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INTRODUCTION

The research project Experimentation and Dissidence presently offers to
the public its third e-book - a gathering of the texts put forward during our
Third Workshop held on the 1* and 2™ of February 2018 at CULTURGEST
in Lisbon.

The main objectives of the project have been sufficiently explained in the
introductions to the first and second e-books. We shall not insist on them at
the present moment; nor shall we repeat the extensive considerations on the
topic of the transformations of philosophy that were exposed in the intro-
duction to the second e-book. We will rather dedicate the first part of this
introduction to the problem of the multifariousness of topics, approaches,
methodologies and theories that characterizes philosophical endeavors
of the period covered in our Third Workshop: the period that runs from
Heidegger to the present-day.

Never was philosophy as prone to multiplicity as in the second half of
the 20" century and in the first two decades of the 21 century. This appar-
ently trivial statement constitutes a problem from the point of view of the
history of philosophy. We all know that the history of philosophy always
proceeded in an arbitrary way when it excluded authors and approaches in
order to elect others as its main dramatic personae or plots. But that was
always understood as a result of a kind of physical impossibility of treating
all past authors on an equal plane, and all past approaches as having the same
theoretical value. The problem today is quite different. If there is a history
of contemporary philosophy — and I believe there is one, and an extremely
rich one -, if there is no radical contradiction between history and what
is contemporary, namely in the area of philosophical studies, then the his-
tory of philosophy has to take up a position facing the enormous amount of
proposals and controversies that appear to the common reader and to some
commentators as a chaos or a landscape of total cacophony. For this task
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the history of philosophy needs, roughly speaking, a concept — in the strong
sense of the word. I contend that this concept is one of heterogeneity and
that, instead of fabricating some kind of artificial and reductionist unity, this
operative concept is the only manner of dealing with completely unorgan-
ized forms of existence, like the one of the present-day broad spectrum of
philosophical production.

If each of the directions taken by philosophy in recent times has its
specific difference, if such differences emerge in an extremely complicated
network of contradictions and complementarities, if this network is the
opposite of a stable set of theoretical propositions and, on the contrary,
is constantly growing in an obviously never-ending movement of expan-
sion, it is certainly because the seeds of dissent inhabit the heart of this
rhizomatic galaxy and completely open the way to a tendential infinity of
prospects that has probably never been predicted before. Dissidence - that
dissidence which is one of the meta-concepts that guide our project — has
attained in the last six or seven decades a new qualitative degree; it makes
sense to use the current economical and political expression, and say that
dissidence is now globalized and no longer localized, meaning that we are
no longer able to observe it in confined moments and situations, and in-
stead we are confronted with its presence allover and at every second.

Why is heterogeneity the concept that can help us deal with this situa-
tion, without reducing it to an absurd unity, which, in fact, has never existed,
but would be even more unacceptable today? Heterogeneity — contrary to
diversity or multiplicity — does not take its explanatory power from a geo-
metrical framework (an Euclidian one, where diversity is detectable along
one same line, and multiplicity is apprehended in the relation between dif-
ferent points on different planes). Heterogeneity, as a concept, functions on
the basis of the metaphor of explosion. An explosion does not send out par-
ticles of matter in an ordered manner, according to an irradiative symmetry;
on the contrary, the different particles of the outburst interfere with other
particles, causing crashes that are responsible for new particles, and so on.
The heterogenic image is one of chaos, and the result is potentially infinite.
This is the image that the history of philosophy has to construct of its object
nowadays. We have attained the age in which the old dream of modernist

artists has become reality, the age in which everyone can become an artist,
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and in which - at least potentially — anybody who wants to can become a
philosopher. This age needs its conceptualization, and this conceptualiza-
tion — in order to not be reactionary and reductionist — has to ascertain
a place for the openness of the phenomenon and for its chaotic character.
Only on this basis can we apprehend the heterogenic state of affairs of con-
temporary philosophy and simultaneously pave the way for a mitigated —
humble, if not poor — principle for understanding the path that can lead us
inside the chaos. The problem becomes one of simultaneously neither re-
ducing nor effacing what is heterogenic, and creating forms of apprehen-
sion of globalized units inside the chaotic whole. In other words, to borrow
Deleuze’s luminous expression here, the problem becomes one of thinking
and living (in) a chaosmos. And the philosophical concept of heterogeneity
represents only the inchoative moment for such a thinking and living. The
rest remains to be built — but surely without erasing the matrix that is the

chaotic ground where thinking has always to spread its roots.

The trajectory from Heidegger to Badiou — and beyond, to Agamben -
that gives body to the present volume is only a small example of what has
been said above. In the myriad of references and elected approaches that
it contains in addition to the authors and problems referred to in the titles
of the articles, the book offers itself up to each reader as an occasion for a
work of reconstruction of a certain possible articulation of a wide range
of divergent topics and approaches. Each reader’s reconstruction will be
a production of sense that, in its own way, contributes to the history of
contemporary philosophy.

The two first texts establish a connection with the last part of our
second volume by returning to Heidegger’s thought. But they do this in
new directions that introduce important critical elements. Olivier Feron’s
contribution discusses the 1929 Davos debate between Heidegger and
Ernst Cassirer on the Kantian legacy and on the weakening or radicaliza-
tion — the Heideggerian view vs. the Cassirerian one — of Enlightenment’s
prospects. Paulo A. Lima’s text, taking as a point of departure Derrida’s
lectures on Heidegger, being and history (1964-65), enables consid-
eration of Heidegger’s influence — but also of his critical reception - in
the second half of the 20" century. With his text, Marcio G. de Paula
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contributes indirectly to this same problematic in that his treatment of
Karl Barth’s Letter to the Romans and of the relation of this commentary to
its Kierkegaardian antecedents also raises the topic of the Barthian criti-
cal distance to Heideggerianism. Angela Fernandes, in her contribution
dedicated to the experimentalism of Ramén Gémez de la Serna, also en-
gages deeply in the discussion of themes and problems that have domi-
nated the philosophical and literary scenes during a great part of the 20*
century, in particular the topics of nationalism, dehumanization and post-
humanism. Having in view Levinas’ horizon of argumentation, which lies
in the “openness to the Other”, Carlos Jodo Correia’s article focuses on
the topic of time as the non-presence of the subject to herself that “breaks
with the metaphysical solitude of the I.” Alison Assiter addresses the ques-
tion of sexual desire and sexual arousal in a critical discussion of Roger
Scruton’s points of view centered on the idea of a profound discontinuity
between humans and animals, built upon a misreading of the Freudian
legacy. Drawing on Shakespeare — but also on Celan —, Laura Llevadot
addresses Derrida’s conception of time as an invitation to let go of the
common chronological perspective and “to articulate a new materialism
without substance”, which leaves room for the possibility of envisaging
unexpected relations “between the human and the world.” Two contribu-
tions to this volume take Gilles Deleuze’s thought as their object. The main
focus of Victor Gongalves’ paper is Deleuze’s rhizomatic thought and the
author’s displacement from interpretation to experimentation, aiming to
initiate a fertile discussion on “invention, action and the insoluble.” José M.
Justo deals with Deleuze’s conception of the relation between philosophy
and non-philosophy, giving special attention to the topic of the infinity of
the field where percepts and affects develop their activity. The two next
articles are dedicated to Michel Foucault. Elisabetta Basso, drawing on her
knowledge of the author’s archives, concentrates on Foucault’s concept
of an “historical apriori” at the basis of his archaeology, and develops the
thesis of a strong connection between historicity and transcendentality.
Marita Rainsborough, with a focus on Foucault’s interest in the topic of

“emotional economy”, discusses the author’s criticism of neo-liberalism
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and his accentuation of the “freedom of human self-design”, which locates
“issues of physicality, emotionality and desire in a socio-political dimen-
sion.” The next two texts also deal with one and the same author: Guy
Debord. Benjamin Noys argues that Debord was not only influential on
philosophy but was also “profoundly philosophical in inspiration”, and
suggests that, as a “thinker of collective life”, the theorist of the Situationist
International opened the way for the conception of “a dialectics of life and
non-life” that derives from the consideration of capitalism as “the accumu-
lation of ‘dead labor’ in the form of the spectacle.” Vasco B. Marques, start-
ing from Debord’s concept of a “spectacular time” — put forward in The
Society of Spectacle —, embraces the task of establishing the determinations
of this new time, presenting it as “the most basic form of alienation” and
concluding that its concrete presence “prevents modern man from living
his life in an authentic way.” Bruno P. Dias directly confronts the presence
of the meta-concepts of experimentation and dissidence in Alain Badiou’s
thinking, and he does so by scrutinizing the role that the philosopher re-
serves for philosophy and by dislocating the author’s considerations on
some non-philosophical domains of truth to the very domain of philoso-
phy. Finally, Juan E. Valls envisages the task of analyzing Agamben’s con-
tributions to post-foundational political thought, in particular regarding
the philosopher’s concept of inoperosity, by examining the relations be-
tween aesthetics and politics and by conceiving of an understanding of
how literature can develop “a space of critique and resistance through ex-
perimentation, indeterminacy of meaning and unreadability.”

The volume does not end, however, before an appendix has been added.
This appendix results from the fact that, for reasons that were beyond the
control of the editors, one text that should have belonged to the second
e-book arrived in our hands considerably late. Nevertheless, we are happy
to be able to publish this enriching contribution authored by our colleague
José Manuel Martins. It is a reflection on philosophy and film, more pre-
cisely on Terrence Malick, Martin Heidegger and the “technological salva-
tion of modern technology.
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To conclude I wish to express my gratitude to the Research Centre for
Philosophy at the University of Lisbon that has always given all imaginable
support to the project and its initiatives. Thanks are also due to the Fundacao
para a Ciéncia e a Tecnologia, which is responsible for funding the project
and its activities. I deeply appreciate all of those who participated actively
in the Third Workshop of the project — speakers and respondents —, thus
also contributing to the richness and success of the present volume. Finally,
a special word of appreciation is due to those who, with extreme commit-
ment and dedication, specifically helped out with the organizational tasks of
the Workshop and the preparation of this volume: Elisabete de Sousa, Paulo
Lima, Fernando Silva, and our editorial designer Catarina Aguiar.

José Miranda Justo
Main researcher of the Project E and D
April 2018
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KANT AND MODERNITY BETWEEN
GNOSTICISM AND RADICAL ENLIGHTENMENT:
THE DAVOS DEBATE
BETWEEN CASSIRER AND HEIDEGGER

Olivier Feron

University of Evora, Portugal

Abstract

The Davos debate held in 1929 around the relevance of Kant’s oeuvre can be under-
stood as the confrontation around the possible destiny of the Enlightenment move-
ment itself. We will try to show that Heidegger’s interpretation of critical finitude
as the expansion of self-affection of consciousness to the whole of Experience can
be understood as a radical weakening of the self-determination duty of the modern
Man and the definitive invalidation of the modern emancipatory project through
the instrumentalization of the work of its main figure, Kant. By contrast, the radi-
calisation of the Kantian interrogation “Was ist Mensch?” and its expansion through-
out a multiplication of aprioristic symbolic horizons by Cassirer corresponds to a
drastic attempt to fulfil the critical project. The vital dynamics of form-giving in
all its complexity and richness must correspond to the actualization of the Kantian
project, allowing to conceive the application of the transcendental to contemporary
topics, such as expression, the body (Leib), political irrationalism or the ante-cate-
gorical representation.

Thesis: The confrontation in Davos in 1929 between Ernst Cassirer and Martin
Heidegger on the actuality and interpretation of Kant’s legacy is interpreted here as
a turning point in the history of philosophy and thought in general.

Keywords
Cassirer, Enlightenment, Finitude, Gnosticism, Heidegger, Man
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The Davos debate took place in 1929, in a stylish resort in Switzerland,
where philosophers from both Germany and France met in order to try to
think together, almost 10 years after the massive slaughter of the Great War.
For most interpreters, what was supposed to be an attempt to offer the pos-
sibility to reconcile the intellectuals from both side of the trenches ended up
to be an omen of the coming horror. One episode incarnated this: paradoxi-
cally, the confrontation took place between two German philosophers, sepa-
rated by generation, references, categories and intentions; the French intel-
lectuals were reduced to be merely spectators of the exposition of the core
of the conflict which would dilacerate the entire world, a few years later. The
debate between Ernst Cassirer and Martin Heidegger became, volens nolens,
a paradigm, and incarnates the core of the violent opposition of the epoch.
But the traditional interpretation of the debate gave a quite distorted vi-
sion of the enjeu, of what was really at stake in the attempt to measure the
relevance of Kant’s oeuvre for contemporaneity. On one hand, the repre-
sentative of a refined, bourgeois old-school world, the last survivor of the
Enlightment sadly crushed in the field of Verdun, kind but obsolete. On the
other hand, the enfant terrible of the new tendency in philosophy, the heir of
the phenomenological school founded by Husserl, ready to take by storm the
modern world he so deeply despises and to tumble down the whole meta-
physical tradition in the way of a new, radical, starting over. Various elements
contributed to the perpetuation of this caricature. First of all, the constant
propaganda machine Heidegger developed during his whole life: from his
special-made vdlkisch leather costume prepared for Davos or his escapades
skiing while the congress took place, to his staging of the authentical thinker
in his Hiitte, an apparently modest stronghold against the rage of nihilistic
modernity. Then, the very fate of all the resistance against nazi madness,
from death to exile, sometimes in dreadful conditions, like Cassirer crossing
the northern Atlantic on the last ship, miraculously spared by sea mines and
U-Boots. Most of them never could make it back to Europe, to pursue their
work of resistance and understanding of the irrational dark forces which
devastated the old world. Paradoxically, it was rather the chancellor of the
University of Freiburg in 1933 who provided the concepts to think the
events, and had an overwhelming influence on the new French generation
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of thinkers, beginning with his seminal Letter on Humanism.' Finally, while
the translation and the teaching of the mage of Freiburg determined the
whole post-war academic and intellectual life of Latin Europe, Cassirer was
destined to oblivion, his major work, the Philosophy of Symbolic Forms, being
translated into French only in the seventies, as an act of resistance of Pierre
Bourdieu against the overwhelming influence of Heidegger in the university
and the book market.

