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Abstract

This thesis concerns the highly contested relationship between Martin Heidegger’s articulation of
authentic Dasein and the nationalism of some of Heidegger’s contemporaries. While granting their shared
hostility to liberalism, “levelling down,” cosmopolitanism, and materialism, this thesis concludes that
Heidegger’s pursuit of an authentic temporal and spatial relation to Being is impeded by this nationalism.
From this thesis, a Heideggerian conception of authenticity emerges which has certain admirable
qualities—leading us away from dishonest or propagandistic historical myth-making and from a
chauvinistic deification of one’s national inheritance at the expense of curiosity about anything different.
However, this thesis also highlights the dangers that are inherent to foundational aspects of Heidegger’s
thought- in particular an innate tendency towards exclusion, indifference to suffering, apologetics for
tyranny, and antisemitism. Heidegger’s though is distanced from the primordialist nationalist’s conception
of origins as foundations of character and situation, their mytho-historical narratives of national greatness,
and their promise of eternity through sacrifice in the name of the nation. Instead, Heidegger calls us to a
form of authenticity that emerges both from the unfolding of the historical consciousness of one’s people
and from the temporal unfolding of the experience of Being. One is also compelled to reject the
primordialist nationalist conception of the political space, their chauvinistic cultural particularism and their
reverential relation to the local. An authentic spatiality, this thesis finds, depends upon being able to
balance the need to belong alongside one’s fellows in one’s home and the capacity of thinking persons to
strike out from home and venture into a strange and unnerving conceptual space where the nature of Being
is in question. Authentic belonging, we find, depends upon our being able to dwell in the “in-between” of

these distinct modalities of Being.



Contents

1. FEigentlichkeit and the Question of Heidegger’s Nationalism

2. Methodology

Part One: Time

3. Origins
4. Taking up the Mantle
5. Death

6. The Uses and Abuses of Memory

Entr’acte

7. Pathways and Perdition

Part Two: Space

8. To Sojourn in Syracuse?
9. The House of Being
10. Mitsein and Community

11. The Wanderer and the Heimat

Conclusions

il

24

55

80

104

130

156

185

209

231

258

285



v

Abbreviations

Heidegger Barres
PMD Poetically Man Dwells FF The Faith of France
AAH Avowal to Adolf Hitler LTM La Terre et les Morts
AOW The Age of the Worldview oG Officers and Gentlemen
AWP The Age of the World Picture SDN Scenes et Doctrines du Nationalisme: Tome 1
BC Basic Concepts TEF Les Traits Eternels de la France
BDT Building, Dwelling, thinking Jiinger
BF The Bremen and Freiburg Lectures GO A German Officer in Occupied Paris: The War Journals
BT Being and Time (0))) On Danger
CL Creative Landscapes: Why I stay in the Provinces SoS Storm of Steel
CLS The Call to Labour Service ™ The Total Mobilization
CPE Contributions to Philosophy (From Enowing) T™W The Worker: Dominion and Form
DL A Dialogue on Language Mann
DT Discourse on Thinking D Thomas Mann: Diaries 1918-1939
EHF The Essence of Human Freedom OGR On the German Republic
EoG On the Essence of Ground R Reflections of a Nonpolitical Man
EOP The End of Philosophy and the Task of Thinking TIW Thoughts in Wartime
FCM The Fundamental Concepts of Metaphysic Péguy
FF Follow the Fiihrer A L’Argent
GS German Students AS L’Argent Suite
GSW The German Student as Worker C Clio
H Hegel CR Courrier de Russie
HG Hegel and the Greeks CRM Compte Rendu de Mandat
HGR Hélderlin’s Hymns “Germania” and “the Rhine” CcQ Cahiers de la Quinzaine
HHI Holderlin’s Hymn “The Ister.” DLR De la Raison
HPS Hegel's Phenomenology of Spirit DPL Discours pour la Liberté
M Introduction to Metaphysics EDM Un Essai de Monopole
INSUM Interpretation of Nietzsche's Second Untimely Meditation
JPW Karl Jaspers’s Psychology of Worldviews JC De Jean Coste
KPM Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics LG Louis de Gonzagues
KTB Kant's Thesis about Being LP Lettre du Provincal
L Language LSP Les Suppliants Parall¢les
LiP Language in the Poem MSD Avertissement A: Angasarian, Le Monde sans Dieu
LoH Letter on Humanism NC Notre Conjointe
LSU Labour Service and the University NJ Notre Jeunesse
MSM
M Modern Science, Metaphysics, and Mathematics NP Notre Patrie
MWO My Way to Phenomenology NT Un Nouveau Théologien M. Fernand Laudet
NHS Nature, History, State PCS Préparation de Congres Socialiste National
NL The Nature of Language II:’IM Parti Intellectuel dans le Monde Moderne




OGSU Only a God can save us: the Spiegel interview (1966) PM Pour Moi

0OQB On the Question of Being RPP Reprise Politique Parlementaire
OWA The Origin of the Work of Art TFD Textes Formant Dossier

PDT Plato's Doctrine of Truth Arendt
PL Selected “Problems” of “Logic” ATH At Table with Hitler

Phenomenology and Theology Concern with Politics in Recent European Philosophical

PT CPEP  Thought

PWIM  Postscript to "What is Metaphysics?" HC The Human Condition

QCT The Question Concerning Technology HF Heidegger the Fox

QoB The Question of Being IH The Image of Hell

SAGU The Self-Assertion of the German University NF Nightmare and Flight

SR Science and Reflection oT The Origins of Totalitarianism

TB On Time and Being SFI The Seeds of a Fascist International
Understanding and Politics (The Difficulties of

TBWP The Beginning of Western Philosophy UP Understanding)

TT The Thing WEP What is Existential Philosophy?

Ttu The Turning Camus

UNR The University Under the New Reich.”

w Words FK Hope and the Absurd in the Work of Franz Kafka

WCT What Calls for Thinking? MoS The Myth of Sisyphus

WICT What is Called Thinking?

WIM What is Metaphysics?
WON The Word of Nietzsche
WPF What are Poets For?
WTL The Way to Language

ZEJ Zu Ernst Jiinger




The Shield of Achilles

She looked over his shoulder
For vines and olive trees,
Marble well-governed cities
And ships upon untamed seas,
But there on the shining metal
His hands had put instead
An artificial wilderness
And a sky like lead.

A plain without a feature, bare and brown,

No blade of grass, no sign of neighbourhood,
Nothing to eat and nowhere to sit down,

Yet, congregated on its blankness, stood

An unintelligible multitude,
A million eyes, a million boots in line,
Without expression, waiting for a sign.

Out of the air a voice without a face

Proved by statistics that some cause was just
In tones as dry and level as the place:

No one was cheered and nothing was
discussed;

Column by column in a cloud of dust
They marched away enduring a belief
Whose logic brought them, somewhere else, to
grief.

She looked over his shoulder
For ritual pieties,

White flower-garlanded heifers,
Libation and sacrifice,

But there on the shining metal
Where the altar should have been,
She saw by his flickering forge-light

Quite another scene.

Barbed wire enclosed an arbitrary spot

Where bored officials lounged (one cracked a
joke)
And sentries sweated for the day was hot:

A crowd of ordinary decent folk

Watched from without and neither moved nor
spoke
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As three pale figures were led forth and bound
To three posts driven upright in the ground.

The mass and majesty of this world, all
That carries weight and always weighs the
same
Lay in the hands of others; they were small
And could not hope for help and no help came:
What their foes liked to do was done, their
shame
Was all the worst could wish; they lost their
pride
And died as men before their bodies died.

She looked over his shoulder
For athletes at their games,
Men and women in a dance
Moving their sweet limbs
Quick, quick, to music,
But there on the shining shield
His hands had set no dancing-floor
But a weed-choked field.

