non-hardening of the heart and this non-
gloating are themselves also gifts), I can do anything better:
I think better, I write better, I work in the garden better, I
discuss things with my friends better, I attend to my duties
better, I laugh better, I see better, I hear better, I eat better,
I sleep better, I walk better, I listen better, T understand better,
I love better, and, I think, if I am then called upon to die, I die
gracefully and in peace; at least I talk much less, or I do not
talk at all. Then I really am, then Being really presences itself
to me. This is not to be explained psychologically or physio-
logically: this is a fact that ought to disturb the self-satisfied
explaining psychologist or philosopher at his deepest.

“ Now all these things happened unto them as warnings: and
they are written for our admonition, upon whom the ends of the
world are come.” (First Corinthians 10: 11) The world ended,
it was simply finished, in Jesus Christ. Henceforth we have
only a new creature or death, or what in a sense is even worse
than death, dying. Everything is simply dying outside Jesus
Christ, no matter how exuberant and self-sufficient it may seem.
Henceforth we have either those who were touched by Jesus
Christ or the dead who have ended. To expect salvation from
within the world after the world has ended in Jesus Christ is
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hopeless. This means every world has ended in Jesus Christ,
including this very world in which we live today—and not only
the world of Paul. This means all our worldly standards and
hopes today are hopeless because they have all ended in Jesus
Christ. This means the only possibly new thing left is this or
that person or culture which is saved, adopted, chosen by Jesus
Christ, born anew in him. There is nothing new any more ex-
cept the experience of Jesus Christ, except the Holy Spirit falling
upon this or that person in fellowship with those upon whom He
has already fallen. Everything else is boringly, disgustingly,
monotonously meaningless repetition. Nietzsche’s “ eternal re-
currence,” hailed by him as his greatest affirmation, is itself the
psychological and subjectivist expression of the total meaning-
less sameness of existence apart from Jesus Christ. (I say “ psy-
chological and subjectivist ” because Nietzsche does not really
know that “eternal recurrence” is true, but only “ wills” it
to be, as to him the will, indeed his will, creates both being and
truth; thus “ eternal recurrence ” is the pure fantasy of Nietz-
sche’s effervescent imagination; it is, to speak & la Nietzsche, a
sort of psychological relief—he would ecall it, of course, self-
overcoming—from his terrific subjectivist resentment, and pro-
found sense of revenge, against the world, including above all
the rottenness of man.) Now that the world has ended, now
that there is nothing new any more, the only thing that can
stand is the Church, because it is held together by the resur-
rected Lord who sitteth now and forever on the right hand of
God. T know perfectly the answer of existential ontology to
all this “ nonsense,” and I can elaborate it, though of course not
as well as Heidegger, but, thanks to my discipleship under him,
somewhat as he can. But in the living knowledge of Jesus
Christ and his grace and strength and power and certainty and
victory and peace, in the fellowship of the Church, this answer
leaves me completely cold, even when made by Heidegger. It
shakes me, it tests me, but still it is nothing in the actual
presence of Jesus Christ. I am talking from outside existential
subjectivism and humanism, outside Heideggerian philosophical
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anthropology, outside the quietism of medieval German mys-
ticism, outside the pseudo-transcendentalism of phenomenologi-
cal-ontological-conceptual immanentism. I am talking from
the side of the God of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, the Father
of our Lord Jesus Christ, and not, as Pascal would protest, the
God of the philosophers. I am talking from the knowledge of
Jesus Christ in my own living-dying life, in the living—dying life
of countless persons I know, in the living—dying life of the great
saints—Paul, Ephrem, Chrysostom, Damascene, Augustine,
Teresa of Avila, John of the Cross. I am talking from what
Jesus Christ has meant in art (the great cathedrals, the great
sacred music, the great iconography), in poetry (Ephrem, Dante,
John Donne), in the law systems of civilized humanity, in the
amazing endurance of whole communities that withstood over
the centuries the most unbelievable trials and odds. How did
they stand? Only by their love for Jesus Christ, nay by his love
for them. I am talking about the 1 ring-suffering, though ap-
propriately concealed, life of the (hurch today in our very
midst—in Europe, in Russia, in America, in the Middle East,
everywhere in the world. This living—suffering being is impres-
sive, and not only to “the ‘they’,” to “ das Man.”

“ Upon whom the ends of the world are come ”—faith cries
that if Heidegger is waiting (and to wait is a fundamental
Heideggerian structure of being) until something turns up from
the womb of Being to save the world—I mean, to save Germany,
Western civilization, technological-calculative—objectifying—de-
thinging civilization, which has seduced and gotten hold of the
entire world—Heidegger is waiting in vain. He is waiting in
vain because he need not wait. For something has long since
turned up from the womb of Being precisely to perform this
function, even Jesus Christ of Nazareth, who continues to dwell
in our midst, whose glory is the glory of the only begotten of
the Father, and who, as he dwells among us, is “{ull of grace
and truth.”

“Upon whom the ends of the world are come *—faith cries
that if Heidegger thinks that meditative thinking (besinnliches
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Denken), when it turns up in this or that thinker, or when
it entrenches itself in high places (a la Plato who dreamt that
when the philosophers or the authentic meditative thinkers rule,
all will be well with this or that city or state or the world),
is going to save us from the curse of calculative thinking and
the degeneracy it engenders in concrete personal and cultural
existence, he is mistaken. He is mistaken for four reasons.