Nevertheless, the Davos debate must now, with distance, be interpreted
not as the confrontation of characters, but as the moment of decision be-
tween two radical philosophical choices which could help us understand our
very position in the modern epoch we are facing. The discussion focused
on Kant is not a coincidence. From the fate of the critical heritage, the most
radical foundation of modernity, depends our contemporary destiny. In this
sense, the main and decisive attack on modern conscience by Heidegger was
not fundamentally aimed at Descartes, confined to a substantial reduction of
the world and the thought to a manipulating purpose.? Since Kant definitely
dismissed metaphysics so as to recentre the realm of thought in the one of
representation and experience, the critical undertaking was the absolute op-
ponent to a radical journey back to ontology. In this sense, the interpretation
of Heidegger began from the very core of the Copernican revolution, from a
manipulation of the concept of finitude, locking up the whole Kantian con-

sciousness into the net of temporal relativity.

1. Self-affection and phenomenological weakening

of conscience iiberhaupt *

One of the fulcral points of the Heideggerian critique of Kant is without
a doubt the one aiming at self-affection. The priority Heidegger gives to
time subordinates the question of objectivity — one of the main problems of

' On the massive influence of Heidegger on the post-war generation in France, see the refer-
ence work of D. Janicaud, Heidegger en France, 2 Volumes, Paris, Albin Michel, 2001.

> See M. Heidegger, Die Zeit des Weltbildes in Holzwege, Frankfurt, Klostermann, 1949.

* This paragraph is a synthesis of an analysis developed in the chapter “De Marburg a Da-
vos, ou o outro coldquio da ultima Ceia” in O. Feron, O intervalo de Contingéncia — Hans

Blumenberg e outros modernos, Lisboa, Centro de Filosofia da Univrsidade de Lisboa, 2011,
pp. 117-127.
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critical philosophy - to the pure form of inner sensibility. The finitude of the
subject is measured by its sensible constitution, and this one, widened to the
whole experience; that makes the sensible receptivity represent the origi-
nary fundamental dimension of any experience. If Cassirer agrees that the
sensible moment is an essential moment of our relation with the world, the
break with Heidegger comes when the latter reduces the unity of conscience
to a temporal product, or when Heidegger operates

(..) a double shift; from the objectivity in general to the Being in its difference
with the being, from timeless ego to the temporal ex-tatic Dasein. In Kant,
the Etwas iberhaupt means the objectivity of any object, as a correlate of pure
conscience. Turning the latter one temporal, Heidegger is obviously lead to
also turn the former one into something temporal.*

The consequence of such a broadening focuses on the radical temporal
character of the Dasein in its relation with itself. If the pure form of time
establishes itself as the condition of each and every position in general, the
original intentional aim of conscience, as pure, inclines towards time itself.
In this case, pure conscience, being temporal, aims itself as temporally af-
fected by itself. Time is here what affects itself originally and, simultane-
ously, establishes the whole field of the aimed. Caught in this movement that
exceeds it and makes it possible, conscience, which is fully temporal, finds
itself determined by the same determinations as time itself: its passivity.

It is only as founded on this kind of ipseity that the finite being can be what
it is aimed to be a being submitted to receptivity.®

Crossing conscience completely, time undoes the distance that Kant
maintained between the sensible dimension, that is labile, of conscience and

the consistency through which it perceives its own modifications. In one

*D. Giovannangeli, La passion de l'origine (A paixao da origem), Paris, Galilée, 1995, p. 82.

5 @

This pure intuition solicits itself through (the object) that is object of intuition, forming
it without the help of experience. Time, by nature, is self-affection of itself. Even more, it
is precisely what forms (the aimed) that, going out of itself, aims-towards... [so etwas wie
das ‘Von-sich-aus-hin-zu-auf..], in such a way that the aimed, formed like this, emerges and
flows back on this aimed”. M. Heidegger, Kant und das Problem der Metaphysik, Frankfurt am
Main, Klostermann, 1973, § 34, p. 183.



From Heidegger to Badiou 21

word, what Heidegger suggests is to reduce the analytical unity of apper-
ception to the sole synthetical unity. The consequence of this deed is, based
on the Copernican revolution, that the whole experience is reduced to the
sensible character, and therefore passive, receptive of the ek-static tempo-
ral conscience. In spite of the heterodoxical character of his interpretation,
Heidegger can claim an authentically Kantian position (a position in front of
which Kant, frightened, would have stepped back... unlike Heidegger himself,
of course), in so far as he intends to conclude the critical undertaking, found-
ing philosophy itself on the soil of finitude. Kant, according to him, would
have remained trapped in the snare of this last manifestation of metaphysics
which is its modern metamorphosis, science, and would have sacrificed fini-

tude to the ambition of the universality of scientific objectivity.

2. The gnostic conviction of Man

This revolution concerning the conception of the temporality of conscience
has tremendous consequences on the anthropological reflexion inspired
by the main Kantian interrogation: Was ist Mensch ? The reduction of con-
science to a fundamental passivity — through the instrumentalization of
time as operator of this movement — extracts from man the very possibility
of self-determination (Selbstbehauptung) which was the main purpose of the
Enlightenment, or, as Kant put it, the possibility of autonomy. As a conse-
quence, Man is condemned to a condition of incompatibility, of restlessness
that transforms the pure Husserlian intentionality into an emotional drift
and removes any possibility of dwelling in his own life. As a sentimental
castaway, the human being (Mensch) is sentenced by Heidegger to be an in-
authentical generalization, a Verfallen; therefore, he opts for an alleged au-
thenticity of the individuality that appears sporadically in the temporality
of the instant (Augenblick), but without any possibility for man to take part
in the process. As such, the drifter into existence is condemned to a cruel
fate which appears like an open jail with no possibility of escape. Unlike
Christian metaphysics, there is no perspective of salvation or redemption
here; not even the Augustinian Qui voluit threw Man in such an abyss of
helplessness.

Cassirer denounces here a religious inspiration in Heidegger’s compre-
hension of temporality not as Werden but as an experience of the spiritual
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basic phenomenon of anxiety/care (Sorge).® This rejection of any kind of
universality around the Kantian Mensch, which is nothing less than a rep-
etition of the gesture already launched by Feuerbach and the left Hegelians
(sic) in the name of a greater authenticity, throws back the Dasein into an
insurmountable loneliness, only exceeded through “a fundamental event
(Grundgeschehen) of the internal dynamic of the metaphysics of Dasein”.

The definition of the Dasein as an event, and not as a structure or the dy-
namics of determinations, matches with the Heideggerian analysis of Kant’s
schematism and its originarity, determined as “‘exhibition) an exhibition of
presentation (Darstellung), of the free ‘giving itself, which contains a neces-
sary relation to a ‘receiving’ (Hinnehmen)”® Heidegger’s insistence on the re-
ceptive character of conscience, at the most intimate and native level, always
aims at the reduction of any possible free determination of its re-presen-
tations, defined as inauthentic or/and insufficiently native (this authentic-
inauthentic duality works here systematically as a term of disqualification
of Cassirer’s philosophy of representation - i.e. symbolic. A pure receptivity
is hence a promise of authenticity).

¢ “Fiir Heidegger, der nicht von der Biologie, sondern von der Religionsphilosophie herkommt,
— dessen Anschauung von der “Existenz” u. von der “Zeitlichkeit” nicht wie diejenige Berg-
sons durch die Betrachtung des Lebensphaenomens, des Phanomens des natiirlichen “Wer-
dens” und “Vergehens” bestimmt wird — sondern dem alle Zeitlichkeit im “Augenblick”
(religios gesehen) wurzelt — dem sie durch die “Sorge” konstituiert wird und durch das
religiose Urphaenomen des Todes — und der Angst (vgl. Kierkegaard)”. E. Cassirer, Zur Me-
taphysik der Symbolischen Formen, Hamburg, Felix Meiner, 1995, p. 219. This fragmentary
analysis is drawn from the manuscript of the fourth volume of Cassirer’s main work, The
Philosophy of Symbolic Forms, unpublished until 1995; however, it was written during
1928, directly in the wake of the discovery of Time and Being.

7 Davoser Disputation in M. Heidegger, Kant und das Problem der Metaphysik, Frankfurt am
Main, Vittorio Klostermann, 1991, p. 285. It should be noted that the transcription of the
Davos debate has hardly been available as an independent publication, since Heidegger’s
heirs — and will executors — were against its publication outside Heidegger’s Gesamtausgabe.
On the other hand, Tony Bondi, Cassirer's widow, always authorized the publication, as an
independent book, of the discussion transcriptions between her husband and Heidegger.
This incomprehensible ban on the part of Heidegger’s clan even led to the withdrawal of the
French edition (Paris, Beauchesne, 1972), reinforcing the absence of discussion on the topic
and extending Cassirer’s exile from the philosophical discussion.

8 Davoser Disputation in M. Heidegger, Kant und das Problem der Metaphysik, op. cit., p. 280.
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In so doing, Heidegger breaks up with the Kantian tradition, a rupture
expressed by his reduction of Man to his very peculiar understanding of
finitude. It was easy for Cassirer to remember him of the infinite dimen-
sion developed by man, particularly in the practical realm of Reason.” Not
only Cassirer is undeniably in line with of Kantian philosophy, but he also
performs an inversion of the Heideggerian pretension of developing a prac-
tical philosophy, thus breaking with the theoretical tradition of metaphysics
assimilated to its last avatar, science, and whose ultimate representative was
his old master Husserl.'® The practical result here is that Man finds himself
in a situation in which it is impossible to develop a project of self-determi-
nation; on the contrary, he must be submitted to an emotional passiveness
facing an inauthentical world which awakes the only emotional disposition
promising authenticity: anxiety (Angst).

If this whole configuration appears to be as anti-modern as it can be,
it can now be understood why the confrontation with critical philoso-
phy, through its last and most innovative representative, was so crucial to
Heidegger. But if Cassirer perfectly identified countless elements borrowed
from the religious determination of Man (particularly from Augustine and
Luther), he also perfectly points out that the determination of Man as Angst

cannot in any case be answered by a religious calming down:

He [Heidegger] does not allow anxiety, as mankind’s basic state of mind, to
be pacified through either theological metaphysics nor a religious Gospel
of salvation."

° See Davoser Disputation in M. Heidegger, Kant und das Problem der Metaphysik, op. cit.,
pp. 2767

10 See the profound analysis of J. Taminiaux on the differences between Heidegger and Han-
nah Arendt in La fille de Thrace et le penseur professionnel, Paris, Payot, 1992, where he estab-
lishes the Heidegger's reduction of the Aristotelian Theorein to his own practical definition
of reappropriation by the Dasein. “.. le temps dans lequel le passé et I'avenir comptent autant
que le présent est la temporalité finie du Dasein. (...) Heidegger s’accorde encore avec Aristote
et Platon pour attribuer au bids thedrétikos le statut de possibilité la plus haute du Dasein, de
l'exister. Mais il en diverge du tout au tout lorsqu'’il change l'orientation de la Thedria. Au lieu
de considérer I'étre perpétuel de la physis, la thedria de l'ontologie fondamentale heideggéri-
enne n'a de regard que pour 'étre mortel du Dasein. Dés lors, au lieu de se séparer de la phro-
nesis, la sophia au sens heideggérien lui est intimement associée. “ Ibidem, p. 20.

"E. Cassirer, Zur Metaphysik der Symbolischen Formen, op. cit., p. 223.



24 Experimentation and Dissidence

Here is probably the moment when Cassirer identifies the core of
Heidegger’s existential nihilism. As the author of Being and Time count-
lessly said, his philosophy is not religious, in the sense that it would be one
more philosophical interpretation of Christianity. But the inspiration he
found in Christian tradition is here decisive. And it was an ancient student

of Heidegger who identified the actual root of his inspiration: Hans Jonas.

3. Jonas’ identification of gnostic structures

in Heidegger’s radical ontology

Jonas will undertake the task of interpreting the profound inspiration of
Heidegger’s thought where Cassirer had to leave it: the total absence of pos-
sible relief for the anxious living being named Man. His vast studies and
knowledge of the gnostic nebula led Jonas to switch his methodological as-
sumption that Gnosticism as an ancient form of nihilism could be fruitfully
interpreted through the categories of nowadays existentialism.'? But, soon
enough, Jonas realized that he should invert his method and use gnostic cat-
egories to understand current nihilism, even with all the hermeneutical re-
sources he should use. The result is that Jonas gives a conceptual form to the
intuition Cassirer had, when he identified the total absence of an horizon of
salvation in Heidegger’s description of the inauthentic life of man.

In a cosmos absolutely deserted by the Gods and deprived of any possi-
bility to inhabit a world described as cruelly indifferent to human life, Jonas
is going to draw the portrait of a gnostic existentialism in its structure, even
if Heidegger never would admit such an approximation. The analysis of
Jonas gives us a coherent structure of characteristics shared by Gnosticism

and Heideggerian existencialism:

— Both refuse any kind of universality in this world (critique of
the nomoi);

— The gnostic good is the absolute Other (without any possibility
of thinking it through the means of this world), such is the Being of
Heidegger: nihil instead of ens, refusal of any universal law of thought

"2 H. Jonas, “Gnosticism and Modern Nihilism” in The Gnostic Religion, Boston, Beacon Press,
1958 (1970); cited here from La religion gnostique, trad. L. Evrard, Paris, Flammarion, 1978,
pp. 417-442.
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that could be embedded in a rational enunciation;

— Man has no nomos: it is impossible to have a being of man,
rather he is thrown into an indifferent world, which is hostile to
him: life is thrown into the world of darkness; for the gnostic this is
the Geworfenheit of Dasein;

— Original violence of this fall into the world, which reduces exist-
ence to a dynamic of a temporal throwing, a casting without existen-
tials but only contingency. There is no meaning in such an existence;

— This cold and indifferent world induces a despise for nature
and its vital inner principle;

— This leads to a thought of absolute atrocious dualism, a dualism
without metaphysics.