A ragged urchin, aimless and alone,
Loitered about that vacancy; a bird
Flew up to safety from his well-aimed stone:
That girls are raped, that two boys knife a
third,
Were axioms to him, who'd never heard
Of any world where promises were kept,
Or one could weep because another wept.

The thin-lipped armorer,
Hephaestos, hobbled away,
Thetis of the shining breasts
Cried out in dismay
At what the god had wrought
To please her son, the strong
Iron-hearted man-slaying Achilles
Who would not live long.

(W.H. Auden, The Shield of Achilles, 1955)



FEigentlichkeit and the Question of Heidegger’s Nationalism

§ A Plain Without a Feature

In W.H Auden’s “The Shield of Achilles,” Thetis looks over the shoulder of Hephaestos, at the shield he
has forged for Achilles. Thetis looks at the shield, expecting to find depictions of “ritual pieties, white
flower-garlanded heifers, libation and sacrifice” but instead finds “a voice without face” which “proved
by statistics that some cause was just” to columns of faceless beings— who march away “enduring a belief
whose logic brought them, somewhere else, to grief.” Auden feared that a calculative form of rationalism
could alienate us from ritual, tradition, and history— denying us the spiritual wealth that our ancestors
enjoyed. Similarly, Thetis expects “vines and olive trees, marble well-governed cities and ships upon
untamed seas,” but finds instead “a plain without a feature, bare and brown, no blade of grass, no sign of
neighbourhood.” Auden conveyed, here, an anxiety that we have irreversibly lost a holistic relationship
between the natural and man-made worlds, resulting in our alienation from nature. Worst of all, the beings
that populate this wasteland have been transformed. Where Thetis sough “athletes at their games, men and
women in a dance” she found instead “an unintelligible multitude, a million eyes, a million boots in line,
without expression, waiting for a sign.” Where once there was authentic fellowship, forged by our dancing
and playing together, there is instead an undifferentiated mass of human material waiting to be hurled into
the maw of the industrialized war-machine. The experience of such people is entirely depersonalized, they
are merely resources to be used by others. The denizens of Hephaestos’ nightmarish polis have been robbed

of any authentic bond to the place where they belong, in favour of bare life in a featureless wasteland.

Though Auden is associated with the left, the anxieties he expressed often find a political home
today on the right. The way in which these concerns are linked— critics would say hijacked— by the right
is best demonstrated by Georgia Meloni’s “lo sonno Giorgia” speech. In this speech, Meloni predicts the
reduction of Italians to “perfect consumer slaves,” robbed of any authentic identity.! This results, she

argues, from an attack on specific loci of identity— nation, religion, gender— and the reduction of Italians
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to “category X, category y.”? In this, Meloni evokes the cris-de-ceeur— long heard in Germany, France,
the UK® and, increasingly, in Canada*: that “we have become strangers in our own lands.” This
estrangement is sometimes blamed, for example by right-wing commentator Carl Benjamin, on
“liberalism” reducing us to interchangeable blank slates who are everywhere the same.® In David
Goodhart’s terminology, we are being transformed from “somewhere” into “anywheres”® and— so the

7 Meloni argues that her movement inspires fear on the

rallying cry goes— “we want our country back.
part of the “elites” because Italians “do not want to be numbers” and will “defend the value of the human
being”— each of us being unique.® Meloni will resist this estrangement, she vows, by defending “God,
country, and family”— three sources of authenticity which she feels “disgust” her enemies.” However, one
who would see Meloni as the avatar of an Auden-inspired resistance to alienation should consider the
penultimate claim of this speech— where she vows that “we will never be slaves and simple consumers at
the mercy of financial speculators.”!® The reference to “financial speculators,” with its undeniably Nazi
undertones— coupled with Brothers of Italy’s historical links to fascism and Meloni’s obfuscatory
behaviour''— raises a disturbing possibility. The form of politics that profits today from anxiety about
belonging might lead us to the horrors that Auden— an inveterate enemy of totalitarianism— deplored.
Thinking through this paradox inspired this dissertation, which interrogates the relationship between
philosophical debates about authentic belonging and right-wing nationalist politics. This thesis will argue
that though one might be tempted to look to nationalism as a way to re-establish the pre-modern idyll that

Auden’s Thetis sought upon the shield of Achilles, the greater likelihood is that nationalism is no more

able than Hephaestos to bring it about.
§ Authenticity

Theodore Adorno— in The Jargon of Authenticity— described a cult of authenticity'? which depends upon
the irrational'* embrace of authenticity as a good.!* Andrew Potter, in The Authenticity Hoax, went further,

claiming that “the quest for authenticity has— at best— amounted to a centuries long exercise in rainbow-
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chasing.”!® Nevertheless, this remains a rainbow that many continue to pursue. Charles Taylor reminds us
that there is a “powerful moral idea at work here, however debased and travestied its expression might
be.”!® This study explores authenticity as theorized by Martin Heidegger, whose critique of technology
articulated many of the anxieties discussed above. Authenticity was not born with Heidegger,!” but he
provided perhaps the most protracted and influential exploration of it. While, as Richard E. Palmer notes,
some see Heidegger as a “crank,”!® there is a broad acknowledgement that Heidegger was among the
greatest of philosophers— calling into question the “underlying view of language [...] the character and
goals of thinking, and the definitions of truth” that so many assumed axiomatic.!” Few dispute Pettigrew
and Raffoul’s contention that Heidegger’s ideas have affected myriad academic disciplines and fields—
“first and foremost phenomenology, but also ethics, esthetics, theology,?® theories of action (Ricceur),

gender theory, philosophies of technology and of the environment.”?!

Heidegger outlined a way of conceptualizing our belonging both to the tactile world of things and
people and to the world of abstract concepts and philosophical questions. Heidegger also provided a
fascinating conception of community, defined by the balancing of concern for the wider world with
embeddedness in the part of that world which we share with our fellows. Importantly, Heidegger’s
conception of authentic belonging does not depend upon mythmaking, propagandistic calls for the
dissolution of the individual into the collective, incuriosity about difference, or dogmatic reverence for the
traditional. Heidegger makes a compelling case for the importance of art and poetry— sadly undervalued
in our time— and inspires us to question how we love and care for our home without losing our curiosity
about the unfamiliar. Finally, Heidegger always called us back to questioning— it being the piety of

thought. One does well to heed this call. There are areas, though, where Heidegger’s legacy is troubling.

One cannot observe “patriots” brandishing the Swastika (the symbol of a historical enemy) without
concluding that ours in an age of forgetfulness. One might look for salvation to Heidegger— for example

to his conception of historical thrownness— but, of course, Heidegger himself embraced the Swastika and
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did so in part because of his historical sensibility.?? Similarly, his localism and centring of the natural
world could function as the basis for a potent environmentalism but also interacts with a discourse of
rootedness whose sinister potentialities we know all-too-well. Heidegger’s thought can inspire aloofness
regarding the less fortunate, a lack of ethical restraint, a tendency towards dictatorial politics, an
indifference to practical concerns. Furthermore, Heidegger’s powerful argument about the nature of
community carries within itself justifications for exclusion and can legitimize prejudice and, most notably,
antisemitism. Heidegger embodies both the promise and the pitfalls of this challenging but intriguing way
of thinking about belonging. The Heidegger of humility, listening, dwelling, and questioning portrayed by
Jeff Malpas® is the same Heidegger who provides ammunition to far-right ethno-nationalists. As David
Tabachnick notes: it can appear as though there are two Heideggers— an “apolitical” scholar who
advocates “personal freedom from an oppressive, ‘inauthentic’ society; and the foremost philosopher of
the Nazi party.”?* This complexity, though, enhances the insight offered by Heidegger— opening a
window into the inter-related virtues and vices of authenticity discourse. Heidegger is an illuminating
interlocutor, not in spite of his failings but because of them. This complexity is reflected in the scholarship
concerning the relationship between Heidegger’s thought and nationalism. In the coming analysis of that
scholarship, we will also find clarity regarding the central questions that will guide this study: The nature
of the community to which we primarily belong, the relationship between nationalism and authentic

belonging and the place of nationalism in Heidegger’s idiosyncratic vision of the history of philosophy.
§ Heidegger and Nationalism: Perspectives on an Ambiguous Association

The political implications of Heidegger’s thought— in particular, its compatibility with nationalist, far-
right, fascist, or reactionary politics— have fascinated and divided Heidegger scholars in equal measure.
There is no consensus that Heidegger’s thought Aad political content— and even this apoliticality can be
interpreted differently, as quietism or as an aristocratic disdain for everyday politics— which itself has

political implications. Beyond this, the scholarship concerning the relationship between Heidegger’s



thought and nationalism can be divided into those parts that portray Heidegger’s thought as either
essentially or strategically ambiguous about politics, those that portray it as fundamentally nationalistic

and those that, on the contrary, portray it as incompatible with— even antithetical to— nationalism.