First, because it is not a matter of thought at all, but of fun-
damental attitude, of total personal orientation, of “ the spirit ”
of the thinker which is wholly distinct trom his thought, of his
will (in this sense certainly the will is decisive) , of being—and
it is this that creates the thought, and not the other way round;
and therefore the question is how to bring about this original
being which will itself create the meditative thinking. (Heideg-
ger of course fully agrees with all this.)

Secondly, because the dark, rebellious, destructive, dehu-
manizing pitfalls to which human existence is heir, if they do
not cling to calculative—objectifying thought, as they do today
with such fateful devastation, will cling to something else—
despotism, dictatorship, falsehood, radical hatred of personal
human existence and its inalienable freedom, self-will, degen-
eracy, totalitarianism, whole systems based on hatred, rejection
and force, Therefore Augustine was right in holding that we
shall always have the corrupt city of man side by side with
and around and interpenetrating the city of God, which itself
too is subject to all sorts of infirmities. Thus the city of God
will always be struggling, suffering, getting crucified at the
hands of the city of man and of human corruption in general,
but penetrating and convicting and leavening it all the same;
and thus the worry about the world even as swept and
dominated by calculative thinking is a misplaced worry. The
real worry is about the integrity of the existing city of God, and
about saving one’s own integrity in the midst of the universal
collapse, as Socrates says in the Republic, by taking refuge in a
genuine lee while the storm rages. But unlike Socrates, who
knew nothing about it, the believer knows that, now that “ the
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ends of the world are come upon us” in Jesus Christ, this
shelter, this lee can only be Jesus Christ in the Church.

Thirdly, because, if Christ created the best in Germany and
the West, including the preservation and appropriation of a
purged, i.e., Christened, Graeco-Roman heritage, as well as
meditative thinking itself, then for Germany and the West now
to seek salvation outside this their creator, namely, “to go a—
whoring after other gods,” is demonically rebellious ingratitude,
and therefore they will be denied the salvation they seek.

Fourthly, because, while meditative thinking can rightly be-
wall its lot in the world today, it is intellectual pride, it is a
form of the will to power, nay it is willful usurpation of power,
for meditative thinking to suppose that it can ever save itself,
let alone the world. Without grace and tenderness from above
and from outside, meditative thinking is as doomed as calcula-
tive thinking and as the rest of us. Thus meditative thinking
should either fall on its knees and smite its breast confessing
the sin of arrogance and false self-sufficiency and repenting itself
of it—and I do not expect ever to be treated to the spectacle
of a philosopher, as philosopher, falling on his knees and smiting
his breast and repenting of the sin of intellectual pride—or
stoically and without the slightest hope accept its inevitable
doom.

In What Is Called Thinking? Heidegger suggests an original
relationship (in Part II, Lecture III) between thanking and
thinking. He relates the Old English thencan, to think, to
thancian, to thank. The discussion is ontological and suggestive.

In giving thanks, the heart gives thought to what it has and what
it is.

Original thanking is the thanks owed for being.

We give thanks for something by giving thanks to him whom
we have to thank for it. The things for which we owe thanks are
not things we have from ourselves. They are given to us. We re-
ceive many gifts, of many kinds. But the highest and really most
lasting gift given to us is always our essential nature, with which
we are gifted in such a way that we are what we are only through
it. That is why we owe thanks for this endowment, first and un-
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ceasingly. ... But the thing given to us, in the sense of this dowry,
is thinking. . .. How can we give thanks for this endowment,
the gift of being able to think what is most thought-provoking,
more fittingly than by giving thought to the most thought~pro-
voking? The supreme thanks, then, would be thinking? And the
profoundest thanklessness, thoughtlessness? Real thanks, then,
never consists in that we ourselves come bearing gifts, and merely
repay gift with gift. Pure thanks is rather that we simply think . . .