This atrocious condition of man is utterly expressed by Hans Blumenberg:

The analytical description of “existence” neither replaced nor renewed the
old “sinner”; it created another guilty [or: indebted, Schuldigen] person of un-
equally more horrible insolvency. For this person, not only is there factually
no redemption; there can be none."

Facing this terrifying condition, Jonas will later develop his famous re-
flection on the basic phenomenon of Life, as a unique possibility to survive
nihilism, and to inhabit a world where the respect of life itself should be
counted as the foundation of any practical reflection, any ethic, any inspired
phronesis. Paradoxically, Jonas’ separation from his old teacher goes in the
very same way chosen by Cassirer 50 years sooner. In their despise for an
indifferent world both will oppose a determined bet on the immanence of
life within the world.

In the case of Cassirer, we could say that, if Newtonian physics functioned
as a paradigm for Kant, the phenomenon of life became for the philosopher
of Hamburg the Urphdnomen, the Basic Phenomenon from which all the vari-
ous manifestations of meaning spread: the symbolical world. Updating the
Kantian epokhé of any ontology, Cassirer will develop a thought of pure im-
manence in the realm of representation, which is to say: within the realm of

" Hans Blumenberg, , Frankfurt am Main, Suhrkamp Verlag, 1987; Care crosses the river, trad.

P. Fleming, Stanford, Stanford University Press, 2010, p. 47.
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meaning. Life itself is enabled for man through his active participation in the
dynamic, ever renewed creation of significations through the multiple sym-
bolic forms that draw the territory of Mensch. There is no remote possibility
to “jump” out of the symbolic horizon that defines human existence. This is
the radicalism we can recognize in the Cassirerian position: finitude must be
understood as the acknowledgment of the impossibility to do without the
symbolic forms. Widening and updating the Kantian concept of experience to
forge the multiple dynamic of the symbolic worlds (i.e. universes of represen-
tation), Cassirer carries out a work of modernization of the critical undertak-
ing. This finitude is obviously unacceptable to Heidegger. And paradoxically,
this is the last argument that Cassirer opposes to Heidegger in Davos, when
it is absolutely evident for this conciliatory man that Heidegger was there to

“destroy” the logos, reason and culture, opposing himself to Kant:

In this sense, Kant was lead by his radicalism to a position where he could
not do anything but throw back.

This position means: destruction (Zerstirung) of what have been the found-
ing principles of the western metaphysic (Spirit, Logos, Reason).'*

Even when they absolutely disagree with each other, Cassirer points out
that there is language, as a symbolic form, which is the condition of pos-
sibility of the discussion in Davos. This argument is not circumstantial, but
radically transcendental in the strongest critical way. When Heidegger re-
fuses pure mediation (das blosse Vermitteln) as non-productive — or rather:
inauthentic — Cassirer sees in the functional multiplicity of mediation the
productive possibility of meaning. There is no possibility to come before or
out of the realm of symbols because they establish the conditions of exist-
ence of man as a symbolical animal: there is a relation of reciprocity between
man and symbol. The very existence of man is within the pulse of symbolic
creation and recreation. Symbols are not theoretical, but products of the life

within sense.
If we define the world of Geist by means of this totality [totality of possible

ways of giving form or meaning], then the “Archimedean point” of certitude
that we are seeking can never be given to us from outside of it, but always

'* Davoser Disputation in M. Heidegger, Kant und das Problem der Metaphysik, op. cit., p. 272.
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be sought within it. The mind cannot peel off, like snakeskins, the forms in
which it lives and exists, in which it not only thinks but also feels and per-
ceives, sees and gives shape to things."

This is the answer Kant gives, through the words of his heir, to the radi-
calism of Heidegger’s desperate nihilism: there is no salvation neither out
of the symbolic horizon nor through a return to the cosmological despera-
tion the Gnostics first elaborated. In this sense, Cassirer anticipates in Davos
the further path that Jonas will follow, years later, to overcome nihilism and
restore the ethical commitment inherited by the Enlightenment: the obli-
gation to protect life through the multiple, inexhaustible process of crea-
tion of meaning. The multiplicity of the different modes of representing,
understanding, feeling and seeing is here not just a theoretical approach to
the human ability to create symbols. It also means to underline the very ethi-
cal possibility of recognition of diversity. The symbolic praxis is a vital and
never ending exercise of modern phroénesis, an Hadrian wall against all kind

of inhumanity.
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IN THE BEGINNING THERE WAS HEIDEGGER.
DERRIDA BECOMING HIMSELF

Paulo Alexandre Lima
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Abstract
Jacques Derrida was one of the first French philosophers to seriously engage with
Heidegger’s works (in particular with Sein und Zeit and its relation with Heidegger’s
later texts). Heidegger’s works — or rather Derrida’s interpretation of them — were
extremely important in the definition of the latter’s way of thinking. Near the be-
ginning of his philosophical, academic career (1964-1965) Derrida gave a series of
lectures at the Ecole normale supérieure (Paris) on Heidegger: la question de I'Etre et
I'Histoire. These lectures, which focused mainly on Sein und Zeit and the reappear-
ance of its fundamental questions in Heidegger’s later thinking, give a very clear
sense of Derrida’s skilful art of interpretation. During the course of the lectures, by
means of a close reading of several key passages in Sein und Zeit, Derrida introduces
some of the philosophical concepts he will later be known for.

The main focus of my presentation is the way in which Derrida, in his reading of
Heidegger’s texts and his movement towards an original kind of thinking, differs
from a canonical, philological reading of Heidegger. I try to show that the extent to
which Derrida differs from this type of reading may be considered as being the ex-
act measure of the productiveness of his own reading. This could be demonstrated
by taking up several examples in Derrida’s lectures. Since I cannot consider them
all here, I will concentrate on the question of metaphor. According to Derrida, the
concept and the activity of metaphor are the instruments that allow to think about,
and try to overcome, the difficulties in escaping traditional, metaphysical ways of
thinking. Although Heidegger does not pause over metaphor as such in Sein und
Zeit, Derrida points to the fact that the problem of metaphor was already present
in Heidegger’s opus magnum. During the course of my presentation, I attempt to
identify Derrida’s hermeneutical strategies in doing this, in order to indicate that
they constitute fruitful means of conceptual innovation in philosophy through the
interpretation of texts in the philosophical tradition.
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1.

I will start my presentation in a very Heideggerian and Derridean fashion,
by commenting on its title. However, there is at least one detail that makes
this beginning less Heideggerian and Derridean, namely the fact that the fol-
lowing comments will have to be brief.

The title of this presentation apparently makes use of two common
places. First, it seems to presuppose that on the basis of Derrida’s thinking,
as it were, there is only one main philosophical figure, which is Heidegger.
Secondly, it seems to endorse the view that there is a particular moment
in which Derrida authentically becomes himself, that is, the thinker he was
destined to be since the beginning of his philosophical activity.

“In the beginning there was Heidegger”. I should perhaps say: “In the be-
ginning there was Heidegger and so forth”. For, as we may well know, in the
beginning there was first of all Husserl (who, by the way, was also one of
the main thinkers behind Heidegger’s philosophical beginnings). In truth, at
least in the case of Derrida’s thinking — but I would dare to say in the case of
all thinkers — many fatherly figures, so to speak, are present in their begin-
nings. And at least in Derrida’s case, there are as many beginnings as there
are these fatherly figures.

In my presentation, I simply intend to assess the significance of one of
these main figures (namely Heidegger) for the inception of Derrida’s way of
thinking. For contextual reasons, [ will restrict my analysis of Derrida’s con-
frontation with Heidegger throughout his philosophical career to a series of
lectures he gave at the ENS-Ulm, which date back to 1964-1965. Indeed,
Heidegger was one of the key catalysing figures in Derrida’s philosophical
path — a path which is not reducible to any stabilized doctrinal content and
which, in virtue of its plasticity and continuing metamorphosis, should be
characterized through its metaphoricity (in very much the same terms as
Derrida himself characterizes Heidegger’s thinking as a whole at the end of
his lecture series; I shall come back to this point later on). Of course, this is
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not the place to determine each and every step taken by Derrida in his philo-
sophical path; but my presentation will not have been in vain if it can give a
tiny glimpse of the way in which Derrida, very early on and by means of an
analysis of Heidegger’s texts, finds encouragement to begin — or rather, to
continue beginning — his incessant, unfinished becoming.

2.

Let me now enter into some more detail as to the significance of the afore-
mentioned lectures by Derrida for the development of his thought and also
as to the key topic of my presentation.

Derrida was one of the first French philosophers to seriously engage
with Heidegger’s works.! Near the beginning of his academic career
(1964-1965) Derrida gave a series of lectures at the Ecole normale su-
périeure (Ulm, Paris) on Heidegger: la question de I'Etre et I'Histoire. These
lectures focused mainly on Sein und Zeit (1927) and the reappearance of
its fundamental aspects in Heidegger’s later writings. The fact that in the
course of his lectures Derrida presented his own renderings of several
passages of Sein und Zeit, as well as significantly modified versions of al-
ready existent translations into French of other works by Heidegger —
such as Einfiihrung in die Metaphysik (1935), Uberwindung der Metaphysik
(1936-1946), Brief iiber den Humanismus (1946), among others - testi-
fies to the originality and pioneering character of Derrida’s reading of
Heidegger in the context of the French reception of the latter’s work.
Moreover, Derrida’s lecture series already foreshadowed his subsequent
analyses of Heidegger’s thinking in later texts such as De la grammatologie
(1967), Ousia et gramme: note sur une note de Sein und Zeit (1968), De I'esprit:
Heidegger et la question (1987), Geschlecht I (1983), Geschlecht II (1987),
Apories (1993), and so forth. Another link between Derrida’s reading of
Heidegger in 1964-1965 and his later writings on the German philoso-
pher is the fact that he explicitly says at the very end of his lecture series

' For the reception of Heidegger’s thought in France, see notably D. Janicaud, Heidegger en
France, 2 vols, Paris, Albin Michel, 2001; E. Kleinberg, Generation Existential: Heidegger’s Phi-
losophy in France 19271961, Ithaca and London, Cornell University Press, 2005. On Derrida’s
philosophical career between 1963 and 1965, see B. Peeters, Derrida: A Biography, transl. A.
Brown, Cambridge, Polity Press, 2013, 127-169.
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that during the course of the semester he did not carry out the analysis of
the word question,? which will be the subject of an extensive enquiry in De
Uesprit: Heidegger et la question.

However, the purpose of this presentation is not so much to provide a
survey of the contents of Derrida’s interpretation of Heidegger as to deter-
mine the importance of Derrida’s reading of Heidegger for the inception
and development of his path of thinking. Since Derrida’s 1964-1965 lec-
tures on Heidegger were not part of the programme de l'agrégation de philoso-
phie and the nature of his post at the ENS allowed him to freely chose the
subject of the lectures not included in the programme of the agrégation, it
can be said that the lectures on Heidegger reflect Derrida’s own research in-
terests — in other words, the fact that he considered the confrontation with
Heidegger’s texts a matter of the utmost importance for the development of
his thinking.* Indeed, Heidegger’s works were so important for Derrida that,
according to his own testimony,* he planned to write a book on Heidegger
on the basis of the 1964-1965 lectures. During the course of these lectures,
by means of a close reading of several key passages in Sein und Zeit and other
texts by Heidegger, Derrida introduces some of the concepts he will later be
known for: écriture, texte, greffe, déconstruction, métaphore, rature, inscription,
trace, présent/présence, and so on. Furthermore, in the period when Derrida
was teaching at the ENS, he was preparing and then published three of his
most significant works: De la grammatologie, La voix et le phénoméne and
Lécriture et la différence (all of them in 1967).

To be more precise: the main focus of my presentation is the way in
which Derrida, in his reading of Heidegger’s writings and his movement
towards an original kind of thinking, differs from a philological reading of
the German philosopher - and by this I mean a kind of reading that rigor-
ously sticks to the letter of Heidegger’s texts, as it were, and tries to protect
it from the threat of a supposedly illegitimate expansion of its meaning,® To

consider this sort of reading of Heidegger’s works is key to understanding

2]. Derrida, Heidegger: la question de I'Etre et 'Histoire, Paris, Galilée, 2013, 326.
* See T. Dutoit, “Note du responsable de la publication”, ibidem, 17.
* Janicaud, Heidegger en France, vol. 2, 96.

* For a different, historical account of the notion of philology, see M. Foucault, Les mots et les
choses, Paris, Gallimard, 1966, 292-307.
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the extent to which Derrida’s interpretation differs from it, thus giving form
to an original and philosophically more productive confrontation with
Heidegger. I will try to demonstrate that the extent to which Derrida dif-
fers from this type of reading may be considered to correspond to the exact
measure of the productiveness of his own “misreading” (if one speaks from
the philological point of view). In fact, the extent of Derrida’s dissidence in
relation to the philological interpretation and therefore of the philosophical
productiveness of his reading can only be perceived if one constantly moves
back and forth between the philological and the Derridean perspective on
Heidegger - in what could be called a “pendular movement”, “pendular os-
cillation” or “pendular dialectic”,” as it were.