It should first be noted that the matter of Heidegger’s Nazism, which is perhaps the foremost pre-
occupation of Heidegger scholarship, is discussed in a later chapter. Our survey of the literature proceeds
as follows: We begin by comparing the claim that Heidegger was strategically ambiguous in order to
conceal his true intentions with the claim that Heidegger was genuinely ambivalent about nationalism.
Then, the question of whether Heidegger can be considered a political thinker is broached, with “quietist”
readings compared with those that interpret his thought as a direct political intervention. Finally, the part
of the literature to which this study most directly contributes, that questioning Heidegger’s nationalism, is

discussed— comparing the pro and anti-nationalist interpretations of Heidegger’s thought.

Heidegger’s Ambiguity

One must acknowledge the ambiguous nature of Heidegger’s writing— upon which a significant
scholarship focuses. For example, Palmer argues that Heidegger’s political prescriptions “resist
categories” and remain suggestive rather than overt.>> This leads Thomas Sheehan to conclude that
Heidegger does not “encourage you to work to change the direction of history.”?® For Pierre Bourdieu,
Heidegger’s obscurantism was in the defence of the status quo, dragging debates that challenge the
“dominant ideology” into a morass of impenetrable jargon which takes us nowhere.?’” Heidegger, for
Bourdieu, was a master of this dark art— a thinker who could drag the language of “care” from the concrete
ground of social welfare policies into an overcomplicated, politically ineffectual parlour game.?® Worse
yet, this makes the mere discussion of care inaccessible to anybody lacking an expensive philosophical
229

education— enforcing a lexicon of philosophy which excludes ordinary “syntax, lexicon, and references

such that philosophy becomes a luxury product accessible only to the fortunate. However, the larger part
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of the literature takes this ambiguity to be a sincere expression of a complicated relationship with politics

in Heidegger’s thought.

This essential ambiguity can mean, as it does for Jason Blakely, that Heidegger’s thought is not
calling us to any particular form of politics. The “Da-sein is arguably as free to become a fascist as a
monarchist, socialist, or republican” because “authenticity as such does nothing to determine the outcome
of political reasoning or judgements.””*® Thus, while authenticity guides our questioning it does not dictate
the answers. This echoes a point made by both Jonathan Dronsfield and Riidiger Safranski: that Heidegger
was more concerned with the art of questioning rather than with answers.>! What matters is that we pose
the correct questions— that we are, as Beatrice Han-Pile puts it, “free in the pressing ahead of a particular
possibility” not that we pursue any “specific ontic content for that possibility.”*? This is what Richard

Rorty identifies as hermeneutic modesty— discouraging fanaticism and promoting openness.>?

What Rorty sees as open-mindedness, though, is elsewhere characterized as ambivalence. In some
readings, such as that of Stuart Elden, this resembles the tumultuous coexistence of “words that cannot fail
to carry political overtones”™— “people (Volk), homeland, soil (Boden), earth”— and criticisms of
“contemporary snivelling about national character, blood, and soil.”** Though Elden concludes that this
tension resolves in favour of a Holderlin inspired attachment to a mythic “Heimaf” over and above “the
mighty fatherland (“Vaterland”),”’ it is clear that there is a duality in Heidegger’s thought. At times, he
threw himself into the nationalistic fervour of his time and at others remained aloof. Theodore Kisiel
argued that this ambivalence is reflected in the Heideggerian term: Bodenstandigkeit— which speaks to a
rootedness grounded in a mythological relationship between a people and a place. This would resonate in
a particular way with his German audience,* but Heidegger did not link it to the nation state and, Kisiel
thought, was as likely proposing regional localism as nationalism.?” This is a common interpretation, with
Malpas noting that Heidegger’s understanding of dwelling undeniably ties us to a particular “location [...]

in which we are ourselves taken up” but the question of the precise nature and shape of this place is



7
“constantly put anew.”*® Again, like Kisiel, Malpas identifies an ambivalence in Heidegger’s thought
about the viability of any politicization of spatial rootedness. David Kolb criticizes this as a failure to
clarify how different levels of locale interact,® leaving us confused about the relation between world,

nation, and region.

The fact that we are left in suspense on this point is not always seen as a failing of Heidegger’s
thought, in fact for many the mystery is precisely the point. In turning us, as Martin Nitsche puts it, “from
emptiness to openness,”*” Heidegger can be seen as pushing us towards an embrace of not-yet-knowing.
Andrew Mitchell sees this as an evolution in Heidegger’s thought, with Heidegger seeing ambiguous
language as a necessary evil in Being and Time but embracing it as an essential part of the encounter with
truth and concealment by the time of the Contributions to Philosophy (From Enowing).*! Jason Winfree

3

too believes that Heidegger’s “voice” became more unconventional, increasingly unmoored from
conventional grammar** as time went on. What Bourdieu saw as obscurantism would then become a
linguistic subtlety. In this context, Heidegger’s esoteric language ceases to seem a vice. However, it is not
necessarily apolitical. Safranski saw Heidegger’s idiosyncratic language as an ideological revolt on behalf
of the “beautiful, good, and true” against the “false soulfulness, grand phrases, and sham profundity” of
the liberal order and its “culture of hollow exaltation.”*® Alternatively, one might turn to the image of the
gadfly, and Heidegger would appear as, borrowing Catherine Zuckert’s term,** a post-modern Plato—
challenging the assumptions of the powerful. As Merleau-Ponty argued, Heidegger’s thought is “in essence
a thinking of aletheia, understood as emerging latency, never unhidden altogether, and in that sense, as
“mystery.””* As Jean-Luc Nancy noted, the world provides “no value, no ideal floating above anyone’s
concrete, everyday existence™® from which we can derive a sense of what ought to be done.

Simultaneously, a request emanates from our very Being demanding that we make sense of our existence,*’

including wishing to grasp what projects— including political ones— we should participate in.



Whether Heidegger’s ambiguity is a cynical ploy or reflective of a genuine ambivalence, it would
be a mistake to iron it out, for it is fundamental to a proper understanding of Heidegger’s work. Fred
Dallmayr was correct to assert the “inadequacy of a univocal or monolithic image of Heidegger.”*® We
should not force a choice between, in Waller Newell’s words, a Heidegger who “made over his philosophy
heart and soul” to the worst political excesses of his time and an aloof Heidegger who “before and after a
brief personal lapse” maintained “a lofty remove from such worldly matters.”* Indeed, Newell’s
conclusion with respect to Nazism— that there is much that could be interpreted as both support and
opposition®’— also applies to nationalism. This thesis, though, takes a firm position. This has two major
consequences: firstly, whether Heidegger’s ambiguity was strategic or not, his thought must not be forced
into a nationalist or anti-nationalist box— and the boldness of any conclusion must be tempered by a
recognition that there is much to support either interpretation. Secondly, we require a methodological
approach that brings clarity within the ambiguity of Heidegger’s words. Attention now turns to two major
interpretative debates to which this study contributes: the political consequences of Heidegger’s thought

and the matter of whether it was nationalistic.