These are indeed thought-provoking admonitions, so true
and fundamental, especially as addressed to students. Heideg-
ger is saying that the best thanks you can give me is to learn
to think yourselves. The discussion thus stops at the gift for
which we ought to be thankful: our essential nature which is
to think. Apart from whether Heidegger thinks that our es-
sential nature is to think, rather than, in conformity with Leib-
niz, Schelling, Schopenhauer and Nietzsche, to will (and he dis-
cusses or implies this position in many places), in the phe-
nomenology of thanking the “to > is at least as primary as the
“for”: we always owe thanks fo somebody for something.
Heidegger does not move on to the to whom? Are we thankful
to Being for articulating itself through us? This is clearly in
the end a mode of thanking ourselves. This vagueness or silence
on the question of the to whom?, this leaving the matter freisch-
webend, reveals Heidegger’s mystical, Eckhartian monism—
exactly the same type of outlook one finds in Hammarskjold’s
Markings. The personal and interpersonal element fuses or
merges or dissolves into impersonal, mystical cosmologism or
ontologism. Man is alone—he has nobody to whom to give
thanks; therefore he thanks himself, or Being. It would be un-
fair to Heidegger to belabor this point, but the danger of radical
solitude, radical individualism, radical subjectivism, radical
hesitation to express gratitude to a person, exists: one misses
the warmth of the interpersonal element, within which all thank-
fulness moves. Love is more fundamental than thinking or
thanking, and something is inhibiting us when we merely equate
thinking with thanking. It is not for nothing that in the Chris-
tian tradition God is equated with love, and not with thought,
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as with Aristotle—not even with thought as thanks. Whoever
thanked thanking itself? Whoever thanked Being or the uni-
verse or nature or the unheard—-of center or Nothing for his
ability to think or to thank? To thank is to thank somebody,
and ultimately to thank Somebody who is really worthy of
being thanked, and that can only be God. For every human
being we thank is not exactly worthy, and even the quality in
him for which we thank him (his compassion, generosity, hos-
pitality, love, consideration, sympathy, helpfulness) he owes
to somebody beyond himself, and in the end to God. “I thank
God through Jesus Christ our Lord,” cried Paul. The com-
monest phrase on the mouth of everybody in the Middle East
is “ thank God” ; every thanks is ultimately *thank God.” It
is easy for secularized, technologized, progressive, modern, im-
manentized, Western society to make fun of this and to call
it at times “ a relic ” of an old superstition. I am sure, regard-
less of how much it has in fact become a relic, and regardless
of his own position on God, Heidegger would appreciate and
respect the purity and mystery of the original intention of this
phrase. One of my many phenomenological-existential proofs
for the existence of God is that we thank each other all the time,
and we never really mean this thanking to stop at the other per-
son we thank, knowing man’s essential mortality and corrup-
tion. An absolutely lonely person cannot thank nor can he be
thanked. The ratio, just as the thanking, is always social, al-
ways interpersonal. The “ danke,” the “ thank you,” fully un-
derstood, proves the existence of God, or else we are in the end
thanking nobody and nothing. Danke, thank you, therefore
God exists,

Presumably when we speak of “ gift ” and “ giver ” and “ the
things for which we owe thanks are not things we have from
ourselves,” we are not only speaking metaphorically; we are not
speaking ““ as it were ” and “ as if.” Presumably we mean some-
thing solid, no matter how possibly vague and undetermined.
The question then is inevitable: what (not to say “who ™) is
the giver? What (not to say “whom ™) should we thank for



58 CHARLES H, MALIK

the gift? Did the gift “come” from nowhere and nothing?
Presumably it “ came ” from somewhere and something. What
is this source of the gift? Must I just thank Being for it, must
I thank nature, must I thank the “unknown God” of the
Athenians we read about in Acts 177 I know the gift, be it
thinking or willing, but I do not the giver. I know * for what ™
I should be thankful, but I do not know “ to whom or to what ”
I should tender my thanks. And this lands me in the end pre-
cisely in the impersonal, cosmological, monistic mysticism of
the naturalists—a mysticism, to be sure, much more refined
and sophisticated than the mysticism of a Spinoza or a Bertrand
Russell. The Christian thanks the living, personal, given God
for the gift. He knows this source of the gift from faith; but
faith here is not something dark and magical and private. Faith
here includes a thousand different living evidences, especially of
the order of “ trust and love ” among the members of a living
community, the Church, held together by living traditions of
“trust and love ” constituted and sustained by the Holy Spirit
of Jesus Christ. Without the ¢o in the act of thanking, the for
remains wholly unsupported, hanging in mid-air.

* * * * *

Heidegger has a profound nostalgia for God. “ Die Frage
nach dem Sinn des Seins,” is probably the fittest motto of his
whole life. Nietzsche had a similar nostalgia. The two men
simply miss God. On every page of Heidegger I sense this
longing for mystery, this nostalgia for God. He desperately
wants faith, but he does not seem to be able to get it. One
who has eyes to see and ears to hear the hidden melody of his
thought will find Heidegger sharpening, in his own way, almost
to the breaking point, the tension between thought and faith;
he will find him struggling to show that without ground and
mystery and transcendence, without “the beyond,” thought
is dead and forlorn. Being s there, Being ¢s independent—you
only let it speak. The difficulty, the impediment, is not in Being,
but in you. Nietzsche too sharpens this tension, not “ almost ”
to the breaking point but “ precisely ” to the breaking point,
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and beyond. One interpretation of Heidegger—of the ser-
vice he has rendered—is that he is profoundly nostalgic
for a reinterpretation of the profane-pagan tradition in
terms of some religious faith. If this is so then he is faced
with the inexorable double disjunction: either go back to
the faith of your fathers, absorbing and making full use of
the profane tradition without losing any of faith’s most
distinctive elements viz., God, Christ, the Holy Spirit, the
Church, the Resurrection of Christ, the resurrection of the body,
ete.; (Schelling at the end of his life was distinctly groping in
that direction) ; or seek another faith (there are plenty of them
around!) and wholly identify yourself with it; or, if you cannot
return to the faith of your fathers, and you are not satisfied
with any other available faith (and this is part of the greatness
of Heidegger, that he knows that all the faiths that are being
peddled about are not the real thing), then create yourself a
faith of your own. To what degree this third alternative is
possible, is of course the greatest problem for Heidegger. But
one cannot go on indefinitely affirming the profane tradition
and completely extruding faith, leaving only a vague nostalgia
for something. One cannot straddle indefinitely between faith
and reason, in any sense of the term reason, without profound
personal tragedy; neither can reason, in any sense of the term,
ever lead one to faith; but faith, originally given, can, without
compromising its integrity in the slightest, fully appropriate
reason, with whatever mystery reason may point to.