This could be shown by taking up several examples in Derrida’s lectures.
Since I cannot consider them all here, I will concentrate on the topic of
metaphor.® According to Derrida, the concept and the activity of metaphor
are the instruments that allow one to think about, and try to overcome, the
difficulties in escaping traditional, metaphysical ways of thinking. Although
Heidegger does not pause over metaphor as such, Derrida points to the fact
that the problematic of metaphor was already present in Heidegger’s texts.
During the course of my presentation, I attempt to identify Derrida’s reading
strategies in doing this, in order to indicate that they constitute fruitful means
of conceptual experimentation and innovation in philosophy. By the end of
my presentation, [ expect to have made clear that the notion of metaphor
is not just one among others in Derrida’s interpretation of Heidegger but
rather the key operator of such an interpretation, something that lies at the
very centre of Derrida’s reading strategies. In sum, I hope to have made clear
by then that at the centre of Derrida’s interpretation lies a metaphorization of
¢ borrow the concept from H. Bloom, The Anxiety of Influence: A Theory of Poetry, New York/

Oxford, Oxford University Press, 1997, 2™ ed. but I use it in a much broader sense and apply
it to philosophical texts.

7U. Eco, Lopera aperta: forma e indeterminazione nelle poetiche contemporanee, Milano, Bom-
piani, 1997, 4" edn, 118 (“moto pendolare”), 121 (“oscillazione pendolare”), 124 (“dialettica
pendolare”).

¢ On the topic of metaphor in Derrida, see p. Ricoeur, La métaphore vive, Paris, Editions du
Seuil, 1975, 356-374; G. Bennington and J. Derrida, Jacques Derrida, transl. G. Bennington,
Chicago and London, The University of Chicago Press, 1993, repr. 1999, 119-133; C. Ca-
zeaux, Metaphor in Continental Philosophy: From Kant to Derrida, New York and London, Rout-
ledge, 2007, 175-198.
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Heidegger’s thinking, a fundamental reading strategy that brings Heidegger

into the field of metaphor, into the framework of its problematic.

3.

Derrida begins his 1964-1965 lecture series by explaining its title: Heidegger:
la question de I’Etre et 'Histoire. As a result of this explanation, Derrida’s audi-
ence also gets an explanation of the fundamental articulation of the lectures,
namely the relationship between Being and History. In fact, as Derrida him-
self will suggest at the end of the final lecture,’ the whole lecture series will
consist of a long justification of its title. As I shall try to indicate, Derrida’s
initial considerations on the title and main articulation of the lectures al-
ready implicitly point to the problematic of metaphor, which will be explic-
itly addressed by Derrida later on in the course of the semester.

According to Derrida, Heidegger’s thinking has to do with the question
of Being and not with the foundation of an ontology. As Derrida maintains,
Heidegger’s philosophical project is that of a destruction of the history of on-
tology. In Derrida’s own phrasing, which very much resembles Heidegger’s
in Sein und Zeit §6, ontology has been covering over and dissimulating an
authentic questioning of Being under ontic sedimentations.'” In Derrida’s
view, the Heideggerian task of destructing the history of ontology amounts

to that of destructing ontology itself:

(-..) the destruction of the history of ontology is a destruction of ontology
itself, of the entirety of the ontological project itself. What I'm saying goes
against appearances and against public rumor, and it is true that it is in the
name of an ontological point of view and, especially in Sein und Zeit, using
the word ontological, that Heidegger destroys the tradition and conducts his
analyses. But if these destructions mean to be ontological, what he wants to
constitute is anything but an ontology. Here we must consider Heidegger’s
thought in its movement; or here, rather than his thought, his terminology.
There is no doubt that in Sein und Zeit the term ontology is taken positively
and what Heidegger wishes to awaken is a fundamental ontology slumbering
beneath special or general metaphysics, which is interested only in beings
and does not ask the question of the being of beings. He wants to awaken

° Derrida, Heidegger, 326.
10 Ibidem, 23.
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the fundamental ontology under metaphysical ontology and the ontological
under the ontic. But immediately after Sein und Zeit, and increasingly as he
advances, the word ontology will seem more and more dangerous to him,
both because of its traditional use and the meaning that at bottom legiti-
mates this traditional use, ontology meaning not thought or logos of being
(double genitive on which he will insist in the “Letter on ‘Humanism’”) but
discourse on the on — that is, on the being in general, on the being qua being
(general metaphysics)."!

Derrida’s perspective in this regard differs significantly from the
mainstream interpretation of Heidegger’s thought. Derrida explicitly
mentions two books that are representative of what, according to him,
is a common, superficial reading of Heidegger:'? Alphonse de Waelhens’
Chemins et impasses de l'ontologie heideggerienne’® and Albert Chapelle’s
L'Ontologie phénoménologique de Heidegger.'* As the titles of these books in-
dicate, de Waelhens’ and Chapelle’s views on Heidegger assume that the

" [bidem, 36: (...) la destruction de I'histoire de 'ontologie est une destruction de 'ontologie
elle-méme, du tout du projet ontologique lui-méme. Ce que je dis va contre 'apparence et
contre la rumeur publique et il est certain que c’est au nom d'un point de vue ontologique
et en se servant, surtout dans Sein und Zeit, du mot «ontologique» que Heidegger détruit la
tradition et conduit ses analyses. Mais si ces destructions veulent étre ontologiques, ce qu’il
veut constituer n’est rien moins qu’une ontologie. Ici il faut considérer la pensée de Heidegger
dans son mouvement; ou ici, plus que sa pensée, sa terminologie. Il ne fait aucun doute que
dans Sein und Zeit le terme d’ontologie est pris en bonne part et ce que Heidegger veut réveil-
ler c’est une ontologie fondamentale sommeillant sous la métaphysique spéciale ou générale
qui ne s'intéresse qu’a I'étant et qui ne pose pas la question de I'étre de I'étant. Il veut réveiller
l'ontologie fondamentale sous I'ontologie métaphysique et I'ontologique sous l'ontique. Mais
immédiatement apres Sein und Zeit, et de plus en plus & mesure qu'il avancera, le mot d’onto-
logie lui paraitra de plus en plus dangereux a la fois en raison de son usage traditionnel et de
la signification qui, au fond, légitime cet usage traditionnel, ontologie voulant dire non pas
pensée ou logos de 1'étre (double génitif sur lequel il insistera dans la Lettre sur I'humanisme)
mais discours sur l'on, c’est-a-dire sur I'étant en général, sur I'étant en tant qu'étant (métaphy-
sique générale).” For the English translation, I borrow from J. Derrida, Heidegger: The Question
of Being #s History, transl. G. Bennington, Chicago/London, The University of Chicago Press,
2016 (the page numbers are the same as in the original French edition).

12 Derrida, Heidegger, 45-46.

13 A. de Waelhens, Chemins et impasses de l'ontologie heideggerienne. A propos des “Holzwege”,
Louvain, Nauwelaerts/Paris, Desclée de Brouwer, 1953.

" A. Chapelle, L'Ontologie phénoménologique de Heidegger. Un commentaire de “Sein und Zeit”,
Paris, Editions universitaires, 1962.
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Heideggerian project is ontological, one that intends to build a (new) on-
tology. For Derrida, however, the Heideggerian destruction of the history
of ontology does not leave the ontological project intact but rather intends
to abandon the ontological tradition (that is, the enquiry into the being of
beings) as such in favour of the thinking of Being Itself.

Let us pause over Derrida’s claim for a short moment. If one looks at
Sein und Zeit, which is the work Derrida proposes to mainly reflect on in the
course of his lectures, one can easily see that Heidegger intends to carry out
a destruction of the history of ontology on behalf of an ontological point of
view, and in doing this he explicitly uses the term “ontological”. Derrida is
well aware of this fact, and he senses the apparent contradiction involved in
his position.”® Indeed, if Heidegger intends to carry out a destruction of the
history of ontology that is itself ontological, then Heidegger is seemingly
trying to build a (new) ontology.

How should one understand Derrida’s claim in regard to the Heideggerian
project? In what way did he try to solve this apparent contradiction?
Although Derrida conceives of his lectures as mainly consisting in an inter-
pretation of Sein und Zeit, he tries to solve the aforementioned contradic-
tion by going beyond an analysis of merely this work, that is to say, by also
considering some of Heidegger’s later writings. This means that Derrida’s
reading of Sein und Zeit is fundamentally retrospective; it is conducted on
the basis of Heidegger’s later works and the way the German philosopher
by then sees the ontological problematic he developed in his opus magnum.
In other words, Derrida does not stick to the problematic of Sein und Zeit
itself but rather interprets it by resorting to later works in which Heidegger
grows ever more suspicious about the dangers of his early, specifically on-
tological terminology.'® To use Derrida’s own terms, he attempts to escape
the above-mentioned contradiction by means of an enquiry into Heidegger’s
thinking — or rather, Heidegger’s terminology — “in its movement” (dans
son movement)."” From a philological standpoint, what is problematic in
Derrida’s position, and therefore only apparently solves its contradiction, is
the fact that he does not respect the different phases in Heidegger’s thought

"* Derrida, Heidegger, 36.
16 Ibidem, 37. See ibidem, 119, where Derrida speaks of his “Justification rétroactive” of Sein und Zeit.

17 Ibidem, 36.
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nor the different philosophical projects they embody.'®

However, this is not all. In his reading of Heidegger, Derrida does not
merely indiscriminately move back and forth between different phases in
Heidegger’s thinking. Derrida also hyperbolizes and radicalizes Heidegger’s
position, thus presenting an inaccurate reading of the latter’s writings, when
he says that in Einfiihrung in die Metaphysik the German thinker proposes the
abandonment of the term “ontology”."” If one reads the passage of Einfiihrung
in die Metaphysik quoted to this effect by Derrida, one can see that he is right
in saying that Heidegger becomes suspicious of ontological terminology; but
the terminology the latter becomes suspicious of does not concern his own
conception of ontology nor his own ontological project; it concerns rather
ontology in the traditional sense. In fact, Heidegger does not claim that the
term ontology should be abandoned but rather that, by virtue of its ambigu-
ity and the differences between the project of traditional ontology and his
own ontological project, one should use different terms for each one of them.
That there is room in Einfiihrung in die Metaphysik for a legitimate use of the
term ontology may be testified by the fact that in the passage in Derrida’s
lecture Heidegger himself allows for a broader use of the word, the meaning

of which would be opposed to the traditional, narrow use of it.

'8 On the controversial question of the different phases in Heidegger’s philosophy, see O.
Poggeler, Der Denkweg Martin Heideggers, Pfullingen, Neske, 1963; W. J. Richardson, Heidegger:
Through Phenomenology to Thought, The Hague, Martinus Nijhoff, 1963 (New York, Fordham
University Press, 2003, 4" edn), VIII-XXIII, 229-245, 623-641 et passim; 1. Gorland, Transze-
ndenz und Selbst: Eine Phase in Heideggers Denken, Frankfurt am Main, Vittorio Klostermann,
1981; R. A. Bast, Der Wissenschaftsbegriff Martin Heideggers im Zusammenhang seiner Philosophie,
Stuttgart-Bad Cannstatt, Frommann-Holzboog, 1986; J. Greisch, Ontologie et temporalité: esqui-
sse d’une interprétation intégrale de Sein und Zeit, Paris, Presses universitaires de France, 1994; J.
Greisch, “Der philosophische Umbruch in den Jahren 1928-32: Von der Fundamentalontologie
zur Metaphysik des Daseins”, in D. Thomi (ed.), Heidegger-Handbuch: Leben — Werk — Wirkung,
Stuttgart/Weimar, Verlag J. B. Metzler, 2003, 115-127; J. Greisch, “De l'ontologie fondamentale
a la métaphysique du Dasein: le tournant philosophique des années 1928-1932", in M. Caron
(ed.), Heidegger, Paris, Les Editions du Cerf, 2006, 417-447; P. A. Lima, Heidegger e a fenomenolo-
gia da solidao humana (PhD dissertation), Lisboa, 2012, vol. I, 56, n. 10.

' Derrida, Heidegger, 40.

% See M. Heidegger, Einfiihrung in die Metaphysik (Gesamtausgabe 40), Frankfurt am Main,
Vittorio Klostermann, 1983, 43-44: “Man kann freilich, scheinbar sehr scharfsinnig und
iiberlegen, die lingstbekannte Uberlegung wieder ins Feld fithren: »Sein« ist doch der allge-
meinste Begriff. Sein Geltungsbereich erstreckt sich auf alles und jedes, sogar auf das Nichts,
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However, what I think is most significant in the Derridean approach to
Heidegger is that although (or because) it is retrospective and philologically
inaccurate, it allows for a displacement of the meaning of the German phi-

losopher’s writings towards their metaphorization. The first sign of such a

das als Gedachtes und Gesagtes auch etwas »ist«. Also gibt es tiber den Geltungsbereich die-
ses allgemeinsten Begriffes »Sein« hinaus im strengen Sinne des Wortes nichts mehr, von wo
aus dieses selbst noch weiter bestimmt werden kénnte. Man muf$ sich mit dieser héchsten
Allgemeinheit abfinden. Der Begriff des Seins ist ein Letztes. Und es entspringt auch einem
Gesetz der Logik, das sagt: Je umfassender ein Begriff seinem Umfang nach ist, — und was
wire umfassender als der Begriff »Sein«? — desto unbestimmter und leerer ist sein Inhalt.
Diese Gedankenginge sind fiir jeden denkenden Menschen — und wir wollen alle Normal-
menschen sein — unmittelbar und ohne Einschrinkung tiberzeugend. Aber, dies ist doch jetzt
die Frage, ob die Ansetzung des Seins als des allgemeinsten Begriffes das Wesen des Seins
trifft oder es nicht von vornherein so mifideutet, dal ein Fragen aussichtslos wird. Dies ist
jedoch die Frage, ob das Sein nur als der allgemeinste Begriff gelten kann, der in allen beson-
deren Begriffen unvermeidlich vorkommt, oder ob das Sein vollig anderen Wesens ist und
somit alles andere, nur nicht der Gegenstand einer »Ontologie«, gesetzt, dafl man dieses
Wort in der herk6mmlichen Bedeutung nimmt.