Heidegger and the Polis

The interpretation of Heidegger’s thought as having been fundamentally apolitical divides into two
groups— those who see this apoliticality as a blind spot and those who interpret it as an argument for
withdrawal from the fray of politics. The former interpretation suggests that Heidegger failed to adequately
consider the political. Jacques Taminiaux, for example, noted that “one searches in vain for a political

3! while David Hoy questions the extent to which any concrete “manifestation of Being”*? can

philosophy
be extracted from Heidegger’s poetic constructions. Indeed, this notion of Heidegger having simply been
blind to the political, having little of value to say about politics, is central to Robert Savage’s claim that

Heidegger ended up championing a return to a Ruritanian idyll where we wander in the woods thinking of

Being while the great political matters of our time are settled by others.>® It is also central to Richard
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Wolin’s critique of Heidegger’s thought as wholly unable to resist technology on account of its disavowal
of action and neglect of the “prosaic sphere” of history.>* One finds a similar critique with Karston Harries,
who concludes that the “metaphysical-technological world which Heidegger sketched is not the world in
which we live.”* This blindness is consequential, John C. Caputo claims that it was this— in particular
Heidegger’s inability to consider the victims of a given politics**— that allowed his entanglement with

Nazism.

Far more common, though, is the claim that Heidegger actively scorned politics. Heidegger, in
Zimmerman’s terms, “refuses to sully himself by participating in the political struggle.”>” This position
begins from the observation that history— so central to Heidegger’s Dasein— “does not consist in the
happening and deeds of the world” and does not turn upon the “cultural achievements of man.”>® Rather,
there is a different history, what Wrathall calls the “history of metaphysical efforts to understand the being

59

of what is what we will refer to as the unfolding of the Seinsfrage (question of Being).*® With respect

to history, Shane Montgomery Ewegen notes, Heidegger called us away from the politics that prevailed in
his time (and our own)— characterized by “grappling for power within the law courts and the jockeying

for position and prominence”— towards “consideration of the gift of being.”®! This implies, Taminiaux

9962

claimed, “disdain for human affairs”® whereby “the very distinction between authentic and inauthentic

seems to coincide with the distinction between public and private.”®® As Nicolas Tertulian noted, even the
Spanish Civil War— a defining event for many of his generation— did not move Heidegger.** Dominique
Janicaud noted that Heidegger, in his late seminars, warned students against seeking publicity® and

pointed them towards quiet contemplation.®® For Charles Spinosa and Hubert Dreyfus,%” Heidegger is not

2968

announcing a “reactionary rebellion against technology””® nor a progressive “way to get technology under

2969

control so that it can serve our rationally chosen ends”® nor even a romantic retreat from the battle-

ground.”® As Leo Strauss puts it, “there is no room for political philosophy in Heidegger’s work.””!
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Even if one leaves to one side, for now, the fact that Heidegger most certainly put his thought to

the service of a political movement, there remain many reasons why the quietist reading of Heidegger
finds significant opposition in the literature. Heidegger’s thought was one of action and, as Gregory Swer
notes, affirmed our capacity to establish a new relationship with technology.” Furthermore, Reiner
Schiirmann noted that Heidegger never severed the link between the philosopher and the broader context
of politics.” For all that Dreyfus’ Heidegger wished us to wander the forests of Southern California, we
can only do so in the knowledge that we never detach ourselves entirely from others.”* William Lovitt
pointed out that Heidegger’s thought does not give us an escape from the “burdens and responsibilities of
contemporary life.””> Charles Scott substantiates this by arguing that Heidegger’s scorn for politics turns

1.76

us towards a “dynamic texturing” of the world that is profoundly, if idiosyncratically, political.’® Dasein

is communal, we never have a Da entirely to ourselves, and Heidegger did not ignore that.”’

Zimmerman evokes the language of revolution because he believes that in calling us to think about
Being, Heidegger called us to engage in a “dangerous struggle,” challenging the bases upon which our
philosophical word has been built in order to “open up a [new] world.”’® In a sense, Zimmerman is pointing
to the possibility that Heideggerians sitting in their studies, thinking about Being, might be more
revolutionary than their colleagues tearing up the paving stones. Thus, though Heidegger’s thought may
not be party political, it remains concerned with the polis. Tracy Strong outlined this position perfectly,
explaining that the polis should be understood as the “space of the encounter of beings with Being””"— it
is neither “state” nor “city-state”” but “the site [die Stdtte] of the abode of human history that belongs to
humans in the midst of beings.”®® In simpler terms, Strong argued that, for Heidegger, it was not the
political that determined the polis— the state deciding on the border and institution, who is inside and who
is outside— but the polis that determined the political.3! In this, Strong echoed Mark Blitz’ identification
of Heidegger’s polis as a site within which history happens.®> Love and Meng, too, identify the

Heideggerian conception of space as being inherently political, arguing that it “forecloses and grants
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certain fundamental creative possibilities.”®® Therefore, to the extent that Heidegger eschewed the
political, it was only to engage at a more meaningful level. As such, it is argued by scholars like Timothy
Clark that there was a clear ethical dimension to Heidegger’s thought.®* Any distinction, Dreyfus and
Jennifer Rubin argued, between authenticity and inauthenticity is normative and when one notes the
association of technology with “nihilism” and a poetic approach to culture with “salvation” the notion that
these distinctions are without ethical content becomes untenable.®> Indeed, the language of the sacred
imbued much of Heidegger’s thought and is associated with the primacy given to the questioning of Being
noted by Albert Hofstadter.®® This leads Hans-Georg Gadamer to conclude that the core of Heidegger’s
“real intention”— in his dispute with Husserl— had been to “face the question of how an adequate
interpretation of Christian belief might be possible.”®’ It is clear that ethics involves others and, by
extension, the polis. In addition, Taminiaux— though he rejected the association of Heidegger with
political activism— notes that the organisation of people into states does not rob them of their character
as Dasein.%® Therefore, we cannot rule out the state as the way of gathering the Volk. As Safranski puts it,
we do not find in Heidegger an “ideological revelation counselling how one should behave” but he was
nevertheless “involving the Dasein in man.”® In Dallmayr’s terms: though Heidegger eschews political

theorizing, his “entire opus is suffused with ethical preoccupations.”*°

While these positions seem diametrically opposed, their differences have less to do with differing
interpretations of Heidegger’s thought than with differing definitions of “politics.” It is clear that
Heidegger proposed neither a constitutional order nor set of policies but, at the same time, Dasein
concerned everything which, for Heidegger, was worthy of serious thought.”! This dynamic is perfectly
illustrated by Dennis Skocz, who notes that Heidegger provides “intellectualistic” remedies to problems
that undoubtedly concern the “real world.”** Skocz further notes if one understands politics to contain such
things as “the temples, the games, the festivities, the gods,””* then Heidegger’s thought is “quite arguably

already political.”* The quietist reading captures Heidegger’ indifference to ordinary politics, and one
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should not reduce Heidegger to a propagandist or ideologue. However, the political interpretation of

Heidegger more accurately captures the multifaceted nature of the realm of politics.