Christ is the target of a whole world—wide movement that
takes many forms, sometimes wholly unknown one to the other,
sometimes enemies of one another for different reasons. It is
like the many-headed hydra of Plato. Anti-Christian atheistic
thought, whether of the militant or of the subtle kind, is only
one tributary of this movement. Other tributaries swelling the
torrent are the return to pre-Christian heathenism and the
quest of the thought and life of the non-Christian paganism of
Asia and Africa. How much this heathenism and this paganism
are adulated today! There are many other tendencies con-
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spiring to the same end. The world simply hates Jesus Christ
because he judges it. How well he knew this from the begin-
ning! “If the world hate you, ye know that it hated me before
it hated you.” “The world cannot hate you; but me it hateth,
because I testify of it, that the works thereof are evil.” (The
“you ” in the two quotations refers to two different audiences.)
How much Christ sees through the philosophers, of all peoples
“in the world ”! Especially the philosophers of Being, who,
sincere as they are in their quest, yet, instead of recognizing,
in humility and adoration, the only Being worthy of the name,
namely, the Being which is wholly other than themselves,
usually end up with seeing only their thought, that is, with
identifying thought and Being, and indeed, their thought and
Being! And so, if the world and the philosophers cannot crucify
Christ again, they will at least banish him, as the Grand In-
quisitor of Dostoyevsky did when he intimated to him that
he should please go away!

While one may see in Nietzsche either ignorance of the
plenitude of grace and certainty which those who know Jesus
Christ experience in their own lives, or a certain perverse will
in relation to Paul and the New Testament, and to Christianity
in general, one cannot suspect either ignorance or perversion
of will in the case of Heidegger. Heidegger cannot possibly be
ignorant or superficial when it comes to Christ, the Church, the
saints, and the Bible. So, while Nietzsche is either ignorant or,
so to speak, possessed, Heidegger is neither the one nor the
other. This is a very strange situation. What is Heidegger’s
state of being then from the Christian point of view? It can
only be being on the way back to faith—full-blooded faith, not
intellectualized faith, not conceptualized faith, not thought-out
faith; but the direct faith of Mary and Peter and Paul and
Augustine and Teresa; faith based on personal knowledge of
Jesus Christ; certainly not the faith of a Bultmann or a Tillich
or even a Kierkegaard, or any of the men now trying to Heideg-
gerize theology instead of theologizing Heidegger. I do not see
any of these men in my mind falling on his knees and smiting
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his breast and shedding tears of love and gratitude for and to
Jesus Christ of Nazareth, as Augustine did in the garden, and
innumerable times afterwards. This is my interpretation of
Heidegger’s constant questioning, his never resting in any posi-
tion, although the illumination of any position he assumes or
thinks through for the time being is simply extraordinary. This
is my interpretation of his perpetual insistence on “the way,”
“the path,” “the movement,” “the stations of the way.”
Heidegger is on the way back to the faith of his fathers. If only
die Kehre, the turn, of Heidegger’s way should turn into die
Umlkehr, the return, in the simple childlike sense of the term—
in the sense of the great conversions, or, better, great “ returns ”
of history—and this despite all doctrines of fate and helpless-
ness, despite Holderlin’s soothing words about “ the enduring
measure common to all ” whereby “ each of us goes toward and
reaches the place that he can” (What Are Poets for?). If in
God’s providence this should happen, then we would have one
of the greatest events of the twentieth century, perhaps even
more important than the event of Solzhenitsyn! This is all in
God’s hands.

CuarLEs HaBiB MALIK
American University of Beirut
Beirut, Lebanon



THE PROBLEM OF BEING IN HEIDEGGER
AND THE SCHOLASTICS

[ ]

N HIS RECENTLY PUBLISHED lecture course at Mar-
burg (1927) entitled The Fundamental Problems of Phe-
nomenology, Martin Heidegger makes the following ob-

servation: *

They have said that my philosophical work is a Catholic phe-
nomenology. Presumably because I am of the opinion that thinkers
such as Thomas Aquinas and Duns Scotus have understood some-
thing about philosophy. (GPdP, 28)

Heidegger goes on to say that there is no such thing as a
Catholic phenomenology, no more than there is a “ Protestant
mathematics.” * Yet it is remarkable nonetheless to us today
that Heidegger would have been popularly thought of as a
Catholic. He was afterwards taken to be an atheist and nowa-
days we are not sure what to think of the place of God in his
thought. The importance of Heidegger’s observation is that it
underlines for us the Catholic scholastic origins of his thought.

Consider these remarkable facts. He was born and educated

11 will use the following abbreviations for the works of Heidegger: GPdP:
Gesamitausgabe, B. 24: Die Grundprobleme der Phinomenologie (Frankfurt:
Klostermann, 1975). (This work is referred to in the body of the article under
the English translation of its title) SZ: Sein und Zeit, 10. Aufl. (Tiibingen:
Niemeyer, 1963). English translation Being and Time, translated Macquarrie and
Robinson (New York: Harper & Row, 1962). N. II: Nietzsche, B. 2 (Pfullingen:
Neske, 1961). English translation in The End of Philosophy, translated Joan
Stambaugh (New York: Harper & Row, 1973). ID: Identity and Difference.
Translated with the German text by Joan Stambaugh (New York: Harper &
Row, 1969). We will cite the German pagination followed by a slash and the
English pagination.