Der Titel »Ontologie« wurde erst im 17. Jahrhundert geprigt. Er bezeichnet die Ausbildung
der tiberlieferten Lehre vom Seienden zu einer Disziplin der Philosophie und zu einem Fach
des philosophischen Systems. Die iberlieferte Lehre aber ist die schulmifige Zergliederung
und Ordnung dessen, was fiir Platon und Aristoteles und wieder fiir Kant eine Frage war, frei-
lich eine schon nicht mehr urspriingliche. So wird das Wort »Ontologie« auch heute noch
gebraucht. Unter diesem Titel betreibt die Philosophie bereits die Aufstellung und Darstel-
lung eines Faches innerhalb ihres Systems. Das Wort »Ontologie« kann man aber auch
»im weitesten Sinne« nehmen, »ohne Anlehnung an ontologische Richtungen und
Tendenzen« (vgl. Sein und Zeit 1927, S. 110b.). In diesem Fall bedeutet »Ontologie« die
Anstrengung, das Sein zum Wort zu bringen, und zwar im Durchgang durch die Fra-
ge, wie es mit dem Sein [nicht nur mit dem Seienden als solchem] steht. Da aber diese
Frage bisher weder Anklang noch gar Widerklang gefunden hat, sondern durch die
verschiedenen Kreise der schulmifligen Philosophie-gelehrsamkeit sogar ausdriick-
lich abgelehnt wird, die eine »Ontologie« im iiberlieferten Sinne anstrebt, mag es gut
sein, kiinftig auf den Gebrauch des Titels »Ontologie«, »ontologisch« zu verzichten.
Was in der Art des Fragens, wie sich jetzt erst deutlicher herausgestellt, durch eine

ganze Welt getrennt ist, soll auch nicht den gleichen Namen tragen. (...

Wir fragen die Frage: Wie steht es um das Sein? Welches ist der Sinn von Sein? nicht, um eine
Ontologie iiberlieferten Stils aufzustellen oder gar kritisch ihren fritheren Versuchen die
Fehler vorzurechnen. Es geht um ein ganz Anderes. Es gilt, das geschichtliche Dasein des
Menschen und d.h. immer zugleich unser eigenstes kiinftiges, im Ganzen der uns bestimm-
ten Geschichte in die Macht des urspriinglich zu er6ffnenden Seins zuriickzufiigen, all das
freilich nur in den Grenzen, innerhalb derer das Vermogen der Philosophie etwas vermag.”
(Bold emphasis and underlining added)
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metaphorization appears precisely when Derrida indicates he aims to con-
sider Heidegger’s terminology in its movement. In the context of Derrida’s
lectures in 1964-1965, the problematic of metaphor will grosso modo be that
of the movement of philosophical terminology, that of the possibility or im-
possibility of overcoming ontological/metaphysical terminology.

4.

This much as to Being and ontology. What about History?

In his second lecture (30" November 1964) Derrida directly addresses
the problem of History in Heidegger’s thinking. In fact, the topic had already
surfaced in the first lecture (16" November 1964) in the context of Derrida’s
presentation of the Heideggerian concept of the destruction of the history
of ontology; but in the second lecture he connects the topic of the destruc-
tion of the history of ontology with that of language, which is where — in
Derrida’s view — the problem of History in Heidegger finds its roots and
most significant manifestation.?!

In other words, the question of the destruction of the history of ontology
is a question of language; but — Derrida asks — what is the language of the
destruction? Should one resort to the language of the ontological tradition
while carrying out the destruction of the history of ontology, or should one
create an entirely new language to this effect? Furthermore: Is this creation
of a new, non-ontological and non-metaphysical language possible in the
first place? According to Derrida, the project of the destruction is faced with a
linguistic problem: on the one hand, since it consists of a project of destruc-
tion of traditional ontology, it cannot straightforwardly use the language of
the ontological tradition; but on the other hand, it cannot completely aban-
don traditional ontological language, as if such a language were already de-
finitively overcome and an entirely new language were possible. As Derrida
indicates, the project of the destruction both uses and does not use the lan-
guage of tradition. On the one hand, the destruction resorts to the language
of tradition in the sense that it is a Wiederholung of traditional ontological
language, a repetition of its own language, a self-retrieval insofar as the de-

struction is itself a language. On the other hand, the destruction distances itself

*! Derrida, Heidegger, 53ff.
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from traditional language, for it corresponds to the self-destruction of the

discourse of ontology:

Clearly we cannot borrow them [i.e. the concepts, the terms, the forms of
linkage necessary for the discourse of Destruction] simply from the tradition
that we are in the process of deconstructing; we cannot simply take them up
again, that much is obvious. But neither can we, because destruction is not a
demolition or an annihilation, erase them or abandon them in some concep-
tual storage room, as definitively outdated instruments. Because Destruktion
is in its gesture like a Wiederholung, a repetition, it can neither use, nor simply
deprive itself of the traditional logos.*

For Derrida, the project of the destruction does not simply have to do
with lexicology, the meaning of isolated words coined by the ontological
tradition, but first and foremost with syntax, the way in which concepts are
linked.” This is why Derrida, resorting once again to Heidegger’s later writ-
ings, connects the project of the destruction with the task of Thought and
Poetry, although from a strictly philological point of view such a connection
seems to be lacking in textual evidence.?* In fact, if one remains faithful to
the letter of Heidegger’s writings, when he speaks of the task of Thought
and Poetry, he is no longer referring to the project of the destruction of the
history of ontology. Moreover, in the period when Heidegger is trying to un-
dertake the Destruktion, which is strictly merely one of the steps involved in

22 [bidem, 54: “On ne peut visiblement pas les emprunter simplement a la tradition qu'on est
en train de déconstruire, on ne peut pas non plus, la destruction n’étant pas une démolition
ou une annihilation, les effacer ou les abandonner dans quelque remise conceptuelle, comme
instruments définitivement périmés. La Destruktion étant dans son geste comme une Wieder-
holung, une répétition, elle ne peut ni se servir ni se priver simplement du logos traditionnel
(...)” See ibidem, 55: “En raison de ce probleme de langage, la destruction de la philosophie
sera toujours surprise dans la philosophie, surprise par la philosophie, enveloppée par la phi-
losophie au moment méme ot elle veut la détruire, ne serai-ce que parce que c’est le logos
philosophique qui procéde a sa propre destruction.”

# Jbidem: “Ce n’est pas seulement un probléme de lexicologie philosophique mais c’est un
probléme de syntaxe qui concerne les formes d’enchainement des concepts.”

* Ibidem, 56. Derrida quotes a passage from Heidegger’s Brief iiber den Humanismus as evi-
dence for his claim that a connection exists between the destruction on the one hand and
Thought and Poetry on the other, but in the passage there is no talk about Destruktion on
Heidegger’s part. See M. Heidegger, Brief iiber den Humanismus (Gesamtausgabe 9), Frankfurt
am Main, Vittorio Klostermann, 2004, 3 edn, 313-314.
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the wider project of a Fundamentalontologie, the syntax of the Heideggerian
project remains structurally the same as that of the ontological tradition,
the difference between the Heideggerian project and that of the ontological
tradition being that the former intended to replace the Categories with the
Existentials.?” In this sense, Derrida’s lectures extend the Heideggerian pro-
ject of the Destruktion beyond the texts in which it is explicitly dealt with and
actually carried out by Heidegger, thus being characterisable as proposing
in this regard a prospective reading of Heideggerian thinking. Together with
Derrida’s retrospective reading of Sein und Zeit, this prospective interpreta-
tion of the destruction reveals a fundamental fotalization and unification of
Heideggerian thought (or rather, terminology) on Derrida’s part, who sees
it as moving in a single, definite direction. As shall be made clear, this is the
never-ending movement of metaphor towards its overcoming.

On the whole, the second lecture presents Derrida’s view on the con-
nection, which occurs in Heideggerian thought, between Being and History,
according to which such a connection is made through the problem of lan-
guage. As Derrida says at the end of the lecture, there is no language without
History and no History without language; and the question of Being is the
question of History insofar as History is the history of Being (or rather, of the

self-destruction and limited self-transformation of the language of Being):

All T wish to emphasize here is that starting from the Faktum of language,
and of a language in which the word be is heard, precise and unavoidable,
Heidegger ties the possibility of his question and therefore of his whole sub-
sequent discourse to the possibility of history. For there is no language with-
out history and no history without language. The question of being is the
very question of history. It is born of history, and it takes aim at history. It is
the absolution of history itself on itself as history of being.?®

> See M. Heidegger, Sein und Zeit, Tiibingen, Max Niemeyer, 2001, 18" edn, 44: “Alle Exp-
likate, die der Analytik des Daseins entspringen, sind gewonnen im Hinblick auf seine
Existenzstruktur. Weil sie sich aus der Existenzialitit bestimmen, nennen wir die
Seinscharaktere des Daseins Existenzialien. Sie sind scharf zu trennen von den Seins-
bestimmungen des nicht daseinsmifligen Seienden, die wir Kategorien nennen. Dabei
wird dieser Ausdruck in seiner primiren ontologischen Bedeutung aufgenommen und fest-
gehalten.” (Bold emphasis mine) See also ibidem, $§3-4.

26

Derrida, Heidegger, 83: “Ce que je veux seulement souligner ici, c’'est qu'en partant du Fak-
tum du langage et d'un langage ou le mot étre est entendu, précis et incontournable, Hei-
degger lie la possibilité de sa question et donc de tout son discours ultérieur a la possibilité
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Derrida’s interpretative move in doing this already announces and pre-
pares the introduction of the problematic of metaphor and metaphoricity
later on in the course of the lectures. As already indicated, the question of
the destruction of the history of the language of Being is both that of the ex-
tent of the possible transformation of such a language and that of the nature
of the language used in the destruction. The Derridean concept of metaphor
and metaphoricity, such as Derrida will present it later on in the lectures, has
precisely to do with trying to displace traditional ontological/metaphysical

language and the limited success of such efforts to overcome tradition.

5.

Derrida’s explicit and extensive treatment of the question of metaphor in
Heidegger begins in his third lecture (17" December 1964). One important
thing that should be borne in mind is that Heidegger — as Derrida himself
recognizes”’— never uses the term metaphor in his works (at least to refer
to the problematic Derrida is pointing to when he speaks of metaphor in
Heidegger’s thought). I shall therefore, in what follows, try to briefly explain
not simply the problematic itself that Derrida presents as being that of meta-
phor in Heidegger, but first and foremost Derrida’s metaphorizing strategy
in his reading of Heidegger’s writings — a metaphorization of Heidegger, as it
were, of which Derrida’s first and second lectures are two preparatory steps.

As already pointed out, in Derrida’s perspective the question of meta-
phor in Heidegger occurs within the framework of the latter’s treatment of
language, namely the language of Being. Heidegger’s starting point, as Derrida
indicates, is the Faktum that all human beings make use of “a language (...) in
which the signification (Bedeutung) of the word is (to be) is always already
pre-comprehended”?® According to the sequence of Derrida’s exposition

of the Heideggerian problematic of ontological language, it seems that

de I'histoire. Car il n'y a pas de langage sans histoire et pas d’histoire sans langage. La question
de I'étre est la question méme de 'histoire. Elle nait de I'histoire, et elle vise I'histoire. Elle est
I'absolution de I'histoire elle-méme sur elle-méme comme histoire de 'étre.”

27 Ibidem, 325.

8 Ibidem, 86: “(...) un langage (...) dans lequel la signification (Bedeutung) du mot est (étre) est

toujours déja pré-comprise.”
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Heidegger’s concern in assuming such a starting point is to demonstrate that
the most immediate use of ontological language by human beings in their
everyday lives (in the form of the conjugation of the verb étre, sein, elvar) in
a sense legitimates the employment of the verbal substantive (I'étre, das Sein,
0 elven) for philosophical purposes:* because the immediateness and seem-
ing proximity involved in the use of the finite forms of the verb to be are
— upon closer, philosophical inspection — in fact illusory, the employment
of the verbal substantive is preferable, for — in spite of the substantivation
and substantialisation involved in its formation, and in spite of its resulting
insufficiency and inadequacy as a means of expressing the thinking of Being
and revealing the truth of Being - it points to the transcendental horizon on
the basis of which the everyday use of the finite forms (“ am”, “you are”, “he/
she/it is”, and so forth) is possible.*

Derrida’s superimposition of the problematic of metaphor on Heidegger’s
Kantian problematic of the Bathos der Erfahrung® (of the geheime Urteile der
gemeinen Vernunft)** makes its first main appearance in the lectures precisely
at this juncture. According to Heidegger, Derrida maintains, the fact that
when one says “I am” this proposition, against everyday evidence, is not
fully understood - is not clearly and surely grasped, does not manifest an
absolute proximity of one’s being to itself, an identity of one’s being with
itself, but rather the exact opposite of this, that one is furthest from oneself**
— consists in the very core of the metaphoricity of Being. In other words,
the metaphorical nature of one’s relation to one’s being and Being Itself is

* Ibidem, 90-91.

0 See ibidem, 91, especially the following extract: “Doit-on abandonner une forme gramma-
ticale si menacante pour la pensée juste de I'étre, pensée qui n’est ni un concept ni la pensée
d’un étant? Heidegger feint de le penser mais c’est pour montrer que le simple renoncement
a cette forme, le simple effacement de ce mot qu’est le substantif verbal obscurcirait encore
davantage le probleme.”

31 See 1. Kant, Prolegomena, in Gesammelte Schriften, Berlin, Reimer/De Gruyter, 1902, vol.
1V, 380.

2 See 1. Kant, Reflexion 436, in Gesammelte Schriften, Berlin, Reimer/De Gruyter, 1902, vol.
XV, 180. See also Heidegger, Sein und Zeit, 23: “Am Ende sind gerade die Phinomene, die in der
folgenden Analyse unter dem Titel »Temporalitit« herausgestellt werden, die geheimsten Urteile
der »gemeinen Vernunft, als deren Analytik Kant das »Geschift der Philosophen« bestimmt.”