Clark described Heidegger’s project as opposing the dominant politics of his time with a “quietist,
patriotic programme of political renewal,” suggesting that the identification of quietism in Heidegger’s
thought is not necessarily evidence against a nationalistic interpretation of Heidegger. Also, Schmidt’s
reminder that Heidegger’s oeuvre remains unfinished”® should not be overlooked— as perhaps politics
was to come. Bourdieu’s was correct in noting the political implications of an appeal to rise above the
concerns of the polis. This is especially so when, as Bourdieu noted, this calls us to look away from matters
of economic distribution, social welfare, taxation and so on. Heed must be paid to the quietist reading and
is no denying that Heidegger placed our salvation in the hands of those who meditate upon Being, not
those who barricade the boulevards. However, this study takes the desire to prioritize the questioning of

Being over ordinary political matters to be political.

Heidegger the (anti)Nationalist

Otto Poggeler argued that as early as Being and Time, Heidegger tied “the individual and his or her fate to
history and an encompassing community.”® Central to the interpretation of Heidegger as a nationalist is
the understanding of this community as a national community. One finds this, for example, with Jean
Greisch’s claim that when Heidegger addressed the “we”, he meant, in his case, “the German people.”’
Heidegger, we are told by Michael Gillespie, placed precisely this “German communal life” at the centre
of a “new aesthetic religion.””® Richard Polt too argued that Heidegger, by putting the thought of Being
into language, necessarily directed us to the question of “who are we?”*° As a result, for Polt, Heidegger’s
thought demands that we seek salvation not in “intellectualist abstractions” but in the “living, shared
meanings of a particular group” necessitating a politics that is “nationalist in some sense.”!'% This does not

reduce Heidegger’s thought to chauvinism. Maddalena Cerrato describes Heidegger’s thought as a

“philosophical nationalism,” which provided a foundation for nationalistic sentiment but reserved a
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privileged place for philosophy. This makes nationalism the “philosophical universal call for the gathering
of humanity in the site of its unique essence."!”! Furthermore, Derrida credited Heidegger with inquiring

into “the philosophical posture that provides for all nationalism.”!%?

The nationalistic interpretation of Heidegger’s thought is by no means always flattering. There is
a significant body of literature arguing that Heidegger merely gave a patina of philosophical sophistication
to nationalistic demagoguery and chauvinism. Ronald Beiner argued that Heidegger had snuck a “polemics

103 into his considerations

contrived for the purposes of getting us to yearn for some more ancient culture
of Being and had done so as part of a broader propagandising of rootedness, tradition and particularism
over-and-against the “open-horizon universalism of modernity.”!% Beiner posits that Heidegger chose to
mask his intentions because “the Volk is far more heroic ("metaphysically" or ontologically heroic) if it

"105 and, in a

serves as the guardian of Being than if it is merely in the service of the glory of Germany
competitive market-place of nationalistic chest-thumping, Heidegger elevated German chauvinism to a
higher plane. Beiner is not alone, Schiirmann too noticed a populist streak in Heidegger’s writing'%® and
Julian Gopftarth alleges that Heidegger’s ideas have allowed “New Right” politics to find new forms of

H07__

expression in a Germany where straightforward chauvinism is no longer au fai an appropriation no

doubt, but one which Beiner believes Heidegger’s thought lends itself to rather readily.!'*®

The parallels drawn by Beiner'? and Gopffarth between Heidegger’s thought and modern far-right
movements resemble the ways in which Heidegger’s thought has been associated with the nationalisms of
his own time. Elden, for example, notes that the foundational, existential importance given by Heidegger
to language means that the political community is, first and foremost, a community of language''*— a
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claim echoed by Clark!!! and Schiirmann''>— and thus Heidegger’s understanding of the foundations of

political community resembles the cultural-linguistic nationalism theorized by Friedrich Meinecke.!'

Indeed, Zuckert ascribes Heidegger’s support for Anschluss to his prioritising of language above all other

grounds of community.!'* Safranski too explores this connection, noting that the formative years of
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Heidegger’s youth occurred before the backdrop of a breakdown of the “spirit of realism and realpolitik”
of the “Weimar coalition.”!!> Heidegger would seek to intervene, in his earliest lectures,''® in the
controversies of this time— lining up besides conservative revolutionary figures like Paul Tillich, Oswald
Spengler, Nikolai Berdyaev and Jiinger against the Weberian old-guard.!!” In making this association, they
echo Daniel Morat’s association of Heidegger with Jiinger and the broader “conservative revolution”!!%—
though Morat would conclude that Heidegger ended up on the periphery of this movement.'!* Zimmerman
made a similar association, though he called these revolutionary conservatives “reactionary modernists.”!2
Heidegger is tied to these movements and to these sorts of thinkers by his revulsion at the assimilation “of
oneself to the other,” noted by Julian Young,'?! and the poetic orientation of his nationalism, noted by
Gregory Schufreider.'?? This placement of Heidegger within a right-wing coalition is well summarized by
Tom Rockmore & Joseph Margolis— who argued that Heidegger’s thought was “particularly rooted” in
the “conservative, virulently nationalistic” politics of his youth. They note, in particular, a shared focus on
“self-reliance, authenticity, resolute action, future-directedness, and the realization of what was

specifically German in the most difficult and humiliating of historical circumstances.”!??

It is also possible that nationalism represents precisely that which we must overcome in pursuit of
an authentic relation to Being. For Gregory Fried and Polt, it cannot be sufficient, for Heidegger, to simply
accept an identity that is given to us from without.'* Given that we “do not explicitly choose our identity,
but simply behave the way “one” does in our community,” we cannot hope that such an experience of
Being will shock us into confronting Being.!*® Hans Christian Lucas, too, associates nationalism with the
inadequacies of the conventional and sees a clear link between Heidegger’s discussion of the “they”—
which tends towards the negative— and a nationalistic understanding of das Volk.”’ Heidegger’s evident
scepticism about extant forms of political organisation emerged from what Richard Velkley called “the
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analysis of a comprehensive crisis of Western Civilization, and is likely forgotten by those, described

by Frank Schalow, who caricature Heidegger as a “primitivist” who “sought refuge in a pristine form of
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Germanic provincialism.”'?® Indeed, Newell associates the crisis of the West, as understood by Heidegger,
with “a collective subjectivism bent on the lordly domination of external reality,”!? Gail Soffer with

cultivation as “an organized program”'*°

and James Magrini with the instrumentalizing of our “entire
existence” for “our nation’s technological-economic advancement.”!3! In other words, Newell, Soffer and
Magrini see parallels between nationalism and Heidegger’s conception of the inauthentic. This position is
perhaps best summarised by Nancy: “One cannot ease the 'distress' by filling up the horizon with those
same 'values' whose inconsistency it was— once their metaphysical foundation had collapsed— that

precisely let the 'will to power' unfold."!3?

In light of the above, scholars have often recontextualized Heidegger’s grandiose language about
Germany so as to complicate its apparent hyper-patriotism. Richard Detsch, for example, concludes that
Heidegger’s admiration for Germany is tempered by his belief that it is no less embroiled in our “durftige
Zeit” than is anywhere else— and thus his claims regarding the special role of the Germans should not be
understood as “adamant German chauvinism.”'** Furthermore, alienation from being-at-home in the
world— a sine qua non, we will discover, of the philosophical journey to authentic Dasein— requires,
Steven Segal argues, that “the human being loses all sense of its identity,” including “geographical and
thus national identity.”!3* Thus, Segal continues, it is only when “the category “German” has lost all
meaning that the possibility of being attuned to what is arises.”'*> Similarly, Denis McManus posits that

Heidegger called us to an active resistance to the “they”!3—

an individualism that is hard to square with
hyper-patriotic collectivism. In short, German nationalism may well be no less a product and servant of
the metaphysical will-to-power than liberalism or communism.!*” Indeed, if this association of nationalism
to the dominant political forms of Heidegger’ own time is accurate, then his thought would constitute a
call away from nationalism. Thomas Langan noted that, for Heidegger, we are only really engaging in

philosophical inquiry when our thinking “moves within the current of Being itself”'*®*— or, in Nicholas

Dungey’s language, when we “philosophically clarify who we are.”!*° This focus on Being— not a being
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(such as a German)— gives Heidegger’s thought an aspect that Skocz calls “transnationa and which

Florian Grosser argues calls for a pluralistic community, not an exclusive Volk.'*!