2 Cf. the remark in An Introduction to Metaphysics, translated R. Mannheim
(Garden City, Doubleday, 1961), p. 6, that a Christian philosophy is a square circle.
This is apparently an Husserlian attitude, for whom philosophy is strenge Wis-
senschaft.
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in Catholicism and had studied for a while for the Catholic
priesthood. He was presented for the Ph. D. at Freiburg in 1914,
not by Rickert, under whom he did his major work, but by
Schneider, because the latter was also Catholic.®* He wrote his
Habilitationsschrift in 1916 on Duns Scotus (on the pseudo-
Scotistic de modis significandi) .* His thought was inspired by
the work of an ex-priest—Brentano—on Aristotle’s Meta-
physics—a figure who had also introduced the scholastic idea
of intentionality into modern thought. Brentano’s book had
been given to him by Conrad Gréber, who was to become Arch-
bishop of Freiburg. From 1919-1927 Heidegger lectured on
such topics as: the philosophical foundations of medieval mys-
ticism (he would have a life-long interest in Meister Eckhart),
the philosophy of religion, Augustine and Neoplatonism, Aris-
totle’s De Anima, Physics, Nicomachean Ethics and Rhetoric,
Aristotle and the High Scholastics, and medieval ontology.®

Heidegger’s beginnings are steeped in the Catholic-Aris-
totelian-scholastic tradition, and any understanding of his
thought must take into account his relationship with the
scholastics. The purpose of the present study is to discuss the
relation between Heidegger’s understanding of Being and
scholastic metaphysics. This task will be carried out by
studying the critique which Heidegger makes of the scholastic
theory of essence and existence. This critique is contained in
a lengthy section of The Fundamental Problems of Phe-
nomenology (GPdP, §§ 10-12), a discussion which greatly ex-
pands and facilitates our understanding of the somewhat more

3Paul Hiibnerfeld, In Sachen Heidegger (Miinchen: Paul List Verlag, 1962),
. 4.
? ¢ For a study of Heidegger’'s Duns Scotus book see my “ Phenomenology, Mys-
ticism and the Grammatica Speculativa: A Study of Heldegger’s Habilitations-
schrift,” The Jowrnal of the British Society for Phenomenology 5, no. 2 (May,
1974), 101-17.

®For Heidegger’s lectures from 1915 to 1958 see W. Richardson, Heidegger:
Through Phenomenology to Thought (The Hague: M. Nijhoff, 1962), pp. 663 fi.
For a study of Heidegger and Eckhart see my “ Meister Eckhart and the Later

Heidegger ” in two parts in The Journal of the History of Philosophy XII, 4
(October. 1974), 479-94 and xxiii, 1 (January, 1975), 61-80.
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cryptic presentation which Heidegger makes of the same sub-
ject in his 1941 Nietzsche lectures (N II, 8339-420/1-19) .

The focus of the present study lies in the fact that both
Heidegger and the scholasties, particularly the students of St.
Thomas Aquinas, claim to be the philosophers of Being par
excellence, and each claims that the history of philosophy (in
which each includes the other) is a history in which Being has
been “ forgotten ” or distorted into something which it is not.
What I am interested in more than anything else in these pages
is these conflicting counter-claims. For Heidegger has insisted
that it is only in recognizing the “ ontological difference” be-
tween Being and beings that the “ truth of Being ” can be at-
tained. And the Thomists maintain that only in St. Thomas’s
metaphysics of esse—of the primacy within being (ens) of the
existential act of being—is there a genuine recognition of Being
as Being. For Heidegger, St. Thomas’s distinction between es-
sence and existence lies on “one side” of the ontological dif-
ference and lies therefore in the oblivion of Being. Yet Bernard
Rioux rejoins that St. Thomas has grasped the being (ens)
in its Being (esse) ,* and therefore that he is acutely sensitive to
the ontological difference.

We must however proceed very carefully in attempting this
confrontation. We must not naively assume that when Heideg-
ger says that the distinction between Being and beings supersedes
the distinction between essence and existence, he is speaking
in the same terms as the scholastics and from the same stand-
point. We must be on guard against thinking that he is merely
arguing that we replace one set of metaphysical categories with
another. As Father Richardson writes: ’

. one must be extremely cautious in seeing any correlation be-
tween what Heidegger means by Being and any sense that the
scholastics, such as St. Thomas Aquinas, gave to the term.

¢ Bertrand Rioux, L’Etre et la verité chez Heidegger et Saint Thomas &’Aquin
(Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1963), p. 138.
? Richardson, p. 320, n. 27.
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Because Heidegger’s work is through and through affected by
his phenomenological standpoint, the word “ Sein ” has for him
a radically altered—because phenomenological—meaning. We
are not therefore dealing with a different metaphysical distinc-
tion, but a radically different kind of philosophy of Being.

The overall plan of this study is quite straightforward. In
the first half we will, in an expository way, follow Heidegger’s
critique of scholastic metaphysics. A good deal of this section
will be devoted to his discussion of essence and existence in the
1927 lecture course, The Fundamental Problems of Phe-
nomenology. It will conclude with an examination of the 1941
Nietzsche lectures on the same theme. In the second half of the
study we will make a critical assessment of Heidegger’s charge
against the scholastics. There we will take up explicitly the
question of whether the Thomistic notion of esse lies, as Heideg-
ger claims, in the forgetfulness of Being.