** See Derrida, Heidegger, 92.
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tantamount to the illusory, dissimulating character of the everyday evidence
of the proposition “I am”, which expresses one’s everyday evidence about
one’s own being. To put it differently, as long as the meaning of being in-
volved in the “I am” does not become explicit, this proposition - that is to
say, one’s relation to one’s own being — will remain metaphorical. Metaphor,
as well as metaphysics and a particular form of empiricism - according to
Derrida — amounts therefore to the persistence of the unquestioned evi-
dence of the “I am”, of the dissimulation of the transcendental horizon on the
basis of which such a proposition becomes possible and its proper meaning

may eventually be recovered:

So long as being, the meaning of being implied in the proposition of absolute
proximity that the I am is, so long as the meaning of being that is implied in
it is not made explicit, the proposition of proximity does not have its proper
meaning. That is to say it is merely metaphysical. And the metaphysics that
rests on the unquestioned evidence of the I am is also a metaphorics. And it
is also an empiricism since it is the gesture of empiricism to dissimulate the
transcendental horizon on the basis of which the determined is determined;
here wishing to hear being only in its determination as I am, you are, he is,
and so on, or he is this or that, and so forth.>*

In the course of his third lecture, Derrida continues to insist on his meta-
phorization of Heidegger’s thinking by means of the connection between lan-
guage — or rather, the contrast between common and philosophical language
- and Being. More precisely, Derrida pauses over what he calls Heidegger’s
“expressionist-romantic-Nazi” metaphor or rhetoric of the dwelling and
over the way in which common sense tends to inadequately understand this
kind of metaphorics.*® Derrida maintains that Heidegger’s metaphor of the
dwelling is one about language: its historicity and relation to Being. Derrida
points out that according to Heidegger language is the shelter or dwelling
3 [bidem, 94: “Tant que I'étre, le sens de 1'étre impliqué dans la proposition de proximité ab-
solue qu'est le je suis, tant que ce sens de I'étre qui y est impliqué n’est pas explicité, la propo-
sition de proximité n’a pas son sens propre. C'est-a-dire quelle n’est que métaphysique. Et la
métaphysique qui repose sur I'évidence non questionné du je suis est aussi une métaphorique.
Et elle est aussi un empirisme puisque c’est le geste de 'empirisme de dissimuler ’horizon

transcendental & partir duquel le déterminé se détermine; ici, de ne vouloir entendre I'étre
que dans sa détermination de je suis, tu es, il est, etc., ou il est ceci ou cela, etc”

3 Ibidem, 98ff.
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of Being, that without which the very appearance of Being, as well as the
appearance of the difference between Being and beings, would not be pos-
sible; such a shelter, dwelling or house of Being is historical in nature, in the
sense that it has not existed since eternity and had to be constructed at some
point in time,*® and in the sense that the use of language by human beings
has always had a history or a past that transcends the present moment in
which language is being used.”” According to Derrida’s metaphorising ver-
sion of Heideggerian thought, Heidegger’s claim is that common sense, in
understanding the metaphor of language as the dwelling of Being, tends to
presuppose that it knows what a dwelling actually is; and it is on the basis
of such a presupposition that common sense, by means of a transference of
meaning, is able to grasp what the metaphor of the dwelling of Being cor-
responds to. For Heidegger, however — Derrida indicates - common sense
does not really grasp where the metaphor actually lies and therefore takes
it in the wrong sense; as a result of this, common sense tends to understand
as a metaphor what Heidegger means in the proper sense (namely, his refer-
ence to the dwelling of Being) and to conceive of as the proper sense what
Heidegger points to as being the metaphor (that is to say, the usual sense of
dwelling). In the Derridean view, Heidegger’s appropriation of a so-called
housing crisis has to do with this commonsensical confusion between the
proper meaning of dwelling and its metaphorical sense — in other terms,
with the fact that common sense inhabits a metaphor that is not conscious
of its own existence as such and therefore possesses a metaphysical nature.?®

Derrida goes on with his metaphorising interpretation of Heidegger by
arguing that the latter tries to think of metaphor and metaphoricity as such
and in their origin in the thinking/truth of Being: commonsensical language
is not capable of grasping the proper sense of shelter/dwelling/house - in

3 Ibidem, 101.
37 See ibidem, 105.

¥ See ibidem, 102-103: “C’est au sens propre que I'on doit dire que le langage est la maison de
I'étre dans laquelle habite 'homme. Et on parle métaphoriquement — ce qui en dit long sur le
statut de la métaphore — quand on dit la maison hors de ce rapport a I'étre. La crise du loge-
ment — pourrait-on dire — en sautant beaucoup de chainons intermédiaires, est 'expression
de cette déportation dans une métaphore qui ne se pense méme plus comme telle, c’est-a-dire
dans la métaphysique. Il y a une racine métaphysique a la crise du logement, au sens historial

out Heidegger entend la métaphysique — racine historico-métaphysique.”
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other words, it is metaphorical in this respect — because it does not speak
on the basis of the truth of Being; the origin of metaphor and metapho-
ricity is the thinking or the truth of Being, which has always been present
in commonsensical language, although this language is not able to grasp it;
commonsensical language, inasmuch as it is metaphorical, is tantamount to
the forgetting of the proper, non-metaphorical originary language of Being.
According to the Derridean take on Heidegger, the German philosopher
makes clear that, insofar as one always has to start by using commonsensi-
cal language, metaphor corresponds to the very beginning of language, the
origin of which is the thinking or the truth of Being. As Derrida says, “One
does not begin with the originary; that’s the first word of the (hi)story.”*
In other terms, commonsensical language, the language one necessarily has
to start by using, is not originary because it is historical, that is, because it
precedes one and has always been in use before one starts making use of it,
to the point that one will never be totally in control of it, that one’s use of it
will always involve layers of meaning one will never be fully aware of. One
thing seems to be clear by now: commonsensical language — and in fact all
existing language — is metaphorical; but the question is also: will it ever stop
being so?

The following step in Derrida’s interpretation of Heidegger tries to pro-
vide an answer to this question. As Derrida maintains, metaphor should not
be conceived of as being a disguise of the thinking or the truth of Being, for
Being has never been— and will never be — undressed; It has never — and
will never — become naked; It has never been— and will never be — thought
and revealed in Its proper meaning, as such. To put it differently: although
the movement of metaphor is that of trying to grasp the proper meaning of

Being, it will never attain it:

** See ibidem, 105: “La, vous l'avez vu, et ce schéme se retrouverait partout ou le langage de
Heidegger semble métaphorique — le sens propre du mot maison ou du mot habitation est hors
de portée pour une parole qui ne parle pas a partir de la vérité de I'étre. Quand nous croyons
savoir ce que nous disons quand nous disons maison tous les jours dans le langage courant et
non poétique, nous sommes dans la métaphore. Or la pensée de la vérité de I'étre est a venir
mais a venir comme ce qui a toujours déja été enfoui. Il s'ensuit que la métaphore est 'oubli
du sens propre et originaire. La métaphore ne survient pas dans le langage comme un procédé
rhétorique; elle est le commencement du langage dont la pensée de I'étre est pourtant l'ori-
gine enfouie. On commence pas par l'originaire, c’est cela le premier mot de I'histoire.”
(Bold emphasis mine)
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(..) there is no chance, (...) there will never be any chance for those who might
think of metaphor as a disguise of thought or of the truth of being. There will
never be any chance of undressing or stripping down this naked thinking of
being which was never naked and never will be. The proper meaning whose
movement metaphor tries to follow without ever reaching or seeing it, this
proper meaning has never been said or thought and will never be said or
thought as such.*

As Derrida indicates in the ensuing passage, “metaphor is interminable”,
and insofar as “metaphoricity is the very essence of metaphysics”, “there
is no possible overcoming, no Uberwindung of metaphysics”, that is to say,
no possible overcoming or Uberwindung of metaphor/metaphoricity.' For
Heidegger, as Derrida puts it, metaphor is not an extraneous, rhetorical
procedure that supervenes upon a language being used in its proper sense,
but rather the originary state of language itself;** metaphor is therefore
not something opposed to proper meaning, but on the contrary something
that should be characterized through its incessant movement towards its
proper meaning;* in other words, metaphor and proper meaning are part
of one and the same movement of metaphor towards the proper meaning.
Derrida identifies this movement, which characterizes metaphoricity itself
and consists of the never-ending attempt of metaphor to overcome itself,

0 Ibidem, 105-106: “(...) il n’y a aucune chance, (...) il n'y aura jamais aucune chance pour ceux
qui penseraient la métaphore comme un déguisement de la pensée ou de la vérité de I'étre. 11
n'y aura jamais aucune chance de dévétir ou de dépouiller cette pensée nue de 'étre qui n'a
jamais été nue et qui ne le sera jamais. Le sens propre dont la métaphore tente de suivre le
mouvement sans jamais le rejoindre ni le voir, ce sens propre n’a jamais été dit ou pensé et ne

le sera jamais comme tel.”

I Ibidem, 106: “Sil'on considere que la métaphore est interminable et quelle est le recouvre-
ment ontique de la vérité de I'étre, que la métaphoricité est 'essence méme de la métaphy-
sique, alors on prend conscience (...) qu’il n'y a pas de dépassement simple, d’'Uberwindung
possible.”

2 [bidem, 105: “La métaphore ne survient pas dans le langage comme un procédé rhétorique;
elle est le commencement du langage dont la pensée de I'étre est pourtant 'origine enfouie.”

# See ibidem, 106: “Le sens propre dont la métaphore tente de suivre le mouvement sans
jamais le rejoindre ni le voir, ce sens propre n'a jamais été dit ou pensé et ne le sera jamais
comme tel. Cest 'opposition méme du sens propre et de la métaphore dont il faut non pas se

détourner mais se méfier si on est tenté de les penser comme 'opposition de deux termes.”
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with Heidegger’s ideas of the historicity of Being on the one hand and the
co-originariness of concealment and unconcealment involved in the truth
of Being on the other. According to Derrida in a surprising comment on a
passage from Heidegger’s Uberwindung der Metaphysik, what Heidegger calls
metaphysics — which, as pointed out earlier, is for Derrida the predominance
of an unquestioned evidence as to the meaning of Being - is nothing less
than a “metonymy for metaphor”.* But is “metaphor” the proper meaning of
the Heideggerian term “metaphysics”? Is the Heideggerian term “metaphys-
ics” a metaphor for “metaphor”?

Up to this point, Derrida had been conducting his identification of the
Heideggerian problematic as a whole with that of metaphor/metaphoricity
on the basis of analyses of three among Heidegger’s later writings, namely
Einfiihrung in die Metaphysik, Uberwindung der Metaphysik and Brief iiber den
Humanismus. However, Derrida subsequently comes back to Sein und Zeit, in
order to carry out what he himself calls a “retroactive justification™ of a key
issue in Heidegger’s major work, to wit the problematic of the Faktum that
human beings have always possessed a pre-comprehension of the Bedeutung
of what it means to be, which Derrida retrospectively considers as an early,
implicit presence of the problematic of the historicity of Being and there-
fore — in Derrida’s metaphorising terms — of Its metaphoricity. The point is
that human Dasein has always possessed an understanding of Being that ex-
ceeds or transcends the word “being” and its meaning.*® Following Derrida’s
account, this seems to be again the issue of the historicity of the language
of Being, which I considered above under the headings of the unquestioned
evidence of the proposition “I am” and the commonsensical understanding
of the metaphor of the dwelling of Being. As Derrida maintains, the fact that
in Sein und Zeit Heidegger chooses human Dasein as the starting point for his
analytic, thus carrying out an analytic of the historicity of Dasein, has to do
with Dasein’s proximity to itself — which Derrida associates with the illusory,
dissimulating proximity of language to itself, that is, with a language that is
* Ibidem, 107: “[(...) 1a on peut dire métaphore au lieu de métaphysique, la métaphysique est
une métonymie pour la métaphore (...).]” Derrida is commenting on a passage that can be

found in M. Heidegger, Uberwindung der Metaphysik (Gesamtausgabe 7), Frankfurt am Main,
Vittorio Klostermann, 2000, 70.

* Derrida, Heidegger, 119: “Justification rétroactive’.

¢ See ibidem, 119-120.
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not thought on the basis of the truth of Being and is therefore metaphysical/
metaphorical;* this is why Sein und Zeit, in spite of its merits and “progress”,
is a philosophical work that, while already announcing the end of an epoch —
the epoch of metaphysics — “still belongs to it in that the historicity it describes
(..) concerns the historicity of one form of beings, beings qua Dasein”.*® The
metaphysical/metaphorical nature of Sein und Zeit, Derrida claims, derives
from the fact that the Da differs from the Sein (to wit, not the Sein des Daseins
but rather the Sein selbst). However, as Derrida immediately recognizes, the
shortcomings of Sein und Zeit are not overcome in Heidegger’s later works,
but are instead a kind of inevitability inherent to human thought: one will
always have to think about metaphor and within metaphor:

(..) is setting off into the analytic of the historicity of Dasein and the Da of
Sein not justified by Heidegger in the style and within the limitations of met-
aphysics still? Heidegger would no doubt not deny it, and would not deny
that the Da of Da-sein has a certain metaphorical meaning; and when the Da
is metaphorical, when absolute proximity is metaphorical, of what can it be
a metaphor? Of another proximity? Or of a distancing, and is not the other
proximity, the other Da, a fort? Is not the difference between fort and Da the
first metaphor of Sein, the first metaphysical occultation of the question of
Being? Heidegger would no doubt not deny it, but then what? Then... we can
do nothing other than keep talking about it and talking within it.*’

Y7 See ibidem, 121: “Compte tenu de ce que nous avons questionné, avec Heidegger lui-méme,
cette signification, énigmatique, métaphorique, de la proximité <est la> proximité de la parole
a elle-méme tant qu’elle n'est pas encore pensée a partir de I'essence de I'étre. Tant que le Da
du Dasein n'est pas pensé a partir du Sein.”