As with our discussion of politics, where one stands on the matter of Heidegger and nationalism
will, to a degree, depend on what one believes nationalism to be. On the one hand, we have seen many
scholars point to the lack of a tub-thumping, “my country right or wrong” chauvinism as evidence of anti-
nationalism while others point to the pro-Germany rhetoric that one does find in Heidegger as evidence of
nationalism. Similarly, whether or not Heidegger’s focus on philosophy— often hard to relate to the
concrete concerns of nationalism— is evidence of anti-nationalism or, on the contrary, an integral part of
a philosophical nationalism depends, once again, on how one defines nationalism. Two scholars may

»142 in order to

concur with Dungey that Heidegger sought to recover “the ethical dimension of dwelling
“transform our metaphysical conception of the self from one of solitary insolation and possessive mastery,
to an awareness of the being-with-others that defines our existence.”'** One scholar could conclude from
this that Heidegger’s thought is irreconcilable with a nationalism that they define as possessive mastery,
the other may conclude that Heidegger’s thought accords perfectly with a nationalism that they define as
an apolitical “non-domineering relationship between human beings.”'** Both would be right according to
their respective definitions of nationalism. This motivates the decision of this study to pose the question
“is nationalism compatible with a Heideggerian conception of authenticity?” rather than “is Heidegger a
nationalist?” We have noted that there is much in Heidegger’s oeuvre that could be called nationalistic,
alongside a number of expressions that could be deemed anti-nationalist. Here again, one’s conclusions,
should the latter question be posed, would likely be pre-determined by the precise boundaries that one
draws around nationalism. Once again, one scholar who begins with the assumption that it is enough to
qualify as nationalism that one evokes the category of “das volk” or makes jingoistic claims about the

greatness of one’s country would not but conclude that Heidegger is a nationalist. However, another

scholar, who believes that nationalism requires one to believe that the nation is the primary locus of one’s
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identity and that the interests of the country must take precedence over other considerations, could not but
conclude that Heidegger, for whom the question of Being is paramount, is not a nationalist. Both, again,
would be correct according to their definition of nationalism. As we shall see in the following chapter,
though Heidegger’s thought is complex, it is possible to draw far firmer borders around what is and is not
authentic- by Heidegger’s understanding of the term- than it is to draw boundaries around the fuzzy
concept of nationalism. Thus, the line of questioning pursued in this these is far less subject to the whims

and definitional preferences of the author.

To conclude, this literature review identified three questions emerging from the debate. The first
of these is the question of what to do with the undeniable ambiguity of the positions Heidegger took on
matters relating to the question of nationalism. From the outset, this study takes this ambiguity to be the
result of a genuine ambivalence on Heidegger’s part with respect to the nation and will not seek to iron
out this complexity. This is in part to avoid falling prey to Quentin Skinner’s mythology of coherence!*®
but, more importantly, because it is perfectly possible for a thoughtful and coherent thinker to maintain an
ambivalent, even conflicted attitude towards political matters (indeed arguably a thoughtful person cannot
but do so). Heidegger’s thought will also be treated as essentially ambiguous. We find, as this study
unfolds, that the textual evidence points in this direction, and that ambiguity is wholly commensurable
with Heidegger’s broader understanding of where he stood within the universe of ideas. This study also
takes, from the outset, the position that Heidegger was, whether he accepted it or not, a political thinker.
While one must grant to the quietist interpretations that Heidegger is not political in a conventional sense,
this study favours the position that, put simply, anti-politics is still politics. What remains unclear from
this review of the literature is the extent to which the particular, bounded, historical community that
constitutes the “we” among whom, for Heidegger, one dwells is, or at least can be, a national community.
This is a question that should be approached on a number of levels. Firstly, one must pose the question of

whether the world that is, the world in which we find ourselves born, is one in which we primarily co-
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belong within a national community. Secondly, if this is so, whether nationalism would have a place at all
in a world of authentic belonging. Finally, if this second question is answered in the negative, whether

nationalism aids or impedes us in transitioning from inauthentic to the authentic belonging.

§ Whose Nationalism?

Primordialist Nationalism

Nationalism is a broad concept. It can mean, as for Michael Billig, the mere presence of a flag in a
classroom!#® or, as for Lloyd Kramer, the very religion of a post-Christian world.'*” The diversity of
nationalisms can make overly general claims effectively meaningless. One might choose a particular figure
as illustrative of nationalism as a whole and make general claims based upon the positions of, for example,
Benito Mussolini and seek to apply them to Vaclav Havel. On the other hand, one might seek to ground
one’s study so broadly as to encapsulate all nationalisms, defined via vague notions of “othering” or “love
of one’s own” that are by no means exclusive to nationalism. This problem demands a certain degree of
humility in response— firstly the humility to narrow our gaze and focus upon a particular type of
nationalism rather than nationalism as a whole, and secondly to accept the aid of colleagues in other fields

who have provided extensive scholarship on the typologies of nationalism.

One typology commonly identified in the literature is primordialist nationalism. It is associated by
Zohar Moar with a timeless unity of spirit and corporeality,'*® Isaiah Berlin with inherited ties of kinship
and spirituality'*® and Edward Shils with “primordial ties”!>° of “we-consciousness.”’>! Primordialism
accords, prima facia, rather well with Heideggerian sensibilities. Furthermore, primordialist nationalism
grounds it’s claims in a relationship to time and place, concepts which are at the heart of this study. It
should be noted that most nationalists will combine elements of many typologies of nationalism. There are
no “pure” primordialists. Furthermore, the term being obscure and, in fact, quite novel means that we

cannot easily call upon a group of “primordialists” to represent the nationalist position in this study.



19
Instead, claims about primordialist nationalism from the scholarly literature are combined with analysis of
four thinkers who exemplified primordialist nationalist positions in their work— and did so in an historical
context similar to Heidegger’s. These are: Thomas Mann, Ernst Jiinger, Maurice Barres, and Charles
Péguy. These four present an illuminating comparison, because their underlying beliefs are analogous to
core tenets of Heidegger’s philosophy. Furthermore, we find a consistent point of divergence between
Heidegger and these four thinkers: that they are consistently unwilling or unable to take things beyond the
realm of beings to that of Being. This deceptively simple assertion reveals a vital contrast between
Heidegger’s understanding of authentic belonging and that promoted by nationalism. It also provides an

intriguing avenue to explore the belonging we are called towards by Heidegger.

The Revolutionary Young Conservatives

Mann was arguably the most famous literary figure of this period, known primarily for Buddenbrooks and
The Magic Mountain. Mann’s inclusion might surprise some because he would eventually come to
recognize that the German character he so admired was more complex than he imagined'*? and clearly
also had major defects,'** that England was perhaps not the cartoon villain he imagined'>* and is, therefore,
associated with the anti-fascist, humanistic, cosmopolitan positions that he would take in works like “On
the German Republic.”!*> However, this study focuses more on the earlier, lesser-known part of Mann’s
oeuvre where he threw himself into the nationalistic fervour of his time— though spanning the period of
his slowly dawning realization that such sentiments were rife for exploitation by charlatans like Hitler.
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Charles de Gaulle, famously, credited Péguy as the foundation for all of his political beliefs Julian

7

Jackson puts this down to the inclusive'>” and syncretic!*® alternative that Péguy offered to Maurras.