Parr I. HeipEGGER’s CRITIQUE OF THE SCHOLASTIC
THEORY OoF BEING

For reasons that cannot be fully developed here, Heidegger
always maintained that “the fundamental problem of phe-
nomenology ” is the problem of Being. The 1927 lectures are
devoted to a discussion of four main “theses ” that have been
put forward concerning Being: (1) Kant’s thesis that Being is
is not a real predicate; (2) the scholastic thesis that Being is
composed of essence and existence; (3) the thesis of modern
ontology that Being divides into res cogitans and res extensa;
(4) the thesis of the logician that Being is the copula. Kant’s
thesis is related to that of the scholastics; this is evidenced by
the rejection by both Kant and Aquinas of the ontologi-
cal argument. For neither philosopher can real Being be at-
tained merely by knowing the definition of a thing. Both re-
quire a “there is” (Kant’s “position™) or a “judgment”
(Aquinas) in order to attain real being, even the Being of God,
though both philosophers held that God’s essence includes ex-
istence. Kant’s ontology thus is an extension of medieval on-
tology (GPdP, 108-110).
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Heidegger entitles his treatment of the second thesis “The
Thesis of Medieval Ontology, which Goes Back to Aristotle:
Being-what (essentia) and Being-present (ewistentia) Belong to
the Structure of Being of the being.” Two things are of interest
in this title.

(1) The thesis is said to go back to Aristotle. That is a
provocative statement. For there has been a vast literature
issuing from the Thomists and the medievalists which argues
that this particular ontological thesis does not go back to Aris-
totle or to any Greek philosopher. It cannot, it is claimed, be-
cause this thesis was introduced to explain creation, viz., the
contingency in being of the creature, But the Greeks had no
idea of creation and held to the eternity and necessity of the
world. Heidegger does not discuss this point, although he
does mention in passing that Aristotle does not have much
to say about existence. Nonetheless he does have his reasons
for taking this thesis back to Aristotle (and also Plato), which
we shall have occasion to examine below.,

(2) Secondly, the title of the thesis gives us a preliminary
idea of how Heidegger sees the scholastic distinction between
essence and existence in relation to his own “ ontological dif-
ference.” Essence and existence belong to “the Structure of
Being of the being” (die Semnsverfassung eines Seienden).
Accordingly essence and existence belong on the “ Being » side
of the Being-being distinction. Thus they represent an “ articu-
lation ” of Being, or what the scholastics would call the “ com-
position ” of Being (GPdP, 109). We might graphically repre-
sent the two distinctions as follows:

Heidegger Sein | Seiendes
scholastics essence | existence |

Let us now turn to the body of Heidegger’s 1927 text to see
how Heidegger works out his interpretation of scholastic meta-
physics in detail.
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Aquinas, Scotus and Suarez.

Heidegger begins his discussion by differentiating three dif-
ferent positions concerning essence and existence that have been
historically taken by the scholastics. For while all the scholas-
tics agree that in God (ens a se) essence and existence are
identical, there is a longstanding controversy among them as
to how this distinction applies to creatures (ens ab alio) . Here
there are three major schools of thought: (1) Aquinas (Do-
minicans): “real distinction”; (2) Scotus (Franciscans):
“formal distinction ”; (8) Suarez (Jesuits): * distinction of
reason.” What is interesting about this discussion is the slight
tilt which Heidegger shows—within the parameters of the
scholastic debate—towards Suarez’s position. He rightly says,
citing in this connection Giles of Rome, that the core of the
Thomistic position is that, if the real distinction between es-
sence and existence is not maintained, it would be impossible
to explain the being of creatures and how their being differs
from God’s (GPdP, 28-31). Concerning Scotus, Heidegger ex-
pounds his theory that essence and existence represent different
aspects—itruly different but not separable aspects—of the seli-
same concrete being, these aspects being called by Scotus
“modalities ” or ““ formalities ” (distinctio formalis a parte rez)
(GPdP, 131-2)

But Suarez is afforded the most attention by Heidegger
(GPdP, 182-9). One can of course only speculate as to how
much Heidegger’s preference for Suarez is affected by his own
brief excursion with the Jesuits. Heidegger credits Suarez with
having a decisive influence on modern philosophy, as having
communicated the main tenets of medieval ontology to the
modern period (GPdP, 112; SZ, 22/43-4; N II, 418/17). In
particular Suarez first made the distinction between meta-
physica generalis (ontologia) and metaphysica specialis which
exercised such a decisive influence on Wolff and Baumgarten,
and through them on Kant and Hegel. General metaphysics

3] am assuming in these pages that the reader is already familiar with the

scholastic tradition and I am concentrating my attention on what is distinctive
about Heidegger’s interpretation of the scholastics,
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deals with the concept of being in general, and special meta-
physics with particular beings. Indeed I do not believe we
would be too far astray in finding traces of this distinction in
Heidegger’s own “ ontological difference.” For this is a distine-
tion between Being—which is to be met with only in Dasein’s
“ understanding of Being ”—and beings. Being is not any ex-
isting, particular being and must never be confused with such;
Being is rather that upon which beings are projected in order
to be understood in their Being. Being must be understood be-
fore beings, even as general metaphysics precedes special meta-
physics. Thus “fundamental ontology ”—the inquiry into
Dasein’s understanding of Being—precedes the metaphysics
which is to be built up upon it and which will deal with par-
ticular, existing beings (the regional ontologies) .°