8 See ibidem, 217: “Sein und Zeit (...) annonce la fin de cette époque mais lui appartient encore
en ce que 'historicité qu'elle décrit, elle la décrit bien sans doute dans I'horizon cette fois expli-
cite de I'étre — et c'est le progres, la question de I'étre est posée comme telle dés les premiéres
pages de Sein und Zeit. Mais - et c’est en quoi elle reste encore dans 'époque de la métaphy-
sique —, la description de l'historicité dans Sein und Zeit concerne encore l'historicité d'une
forme d’étant, I'étant comme Dasein.”

* Ibidem, 121: “(...) est-ce que le départ dans l'analytique de l'historicité du Dasein et du Da
du Sein, n’est pas justifié par Heidegger encore dans la limitation et dans le style de la méta-
physique? Heidegger ne le nierait sans doute pas, et ne nierait pas que le Da de Da-sein a un
certain sens métaphorique; et quand le Da est métaphorique, quand la proximité absolue est
métaphorique, de quoi peut-elle I'étre? Est-ce d’une autre proximité? Ou d'un éloignement, et
lautre proximité, I'autre Da, n'est ce pas un fort? La différence du fort et du Da, n’est-ce pas la
premiére métaphore du Sein, la premiére occultation métaphysique de la question de I'étre?
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In a later lecture (15" March 1965) Derrida refers to this continuing talk
about metaphor within metaphor as being a de-metaphorization,® a de-
struction of metaphors “with the help of other metaphors”?!

However, if the only way possible is to continuously carry out a work of
de-metaphorization — in other terms, a destruction of metaphors by means
of different ones — in what sense can it be said that Sein und Zeit already rep-
resents a progress in relation to the metaphysical tradition and Heidegger’s
later texts an advance in comparison to his major work? How can a meta-
phor, if it is indeed a metaphor (that is, a non-transparent use of language)
and will always remain so, have the means to assess its progress, its greater
proximity to its proper meaning — unless there are metaphors which are less

so than others?

6.

At the very end of the last lecture (29" March 1965) Derrida looks back to his
analyses of Heidegger from the point of view of the question of metaphor.
Although Derrida refers mainly to the previous lecture, I think Derrida’s

remarks can be applied to his lecture series as a whole:

During the session before last, in a series of architectonic considerations,
I tried to indicate what the move from Sein und Zeit to the other writ-
ings signified: notably the move from the Geschichtlichkeit of Dasein to the
Geschichtlichkeit of Sein. We also recognized along the way what was signified
by the epochal essence of being and, by the same token, the simultaneously

Heidegger ne le nierait sans doute pas mais alors? Alors... on ne pourra rien faire douter que
de continuer a en parler et a parler en elle””

%0 See ibidem, 278: “(...) le travail de la pensée n'est en somme rien d’autre (...) que chaque fois
et partout ou elle se produit, cette opération de destruction de la métaphore, de réduction
déterminée et motivée de la métaphore. Ce qui ne veut pas dire qu'on sorte de 1'élément mé-
taphorique du langage mais que dans une nouvelle métaphore la métaphore précédente ap-
parait comme telle, est dénoncée dans son origine et dans son fonctionnement métaphorique
et dans sa nécessité. Elle apparait comme telle. On peut peut-étre appeler pensée et pensée de
létre (...) ce qui appelle a un tel geste de dé-métaphorisation.”

5! See ibidem, 277: “Le discours philosophique ou plutot le discours de la pensée détruisant la
métaphorique grammatico-métaphysique a pour fonction cette destruction de la métaphore,
destruction conduite avec la certitude qu'on ne fera jamais que détruire les métaphores a

l'aide d’autres métaphores.”
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unveiling and dissimulating essence of language. This essence opened us to
the meaning of metaphoricity as such, before any linguistic determination
of language, or any scientific or onto-theological determination of beings.
It was implied in all these considerations that Heidegger’s path of thought
presented itself as epochal and historical: that is, as metaphorical. But here
what is announced in the metaphor is the essence of metaphor, metaphoric-
ity as such, metaphoricity as historicity and historicity as such. But it belongs
to this as such that it hides what it announces (i.e., that it does not reach
proper meaning as such). There is history only of being and being is only
history [sic], but by its essence this proposition is still metaphorical.
Heidegger knows this and says so.*

As this passage shows, what | have been calling Derrida’s metaphorization
of Heideggerian thought is now explicitly recognized by Derrida himself; he
claims that the transition from Sein und Zeit to Heidegger’s later works has
metaphoricity at its centre, is metaphoricity itself, in the sense that it reflects
the historicity of the language of Being, the never-ending movement of de-
metaphorization of such a language; it is a movement in which the thinking
or truth of Being functions as the announcement of the horizon of the non-
metaphorical proper meaning of the language of Being:

No doubt the thinking of being announces the horizon of non-metaphor on
the basis of which metaphoricity is thought. But it does not announce itself
prophetically like a new day (prophets only ever announce other metaphors),
as something that will be; it announces itself as the impossible on the basis

2 Ibidem, 323: “Lors de l'avant-derniére séance, dans une série de considérations architecto-
niques, j’avais essayé d’'indiquer ce que signifiait le passage de Sein und Zeit aux autres écrits,
le passage, notamment de la Geschichtlichkeit du Dasein a la Geschichtlichkeit du Sein. Nous
avons aussi reconnu, chemin faisant, ce que signifiait 'essence épochale de I'étre, et du méme
coup l'essence a la fois dévoilante et dissimulante du langage. Cette essence nous a ouverts au
sens de la métaphoricité comme telle, avant toute détermination linguistique du langage, ou
scientifique, ou onto-théologique de I'étant.

11 était impliqué dans toutes ces considérations que le chemin de pensée heideggerien se don-
nait lui-méme comme époqual et historique, c’est-a-dire comme métaphorique. Mais ici ce
qui s'annonce dans la métaphore, c’est I'essence de la métaphore, la métaphoricité comme telle,
la métaphoricité comme historicité et I'historicité comme telle. Mais il appartient a ce comme
telle qu'il cache ce qu'il annonce, c’est-a-dire, qu'il n’atteigne pas au sens propre comme tel. 11
n'’y a d’histoire que de I'étre et 'étre n'est pas historique [sic], mais par essence cette proposi-
tion est encore métaphorique.

Heidegger le sait et le dit.”
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of which the possible is thought as such (announce = event here). (...) So the
thinking of being announces the horizon of non-metaphor. But the gesture
whereby it announces this horizon, even though it denounces the entirety of
past metaphor (onto-theology), happens in a metaphor about which it does not
yet know — because it is irreducibly to-come — what that metaphor is hiding.*

Derrida conceives of the movement of Heideggerian thought, which ex-
emplarily reflects that of the metaphoricity or historicity of the language of
Being, as progressive,* to the extent that it is a movement of thought that
grows ever more conscious of itself as being metaphorical and consists in
the (impossible) effort to overcome its own metaphorical nature. However,
in virtue of its metaphoricity or historicity, the movement of Heidegger’s
thinking does not simply carry out a destruction of past metaphors by
means of new ones; it also does not know the proper meaning of these new
metaphors: what they actually hide and will reveal in a future still to come.
Derrida suggests that Heideggerian thinking aspires to abolish the predomi-
nance of the present, of presence itself; but thought always has to be materi-
alized in (a) language, and therefore an irreducible materiality — an inefface-
able écriture or trace, which amounts to the very essence of the metaphorical
process itself — remains.”® According to Derrida’s interpretation, the cross-

ing out — the kreuzweise Durchstreichung — of the word Sein in a text such as

53 bidem, 323-324: “Sans doute la pensée de I'étre annonce-t-elle I'horizon de la non-méta-
phore a partir de laquelle la métaphoricité est pensée. Mais elle ne s'annonce pas prophéti-
quement comme un lendemain (les prophétes n'annoncent jamais que d’autres métaphores),
comme quelque chose qui sera, elle s'annonce comme I'impossible sur le fond duquel le pos-
sible est pensée comme tel (annoncer = événement ici). (...) Donc la pensée de I'étre annonce
I'horizon de la non-métaphore. Mais le geste par lequel elle 'annonce, s'il dénonce le tout
de la métaphore passée (I'onto-théologie), se produit dans une métaphore dont il ne sait pas
encore, parce qu'il est a-venir irréductible, ce qu'elle cache.”

% See ibidem, 324.

%% See ibidem: “Parler d’'une question de I'étre c’est par la simple élocution du mot étre le dé-
terminer, déterminer métaphoriquement le chiffre de la non-métaphore. Le déterminer en
quoi? Eh bien par exemple, encore par la détermination linguistique a laquelle essentielle-
ment on ne peut pas ne pas faire appel. Et cette détermination linguistique reste encore une
détermination par le présent, par la présence du présent, au moment méme o, au nom de
la question de l'étre, on détruit la dominance de la présence. (...) Cette dimension irréduc-
tiblement grammaticale du sens, cette écriture, cette trace nécessaire du sens est le proces
métaphorique lui-méme, I'historicité elle-méme.”
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Zur Seinsfrage (1955) reflects Heidegger’s attempt to efface the dominance
of the present; it manifests “the unity of metaphoricity and non-metapho-

ricity as unity of language”™*

on the basis of which Heideggerian thinking
as a whole should be understood. Derrida’s metaphorization of Heidegger’s
thought is totalizing, in such a way that the two key concepts of his interpre-
tation of the German philosopher, namely Being and History — but also the
designation “Heidegger” itself — end up being denounced as metaphors as
well.”” Derrida calls this the unpredictability of the results or consequences
of a destruction of current metaphors by means of new ones, in order to
abolish the dominance of the present, “the future itself”® In this sense, the
movement of Heidegger’s thinking — the metaphoricity or historicity of the
language of Being - is the very movement towards the future, the move-
ment of futurization itself. The metaphoricity or historicity of the language
of Being corresponds to the very movement of futurization of “Heidegger”, of
his destruction insofar as he is conceived of as a metaphorical element in
the language of Being, a metaphorical substitute for Being Itself. However,
because it is impossible to stop the movement of metaphoricity, to reach the
proper meaning of the language of Being, Heidegger still remains with us -
though with his name crossed out.

* R ¥

Let me briefly sum up the trajectory of my reflections here, in order to draw

some preliminary conclusions from, or address some preliminary questions

% Ibidem, 325: “Et la remarque de Heidegger montrant que le mot étre appartient encore a
une pensée de la présence, cette remarque trouve sa confirmation dans le texte connu auquel
javais aussi fait allusion (Zur Seinsfrage, 1955) en expliquant pourquoi Heidegger avait jugé
nécessaire de biffer par une croix le mot Etre. Cette croix, cette écriture négative, cette trace
effacant la trace du présent dans le langage est 'unité de la métaphoricité et de la non-mé-
taphoricité comme unité du langage.” (Bold emphasis mine) See ibidem, 50.

*7 Ibidem, 326: “Le titre de ce cours, je le rappelle: Heidegger, la question de 'étre et de I'his-
toire. Vous vous rappelez que j'avais essayé en commencant de justifier chacun des mots de ce
titre. Chacun s'est révélé, et méme le nom de Heidegger, comme métaphorique.” See ibidem,
325: “Deés lors, si la signification étre est encore une métaphore et si la signification histoire
est pensable seulement comme histoire de I'étre, eh bien la signification histoire est aussi,
comme celle de I'Etre, une métaphore a détruire””

38 Ibidem, 325: “I'avenir lui-méme”.
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to, Derrida’s reading of Heidegger. As I have been attempting to demon-
strate by means of a close reading of some key passages in Derrida’s lectures,
Derrida’s interpretation of Heidegger involves a set of strategies that sur-
face in the former’s discourse at central moments in his lectures. Derrida
picks up key topics in Heidegger’s texts — for example, the destruction of the
history of ontology, the abandonment of the language of ontology, the dif-
ferent phases in Heidegger’s thinking, and so forth — and transforms them
into issues belonging to the problematic of metaphor (as he understands it).
Derrida’s main interpretative strategy, as [ have tried to point out, consists of
a double-directional, retrospective-prospective reading of Heidegger’s Sein und
Zeit, which ends up taking the German philosopher’s thought in its entirety
as corresponding to the unified self-conscious and self-reflecting movement of
metaphoricity itself, of de-metaphorization itself. As a result of this, not only
Heidegger’s key concepts but also the name “Heidegger” itself are trans-
formed by Derrida into metaphors, figures of metaphoricity itself, stages in
the continuing movement of the very historicity of the language of Being.
No doubt, by means of such reading strategy(ies), Derrida was very early
on able to develop a highly original, non-conventional and wide-ranging
conception of metaphor, which he turned into a major figure of thought, ap-
plicable beyond the restricted sphere of philosophical reflection.”

Of course, the power of Derrida’s interpretation, its attractive and se-
ductive nature, may perhaps tempt one to immediately adopt the Derridean
perspective on Heidegger as being tantamount to Heidegger’s own per-
spective. Curiously enough, at a few points in his lectures, Derrida himself
seems not to be able to distinguish between Heidegger’s perspective and his
own, between the letter of Heidegger’s texts and his interpretation of these
texts. In moments such as these, Derrida seems to lose his awareness of the
fact that what he was doing during his lecture series could be interpreted,
as I indeed have tried to do here, as being in general a metaphorization of
Heideggerian thought. Moments of acute awareness regarding this fact — for

instance, “(Destroy the word metaphor = linguistics. Heidegger does not use

** On the relationship between Derrida and literary theory, see notably T. Eagleton, Literary
Theory: An Introduction, Oxford, Blackwell, 1996, 2" edn, 110-130; F. Cusset, French Theory:
Foucault, Derrida, Deleuze €/ Cie et les mutations de la vie intellectuelle aux Etats-Unis, Paris,
La Découverte, 2005, 2™ edn, 86-139; L. Hill, The Cambridge Introduction to Jacques Derrida,
Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 2007.
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it)”® — are contradicted by other statements such as: “There is history only
of being and being is only history [sic], but by its essence this proposition
is still metaphorical. Heidegger knows this and says so”.®' However, one
should be aware that in order to understand Derrida’s reading of Heidegger,
both its strategic nature and productiveness, one needs to look at, and pause
over, Derrida’s metaphorization of Heidegger, the interpretative operations
through which Heidegger becomes Derrida or Derrida becomes himself
by reading Heidegger — in other terms, those moments of overlap between
Derridean and Heideggerian thinking when Derrida no longer knows where
Heidegger ends and he himself begins.