Therefore, Péguy represents the Gaullist strain of French nationalism. Barres, a thinker whose influence
upon French right-wing thought is beyond dispute, represents the reactionary, Catholic nationalism of the
era. This strain of French thought, Wolin notes, influenced and was in turn influenced by Heideggerian

9

ideas,'® with Barrés receiving special mention as an influence upon the Heideggerian critique of
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modernity.'** Wolin argues that Heidegger saw Jiinger as one of the only “authentic heirs to Nietzsche.”!¢!
Though Jiinger’s relationship with the Nazi Party was complicated— in spite of his faithful service to the
Third Reich in the Wehrmacht— his influence upon and celebrity within Nazi Germany is undeniable.

Together, these figures provide an illuminating sampling of right-wing nationalist thought in this time

period.

These writers contributed to the milieu in which Heidegger matured. Edward Grant Andrew notes

» 162 and all of these thinkers were at least

Heidegger’s proximity to a “revolutionary young conservatism,
adjacent to that movement. Though acknowledged by name only in a letter to Hannah Arendt, 6> Mann’s
influence on Heidegger’s understanding of temporality and Dasein,’5* as well as their desire to challenge
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“what measure tells us is recognized in the literature.!®® Jiinger is accepted as having influenced

Heidegger in the 1930°s’!®— which Heidegger acknowledged.!®® Bourdieu claimed that Jiinger was a rare
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contemporary whom Heidegger felt worthy of direct engagement, °” and Wolin and Zaborowski note the

influence of Jiinger’s The Worker on Heidegger’s view of modernity.!”® Fred Dallmayr identified a

' as well as in his Nazi-era

Jiingerian influence in Heidegger’s discussion of the standing reserve!’
contributions.!”* Interestingly, Dallmayr would note that Heidegger drew heavily from Jiingerian ideas of
“total mobilisation” in his most pro-Nazi contributions, such as the Rektoratsrede.’” Otto Péggeler added
to this a paranoia about the coming hegemony of America and association of Americanism with the post-
War malaise of Europe.!”* Elsewhere, Michael Zimmerman highlights similarities between Heidegger’s
conception of technology and Jiinger’s discussion of gestalt,!” the relationship between technology and
art!’® and their impact on society.!”” The connection between Action Francaise and German revolutionary
young conservatism is known,'’”® but has not led to an extensive literature exploring the relationship
between Barrés and Heidegger. !”° With respect to Péguy, Alain de Benoist gathered them together in his

Ce Que Penser Veut Dire'®’and Aaron Hill counted both, as well as Barres, as part of the “temporally

inflected revolutionary philosophies” prominent in France and Germany in the late 19" and early 20
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centuries.!8! Here, though, an extensive comparative literature is lacking. In short, these are thinkers who
shaped the nationalism that Heidegger encountered in his early life and who evolved alongside him in the
tumult of the late 19™ and early 20" century. The primary reason, though, for putting Heidegger in

conversation with these writers is their shared disenchantment with the spirit of the age.

The Modern Malaise

For these thinkers, it is not merely bad politics that ail society, but a deficient mode of thinking. We shall
see that this deficient mode is evident in technology and modern metaphysics for Heidegger and,
respectively, pacifism, intellectualism, liberalism, and materialism for Jiinger, Mann, Barres and Péguy.
For both Heidegger and the primordialist nationalists, these ills are rooted in the history of Western
thought, and everything has been forced to conform to these deficient modes of thinking. Thus, all things
are reduced to the superficial— dragging us towards nihilism. We think only in calculative ways, and
everything is “levelled down” into what is calculable. As Heidegger noted in the postscript to “What is
Metaphysics?”: “Calculation refuses to let anything appear except what is countable. Everything is only
whatever it counts.”!®? Vitally, a consequence of this is an acute threat to the relationship between the
individual and their historical and geographic context. These writers shared a sense of living in a world of

profound disenchantment, and laid the blame, broadly speaking, at the same feet.
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Jiinger’s perspective was shaped by the Great War. He saw “anonymous victims ordered into

184 of a war of machines.'® The entire mass of humanity, for Jiinger, is

trenches and fed into the furnace
conscripted by the Total Mobilization.'®® Even in peace time, the population is mobilized by a “labour
process,” resulting in the dominion of the worker.'®” The person is transformed by this technological
modality of thinking!®®— as knowledge becomes a specific mode of thinking which seeks only the
expansion of power!®— such that our sole engagement with the world will be as “technicians.”!* Jiinger

saw in this the blueprint for the “rationalized” modern state, exemplified by the Soviet Union'! but, by

the time of The Total Mobilization and The Worker, also characteristic of democracies.'”” This
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transformation invalidates any other way of thinking.!>> We are reduced— in terms redolent of Auden’s

9194

poem— to a “man of sorrows, reduced to the status, almost, of an automaton, ' incapable of chivalry!?®

and reduced to a “new form of slavery.”!”” The Great War, though, exposed the utter incapacity of

technological modes of thinking to address the horrific possibilities of the age of total mobilization.!”s A

“new form of armament” is needed to provide man with “the means of his own self-realization.”'*® Mann

believed that a shallow rationalism had undermined the sacred— Auden’s ritual pieties— and replaced it

with what he called— in his 1918 work: Reflections of a Nonpolitical Man— the “absolute tables of

values” imposed by our own “inner tyrant.”?%° Modernity, for Mann, is marked by instrumentalization—
2202

where spiritual concerns give way?®! to economic and political “equality”’**? in a synthesis of power and

intellect?*>— championed by “civilization’s literary man.”?** Germany must, Mann argued, resist this by
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looking to the arts— where deeper truths~ are found in an “attitude of worship.

There was a remarkable similarity in the characterization of modernity in France. Barres blamed it

on a technocratic elite— whom he called, in Scénes et Doctrines du Nationalisme, intellectuals.?’’ Barrés
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baulked at an “industrial discipline” of the mind which made rebellion appear unjustifiable,””* elbowing

aside other intellectual virtues®” as the prestige of science allowed its practitioners to opine about things
that they do not understand®!'® using abstract reasoning and “empty words, good only for politicians.”?!!
Intellectualism displaced intelligence®'? and dismissed the wisdom bequeathed to the French by their
ancestors®'>— severing the link between France and her past.?'* Like Jiinger, Péguy experienced the Great
War. He concluded that it revealed how thin was the veil of order drawn by modernity over barbarism.?!?
This re-enforced Péguy’s distaste for “rational,” systemic ordering?'®— Auden’s million boots in line—
driven by a “climatic, atmospheric” metaphysics.?!” “Le monde des méthodes” organizes everything
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around it, including man, methodically like a technological process of producing parts for an

economic whole.?!” This would produce a cadre populated by the “political intellectual,” a “falsifier of

reason” who pretends to omnipotence.??’ For Péguy, “all begins in mystique and ends in politics,”?*!
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France had fallen from its medieval pomp into the rule of money.???> Furthermore, presaging Heidegger’s
later critiques, Péguy descried the invalidation of the work of artists and artisans,?** seeking to the balance

the “poet” or “philosopher” and the “logician”— in a “dialectical” synthesis of these tendencies.??*

All of these accounts of our modern malaise speak to the anxieties articulated in “The Shield of
Achilles.” We see the claim that a particular mode of thinking has masqueraded as the sum of all thought
and neutralized any other approach to the world. This was identified as a central concern of primordialist
nationalists by Edward Shils,?>> Walker Connor,??® and Craig Calhoun.??” We also find the belief that
rationalization is ordering us into an artificial construction, a concern which again appears in the literature
on primordialist nationalism— for example in the work of Paul Gilbert,??® Lloyd Kramer**° and (though
from a critical stance) Francis Fukuyama.?** Rationalization pulls our gaze down. Péguy saw in this a
perversion of Christianity,?*! as did Mann.?*? Jiinger associated the loss of transcendence with the false
idol of a “spirit of progress.”*** In sharing these concerns, the primordialist nationalists conform to the

expectations of those who have linked primordialist nationalism to a rejection of the “radical
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enlightenment, an appeal to transcendence,’® a rejection of mass society,*¢ and a distaste for
cosmopolitanism.?*’ Finally, we see a shared concern that modernity is wrenching us out of space and
time, reflecting anti-globalization narratives noted by scholars such as Anna Trandafyllidou and Eva
Piirami.?*® Having proposed Heidegger as an appropriate ambassador of the authenticity concept, and the
examples of Mann, Jiinger, Barres, and Péguy as illuminating figures for comparison, we find the central
question of this study: How does primordialist nationalism, as exemplified by four near contemporaries of

Heidegger, relate to the conception of authentic belonging found in Heidegger’s philosophy of Being?
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Methodology

§ An historical questioning and the “double-lecture.”