Suarez’s position on essence and existence, Heidegger says,
“{s the most suited for carrying out a phenomenological exposi-
tion of the problem ” (GPdP, 185) because Suarez approaches
the problem on the level of experience. Suarez, we will recall,
argued that one could only make a conceptual distinction be-
tween essence and existence in created beings. If one considers
the actual, existing concrete being then it is clear that the
two principles are identical. For a thing is not real by some-
thing other than itself. Because Suarez’s views are inspired by
considering what concretely exists, his standpoint is closer to
the phenomenological one, to first-hand seeing, to an “intuitive
look ” at the created being. Aquinas, on the other hand, pro-
ceeds “conceptually ” from the idea of what a created being
must be if it is to be intelligible. From Heidegger’s phenom-
enological standpoint, Aquinas’s view represents more of a
‘theory’ which attempts a conceptual interpretation of the
“idea” of a created being.**

®See Heidegger, Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics, translated J. Churchill
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1962), § 2, on Heidegger’s interpretation
of the distinction between general and special metaphysics in terms of his own
“ ontological difference.”

1% Heidegger’s attribution of a more existential approach to Suarez against a
more conceptual-abstract approach in Aquinas must be particularly painful to
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The Genetic Origins of the Scholastic Distinction.

Scholastic metaphysics is a good example of what the phe-
nomenologists call “objectivism,” viz., a theory in which all
reference to the thinking subject is excluded in order to bring
a pure object into view. Objectivism is the theory of the ob-
jective thing in itself. Theoretical physics—for the scientific
realist at least—is another example. Thus scholasticism and
mathematical physics originate for the phenomenologist in a
similar frame of mind. (We recall Pascal’s complaint about the
God of the philosophers versus the God of Abraham). Phe-
nomenologists reject objectivism on the basis of their theory
of intentionality, according to which every object is an object
for consciousnes; every objective property is a clue to a sub-
jective activity in which it is constituted. Now both Heidegger
and Husser! in his later works argued for a “ genetic phe-
nomenology,” viz., a phenomenological analysis which would
trace every theoretical object back to the foundational ac-
tivities (Urstiftungen) in the life of the subject from which
these objects first originated and received their meaning. Thus
Husserl traced the origin of pure geometry back to the life-
world of the first geometers, to their need to measure (metros)
the earth (geos) in order to build, farm, travel, ete.**

Heidegger undertakes here just such an analysis of the origin
of the scholastic distinction between essence and existence. In
his Habilitationsschrift, under the influence of Dilthey’s Wel-
tanschauung philosophy, Heidegger traced the medieval doctrine
of the analogy of being back to the amplitude of experience
of medieval man, i.e., to the presence in his experience of the
supersensible realm of beings—of the soul, angels and God.*?
In The Fundamental Problems of Phenomenology Heidegger

Gilson and his followers who contrast Suarez’s philosophy of essence with Aquinas’s
philosophy of existence.

11 Edmund Husserl, The Crisis of European Sciences and Transcendental Phe-
nomenology, translated David Carr (Evanston: Northwestern University Press,
1970), “ The Origin of Geometry,” pp. 853 ff.

12 Martin Heidegger, Frithe Schriften (Frankfurt: Xlostermann, 1972), $350-1.
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situates the origin of essence and existence in human produc-
tivity and making (Herstellen) . This is carried out as follows.
For the scholastics existence is actualitas, but actualitas is
related to agere, the act in which something actual is brought
forth. In German existentia is translated as “ Wirklichkeit
which is related back to the verb “ wirken” (to effect or pro-
duce) . Thus Giles says that esse is impressed upon essence in
order to bring it forth as a being. Now a being is constituted
as an actuality for the scholastic inasmuch as it is created,
brought forth, produced (hergestellt). Existence refers back
to the divine act of making (GPdP, 143-8).

Essence too operates within the same conceptual framework.
For the essence of a thing is that which gives a thing its ‘look’
(eidos) . For the Greeks eidos is the exemplar (Vorbild) for
the formation (bilden) of what is patterned after it (Gebilde) .
The exemplar is how what is produced looks before it is pro-
duced. Hence the definition of essence as quod quid erat esse,
that which a thing was to be (GPdP, 151). Again, the word
morphé, which belongs to the order of essence, sounds the
motif of that which is stamped or formed according to a certain
pattern (GPdP, 149-151).

Both essence and existence refer back to the idea of what
is produced: essence is the look which the thing to be produced
has; existence is actually being brought forth. But the con-
ceptual framework of producing and making leads back to
Dasein’s own concrete Being-in-the-world. For Dasein lives its
everyday life within the horizon of a world of tools and instru-
ments, of things which Dasein makes and uses (Zeuge, Ge-
brauchsdinge) , whether these things be actual products of his
(farm tools, e.g.) or that which, being *already there,” he
uses (the farmer’s field itself) (GPdP, 152-3). This conception
of Being within which Dasein lives his daily life is what Heideg-
ger calls “being ready to hand” (Zuhandensein), i.e., Being
which is accessible to Dasein’s use.® Dasein itself, in its pre-

% Notice how Heidegger’s idea of “ Zuhandensein ” overlaps the traditional dis-
tinction between “ nature” and “art.”



HEIDEGGER AND THE SCHOLASTICS 71

ontological understanding of Being, supplies the horizon within
which beings can be conceived or made (or used). Accordingly
Dasein itself supplies the horizon within which Being is inter-
preted in scholastic metaphysics, in which the Being of God
is determined as the creator (Hersteller) and the beings around
us are determined as “ created ” (hergestellt) .

Thus the ideas of essence and existence take their origin from
the subjective-existential sphere; they have their “birth cer-
tificate,” to use Kant’s expression (GPdP, 140), in Dasein’s
concrete life. But this genetic origin was forgotten by the
scholastics, and that is what makes scholastic “ objectivism ”
possible. Like every objectivism it is naiveté, forgetfulness
(GPdP, 155). Producing (Herstellen) is that by which some-
thing is brought forth so that it may stand there by itself
(fiir sich steht: GPdP, 152). But once it is set forth we tend
to forget that and how it was put there. We stand back and
behold it. On the side of the subject, the practical life which
produces is replaced by the theoretical look of the observer. On
the side of the object the being takes on the look of the ready-
made, the finished, the in-itself (GPdP, 159-60). Being-in-itself
is really Being which has been “ released ” and “ set free ” from
its subjective origin. Thus even as the origins of geometry
were forgotten, and the structures of geometry were taken over
as ready-made by Galileo and the practitioners of the new
science, even so the life-world origin of the ideas of essence and
existence dropped out of sight. Essence and existence are then
taken to mean objective structures of Being which have nothing
to do with the conscious subject out of whose concrete life they
are first born.

In Heidegger’s view, ancient ontology was “ tailor made ”
(GPdP, 168) to the needs of medieval Christian philosophy
and theology. All its basic concepts—morphé, hylé, eidos,
energeia, ousie—move within the horizon of Herstellen. To be
sure the ancients lacked the idea of creation exr mihilo. But
the fundamental horizon of its ontology, the pre-ontological
framework within which its basic concepts were framed, was
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that of making. Thus, even though the concepts of ancient on-
tology were modified by the medievals, the scholastics still
remained within the fundamental “understanding of Being”
which existed in antiquity. The changes made by the scholas-
tics were ontic. They made new assertions about beings: the
demiurge and prime mover were replaced by a creator-God;
the psyché of Plato and Aristotle became the medieval anima,
the bearer of immortal life; they added the whole economy of
sin and redemption and the angelic order. But what Being
itself meant derived from antiquity: that which, being made
according to a pattern, stands forth finished and—to the ob-
server—ready-made.

Heidegger’s interpretation must indeed appear most provoca-
tive to the medievalists, and Thomists in particular, for whom
the idea of esse represents a distinctive and original principle
in Thomistic metaphysics, a principle which sets Thomas off
once and for all from Greek ontology. For Heidegger, the notion
of esse is but an extension of Greek ontology which leaves the
basic framework of Greek ontology untouched. We shall have
occasion to return to this idea below in our critical evaluation
of Heidegger’s interpretation (Part II). But for the moment
we should point out that in his later writings Heidegger modifies
this view. In the Nietzsche lectures he will still regard the doe-
trines of essence and existence as belonging to the metaphysics
of making, but he will then say this metaphysics was distinctive-
ly medieval, not Greek. This too will be discussed below.

The Articulation of Being and the Ontological Difference.

Heidegger next raises the question of the relationship of this
distinction to his own “ ontological difference.” He approaches
this problem by criticizing the applicability of these categories
to Dasein. Dasein, he says, does not answer to the question
of ‘what’ (quid) is it, but to the question of ‘ who’ is it. It is
inappropriate to speak of the “ whatness” or * quiddity ” of
Dasein. Nor is Dasein’s existence mere existentia (Vorhanden-
heit) , having-been-brought-forth. On the contrary, Dasein is
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the thrown and “factical ” being whose Being is an issue for
itself. Neither category befits Dasein. In place of essentia
one must speak of Dasein’s being-a-self (Selbstsein); Dasein
is always ‘I myself’ (Jemeinigkeit), whether in the mode of
being faithful to itself (Eigentlichkeit) or not (Uneigentlich-
keit). And in place of existentia one must speak of Dasein’s
“facticity.” ** Essence and existence are categories of things
and fit under a more general distinction between ‘how’ a
thing is and ‘that’ it is. We may diagram this as follows:

] Dasein Non-Dasein
How Selfhood (Werheit) Essence (Washeit)
That Facticity | Existence

In Being and Time Heidegger says that the “ essence ” of Dasein
lies in its “existence” (SZ, 42/67). But he puts the word
essence in quotes, to differentiate it from the traditional idea,
and he uses “ Existenz” in the Kierkegaardian sense, which
is sharply differentiated from exzistentia. Thus he uses the lan-
guage of the tradition to say something quite untraditional. I
think the sentence-—the traditional definition of God—is meant
to have something of a shock value and, in its paradoxicality,
to draw attention to Heidegger’s new concept of Dasein.

‘How’ and ‘ that’ thus constitute the basic “ articulation
of Being. This distinction is itself differentiated according to
the various kinds or regions of beings to be considered. We may
diagram this as follows:

Being (Sein) beings (Seiendes)

that how
Dasein Facticity Selthood individual Dasein
Vorhandensein | ewistentia essentia individual things

14 Despite what Heidegger says here this two-fold articulation of Dasein’s Being
is a Procrustean bed into which Dasein does not suitably fit. Dasein has a three-
fold temporal structure.
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