Two major methodological challenges must be addressed. Firstly, we must establish how we can derive a
coherent conception of Heidegger’s understanding of the nature of authentic belonging from his wide-
ranging oeuvre. Secondly, we must clarify the grounds upon which Heidegger and primordialist
nationalism are to be compared. One should not hope in vain that one is about to discover, in the following
pages, the precise nature of the authentic relation to Being. That, for Heidegger, will only reveal itself in
due time. However, Heidegger does allow for the possibility that certain, particularly articulate works of
art can offer us furtive glimpses of what awaits us. The exploration of Heidegger’s thought and nationalism
will guide us through the realms of those furtive, experimentative steps that Heidegger took in order to
articulate what he could glimpse. These glimpses will, sadly, not allow us to conclude that authentic
belonging shall be this or that. However, we will find that Heidegger paints a picture of how the thinking
person ought to relate to their context, and how one can belong to one’s community while retaining the
capacity to explore the mystery of Being. To establish the methodology by which these glimpses will be
sought, we will now discuss Eigentlichkeit, Seinsgeschichte, Heidegger’s corpus, the relationship between

Heidegger’s “new thinking” and philosophy, and Bourdieu’s methodology of the “double-lecture.”

Initial Approach via Eigentlichkeit

An obvious starting point is Heidegger’s direct evocations of authenticity. Heidegger presented us with a
term, Eigentlichkeit, derived from the word eigentlich, meaning “truly”— as in “I am truly honoured.”

Heidegger traced this term to the stem word: eigen, meaning “own”?*°

or “proper”— as in “fit and proper.”
Heidegger’s delving into the etymology of the word is consequential. To say that one is “authentically”

sorry— “I am truly sorry”— implies a conception of authenticity as accordance with certain formal

characteristics of sorrow. On the other hand, to say one is “authentically” sorry, in the sense of I am
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“ownedly” sorry, implies a sense of authenticity as simultaneously possessing and being possessed. One
can see why this conception of authenticity appeals to nationalists. Peter Emberly argued that in George
Grant’s Lament for a Nation, for example, a sense of own-ness influences the “proper” Gestalt of the
Canadian nationalist.>** Authentic Canadian-ness, where authenticity implies “ownedness,” must be both
our most cherished possession and something which, more than anything else, defines who we are. In

short, this implies a sense of Canadian-ness as the existentially definitive characteristic of the self.

However, Heidegger differentiated our “ownmost possibility” from the “possibility of the they-
self.”?*! He made a distinction between being comfortable alongside our fellows, doing the things we are
expected to do, and seeking out, thoughtfully and of our own accord, an authentic relationship to our
immediate environs and those with whom we share them. To be authentic, one must refrain from joining
in with a baying mob yet, as Dallmayr noted, “one’s selfhood is never an 1.”>** One must, it seems,
simultaneously lead what John Haugeland called an “individual, cohesive” life that is one’s own*** while
remaining true, as McManus reminds us, to one’s ownmost judgements.’** At the same time, Samogy
Varga notes that we must enfold our lives into collective projects.>** Similarly, Charles Guignot argues
that we must live as the parts of a broader totality that we, in fact, are.*® Even at this most elementary
level, we see why uncertainty reigns with respect to the viability of the nationalist appropriation of a
Heideggerian authenticity concept. Eigentlichkeit would seem to be, on the one hand, communitarian and
concrete but, on the other, individualistic. For some, like Adorno, this lack of clarity directly links to the
amenability of Heidegger’s authenticity concept to “the dark drives of the intelligentsia before 19337247 —
a matter explored in this study. Of course, one person’s obscurantism can be another’s nuance, and

Safranski, for example, sees the lack of “results” in Heidegger as the product of his “piety of thinking.”>*®

However, one cannot say Heidegger prevaricated. The understanding of one’s situation is either,
Heidegger told us, “authentic, originating from its own self as such, or else inauthentic.”?* As such,

Heidegger’s protestations, in “Letter on Humanism,” that the distinction between the authentic and
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inauthentic are nor to be taken as normative judgements>>

are unconvincing. Normativity introduces a
further problem for this study. Whether or not one belongs authentically by understanding one’s situation
from a particular articulation of a national experience— such as we will find all of our writers positing in
one way or another— always risks devolving into a discussion of the “true” nature of any given nation.
That is to say, where Mann extolls the virtues of Germany and posits that adopting those virtues is vital
for a German to be true to their authentic self, there is always the option of retorting that this is inauthentic
because those virtues are imaginary, and Mann is delusional about the true nature of Germany. Our purpose

here is not to engage in historical critique of the particular image of a nation provided by its champions.

Such debates would shed little light on the matter at hand and are thus best avoided.

However, two things can be asserted with confidence. Firstly, authenticity requires intercourse with
others— as Taminiaux put it, “to exist is to be in the mode of a relationship.”*! This is well demonstrated
in McManus’ identification of five characteristics of the authentic Dasein. Three of these characteristics
are interactional. The authentic Dasein must be “answerable” (it must be accountable to), it must be
resolute (which by definition must be in the face of something), and it must be “open to the concrete.”?>?
This last reference to the concrete illustrates the other aspect of Eigentlichkeit which is clear. The authentic
is not a relation to some abstraction, such as a theoretical ontological model or the soul, but to that which
is concrete, that which is manifest before us. Here again, two things are clear. Firstly, the authentic relation
to Being has a temporal aspect. This is fairly uncontroversial. In the Bremen and Freiburg Lectures, for
example, Heidegger re-enforced the link between time and the authentic experience of being by linking
“aletheia”— a concept related to truth-seeking— to the “the fulness of the history of being” and its

“epochs.”?> Secondly, Heidegger evoked a specifically German essence in his “Letter on Humanism,”*>*

“the homeland” in his analyses of Holderlin?>

and, in Nature, History, State, spoke of “our German
space.”?® Sloterdijk argues that as early as Being and Time, one finds an “embryonically revolutionary

treatise on Being and space.”?’ It is clear that there was always, for Heidegger, a spatial aspect to the
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concrete situation— an observation reflected in the literature.”’® Heidegger makes clear, in Nature,
History, State, that it is an “error” to think space only in in terms of “geography or geopolitics, as a bounded
geometric surface that we can measure.”?*° Space will be understood both in the literal sense of the physical
space within a countries borders and in the metaphorical sense in which we may discuss, for example, the
“political space’ or the “realm of the familiar.” We can conclude, along with Carl te Hira Mika, that
Eigentlichkeit concerns being-in-the-world understood in terms of a particular locale. 2 Heidegger, as
early as Being and Time, dedicated numerous sections to the importance of time to Being and identifies
place as “always the definite “over there” [...] of a useful thing belonging there.”?®! In his Nietzsche
lectures, he identified thought with “standing in the most essential relationships [of] historical existence in

the midst of beings as a whole”?>—

in other words, to time and place. In Contributions, he described “Da-
sein” as the “ownmost grounding” of “time-space.”?%> We will, therefore, focus on the authentic relation

to time and space.

What remains less clear is precisely by what standards we judge whether something is authentic.
Eigentlichk