In fact, no matter how revealing Derrida’s interpretation of Heidegger
may seem to be, it should always be borne in mind that it is the Derridean
metaphorization of Heidegger — in other words, the transformation of
Heideggerian thinking as a whole into a decisive stage in the unified move-
ment of the metaphoricity of Being — that makes Heidegger’s indirect contri-
butions to the formation of the Derridean conception of metaphor possible
in the first place. This being so, it seems that non-metaphor lies at both ends
of Derrida’s metaphorization of Heideggerian thinking, in the sense that it
does not simply consist in the proper meaning of Heidegger’s thinking itself,
which could be revealed if its metaphorical nature could be overcome, but
also in the irreducible materiality of the letter of Heidegger’s texts, which
Derrida had to be confronted with at the very inception of his metaphoris-
ing reading of Heidegger, and which the interpreter of Derrida will need
to consider in order to get an adequate view of the key move in Derrida’s
interpretative work during his 1964-1965 lectures.

At the very core of Derrida’s main strategy in reading Heidegger lies
therefore an irreducible difference — an irreducible deferral or différance — be-
tween text and interpretation, between non-metaphor and metaphor. So, at least
as a reader of Heidegger — but most certainly also as representing a decisive
stage in the movement of the metaphoricity of Being or of that which comes

after Being — this is Derrida’s a-venir lui-méme.

% Derrida, Heidegger, 325: “(Détruire le mot de métaphore = linguistique. Heidegger ne
T'utilise pas.)” (Bold emphasis mine)
¢! Ibidem, 323: “Il n’y a d’histoire que de I'étre et I'étre n’est pas historique [sic], mais par essence

cette proposition est encore métaphorique. Heidegger le sait et le dit.” (Bold emphasis mine)
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One awaits his promise — hors métaphore (outside the metaphor that he
- by interpreting the movement of the historicity of Being as metaphoricity
and by locating his own thinking within the framework of such a metapho-

ricity — turned himself into).
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Abstract

The purpose of this article is to investigate how The Letter to the Romans, the clas-
sic work of the Swiss theologian Karl Barth, received a strong influence from
Kierkegaard’s interpretation of Christianity, and how this work in turn influenced
awhole generation of existentialist philosophers in the twentieth century. Thus, the
proposal is divided into two central parts: the first aims to investigate Kierkegaard’s
influence on Karl Barth and the second intends to show how such a theological
work is key to understanding, among other things, Christian existentialism in the
twentieth century.
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Introduction

The Letter to the Romans, attributed to the apostle Paul, is perhaps one of
the inspiring sources of great reflection at the core of Christianity, and goes
even beyond its borders, reaching a debate that is of interest to the sphere
of ethics and politics. From the earliest days of Christianity, the epistle has
been accepted in the work of the greatest theologians of the Church of all
times, and thus Leenhardt seems to be correct in his comment on the degree

of comprehension of the Pauline text:
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Impossible and useless would be to give exhaustive bibliography of works
devoted to the Epistle to the Romans or that refer to it in a dominant pro-
portion. A more complete information set will be found in the works whose
consultation is, in any case, indispensable for further work... The sixteenth
century saw the emergence of two capital works, which have exercised
in the history of the Church the primordial function which they recog-
nize: the commentary on Romans of Luther (1515-1516) and the LOCI
THEOLOGICI of Melanchthon (1521). Calvin, for his part, commented
on the Epistle to the Romans with the other books of the New Testament...
(Leenhardt, 1969, p. 27).

It should also be remembered that Luther’s Bible obviously contains the
translation of the epistle itself, and this would have been surprising in his
discussion about the freedom of the Christian individual and his choices, a
central theme in Lutheran thought. Thus, David and Pat Alexander are cor-
rect in perceiving the degree of importance of the Letter to the Romans in a
Christian context:

The influence exerted by this epistle has been enormous. She has influ-
enced great men — St. Augustine, Luther, Karl Barth... - and through them
has shaped the history of the Church, just as it has influenced the lives of
countless anonymous individuals, simple men and women who, in reading
it, believed in their message and acted accordingly (Alexander, 1985, p. 582).

The Letter to the Romans dates from 57 D.C. During this period Paul,
despite being a Roman citizen, had not yet gone to the imperial capital
and, in fact, only entered it a few years later as a prisoner. The core of the
epistle lies in the central debate, so dear to early Christianity, between the
new faith (still in formation and very different from the form we know
today) and paganism.

The theme of the letter is quite significant and therefore has become cen-
tral to the theological reflections of the rising faith. Here Paul stands in a
unique way in front of legalistic Jews, Christians from various places and
pagans, in defense of the Christian faith and of a subject that will be very
dear to the Lutheran tradition, namely the context of subjectivity and hu-
man freedom, which, in the future, will be fundamental to modernity.

The Pauline letter has a structure of 16 chapters, but here we cannot
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enumerate them or analyze them with the appropriate exegetical rigorous-
ness, but we can highlight some important aspects of the Pauline letter. The
affirmation of the faith of the Christian, for example, is highlighted right at
the first chapter (1:17), and Paul textually states there that “he that is right-
eous shall live by faith.” As we know from the tradition, this text had a pro-
found resonance in Luther who, in reading it, perceives the ineffectiveness
of both the ecclesiastical magisterium and the practice of good works for
the salvation of men and, in this sense, is convinced that human salvation is
given by God through faith, which is by no means a merit or something that
man can attain by his efforts.

In the same sense, the epistle mentions the important inheritance of
Abraham (chapter 4) for the rising faith, and there is a curious aspect here.
The patriarch of Israel now abandons the position of merely the father of the
Jews and reaches all members of this new faith. That is, Paul universalizes
his figure, giving him, beyond the already well-known position of patriarch
of the faith, the title of our predecessor in it. It should be noted that in a
context of a rising Christianity, where a portion of it came from Judaism and
another composed of non-Jews who were generally discriminated against
and taken as a kind of “secondhand disciples”, the Pauline text shows itself in
a vigorous, courageous and innovative position.

The same theme of the articulation between the old Jewish faith and the
new Christian faith can also be observed in chapter 5, where there is an ap-
proximation between Adam and Christ. Paul also discusses the early life of
a Christian and his new life in Christ. Here there is an analogy of the new
humanity that now has its nature transformed, a Christian theme par excel-
lence. Finally, the letter will also address the theme of divine election, the
freedom and responsibility of the Christian in the face of his choices. Thus,
like the definition of faith at the beginning of the epistle, the definition of
sin given by the apostle will be equally provocative: “But everything that
does not proceed from a conviction of faith is sin” (14:23). Now, what Paul
seems to try to accomplish here is, in fact, to construct a rational theological
discourse which can be applied to Christianity. His opposition to pagan-
ism undoubtedly brings an aspect of moral condemnation of it, but it goes
further to the extent that paganism seems to be rejected insofar as it can no

longer operate rationally, so that, as Jaeger suspects, there seems to be in
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rising Christianity a new paideia, which will constitute the Christian West
and, at the same time, will differentiate itself from the old Greek and Roman
paideia, although it has nourished itself of some of its aspects.

Let us now turn to an assessment of how the Danish thinker Kierkegaard
had a decisive influence on the reading of the Swiss Protestant theologian
Karl Barth in his classic interpretation of the Letter to the Romans. The
themes of freedom, choice, the possibility of faith, as well as the theme of
what it means to be an apostle or follower of Christianity are clearly per-
ceived in the works of Kierkegaard and, of course, he takes it from his

Christian and Protestant tradition, as we may see.

1. Kierkegaard’s influence on Karl Barth:
the case of the Letter to the Romans

Karl Barth’s classic Letter to the Romans was published in 1918, as its first
preface attests. However, in general, it is recognized as being dated from
1922, when its second version was released. Six prefaces for the work were
written, respectively in 1918, 1921, 1922, 1924, 1926, 1928.

The Barthian text follows basically the same structure as the Pauline one,
that is, practically every chapter by the theologian corresponds to a chap-
ter by the apostle in the epistles. The topics taken up and interpreted by
the Swiss theologian are Pauline themes, such as human justice, God’s jus-
tice, faith, grace, freedom, the Spirit and the Church. Cornelis van der Kooi
and Katja Tolstaja, current editors of the most up-to-date version of Barth’s
Letter to the Romans, point out in their preface a singular aspect of the theo-
logical construction of the Swiss thinker, namely, the confrontation between
Christianity and culture.

While in 19" century cultural Protestantism, Christianity and Western
culture were still widely identified, and Christian values were valuable as ce-
ment and leaven in society, Barth now differentiates between revelation and
Christianity. Christianity is a cultural phenomenon, a sum of convictions and
habits that shape human existence and structure the life of the community. The
revelation of God, in turn, must be differentiated from these cultural expres-
sions. Faith deals with the confrontation with God as a category of an entirely
different order. God is now thematized in an expressionist and rigorously par-

adoxical fashion as something shockingly incomprehensible and unfamiliar,



From Heidegger to Badiou 63

that approaches itself dangerously (van der Kooi, Tolstaja in Barth, 2016, 7).

Here we can already see how much Barth is under Kierkegaardian in-
fluence. The confrontation between Christianity and culture will be some-
thing constant throughout the work of the Danish author and can be es-
pecially highlighted in the Concluding Unscientific Postscript to Philosophical
Fragments, where the pseudonym Climacus jokingly questions whether
Christianity can be a question of geography, and also in the final controver-
sy of The Moment, where Kierkegaard explicitly states that New Testament
Christianity is dead and thus seems to synthesize Luther’s 95 theses in only
one. The theme of divine revelation is equally noticeable in numerous of
his writings and we would highlight here two of them that were known to
the Swiss theologian: The Book on Adler and On the Difference Between the
Genius and the Apostle. Both deal with the subject of revelation and the af-
firmation of apostolic authority. In the first writing, through a real case re-
lated with Pastor Adler, who claimed to have received a divine revelation
which impelled him to abandon his role of Logic teacher and pastor of the
Lutheran Church, Kierkegaard sees in such an episode a satire both of the
Church and Hegelian speculation, both marked by the confusion of his time
between culture and Christianity. In the second text, which, as well as the
first, belongs to the posthumous writings of the Danish author, Kierkegaard
points out that the telos of an apostle is in transcendence (as in the case of
Paul, for example), while the felos of a genius such as Plato or Shakespeare,
lies in immanence. The two spheres should not mix, and the authority of
an apostle does not therefore stem from his brilliance as a genius, but from
transcendence, which gives him his vocation and legitimizes his mission. As
Barth himself acknowledges, in the first chapter of the Letter to the Romans,
quoting Kierkegaard directly, “the apostolic vocation is a paradoxical fact”
(Barth, 2016, 71).

It should be noted that Barth, as Cornelis van der Kooi and Katja Tolstaja
rightly note, made the first draft of the work in 1919, but soon remade it in
1922 (officially recognized version) because of having received several influ-
ences in this period from other readings and interpretations: “Barth enu-
merates a number of factors that led him to make a fundamental revision:
the progressive study of Paul; the reading of Overbeck; a better insertion
in the world of the ideas of Plato and Kant, thanks to his brother Heinrich



64 Experimentation and Dissidence

Barth and the influence of Kierkegaard and Dostoievsky” (van der Kooi,
Tolstaja in Barth, 2016, p. 8).

The Swiss theologian read the Danish thinker in the German editions
of Gottsched, Pfleiderer and Schrempf (1909-1922, 12 volumes), possess-
ing German editions of the time of works such as Philosophical Fragments,
Concluding Unscientific Postcript to Philosophical Fragments, The Judge’s Book
(a part of the Journals), Practice of Christianity, and Works of love.! It is also
necessary to point out some limits concerning his readings and approaches
in virtue of the editions of his sources, and considering that at that moment
a more critical edition of Kierkegaard’s works was not available in German,
which certainly did not prevent the theologian Barth to make excellent use
of the resources that were available to him. In this sense, Barrett’s warning
seems to be fundamental: “Because of its centrality in Barth’s early positive
appropriation of Kierkegaard, the citations of Kierkegaard in The Epistle to
the Romans must be explored with some care” (Barrett, 2012, p. 26).

In his preface to the second edition, for example, Barth points to the end-
less qualitative difference between time and eternity, as well as the absolute
difference between God and man, as Schwobel states: “Much of the expres-
sionistic rhetoric of Romans is intended to emphasize the distinction be-
tween God and the world. Famous is Barth’s famous appeal to Kierkegaard
in the preface to the second edition” (Schwobel in Webster, 2000, p. 20). The
same note is made by Barrett: “Kierkegaard’s influence is most evident in the
second edition of Barth’s The Epistle to the Romans, both in the texts quoted
and the themes articulated. In this text Barth echoes Kierkegaard’s phrase
“the qualitative distinction” (Barrett, 2012, p. 8).

We perceive here with immense clarity an attentive reading of the mo-
tivating themes of Kiekegaard’s reflections in works such as Concept of
Anxiety and Philosophical Fragments. Already in its first chapter of the Letter
to the Romans, the word paradox appears clearly, taken not only in its broad
sense both in the fields of the history of theology and in logical discus-
sions, but directly from the Kierkegaardian reflection, and even with the
name of the author referred to in parentheses shortly after its use. In this

' Further details on the bibliography that Karl Barth had available can be seen on pp. 35 and
36 of the Brazilian edition of the work, that is, in the list of abbreviations. Even more accurate
information can be gathered from Lee Barrett’s article, also quoted in our final bibliography.
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same chapter, the Swiss thinker also reveals his knowledge of an important
work by Kierkegaard: Practice of Christianity. There, through the reflection
on the God-man theme, the theologian recovers a crucial theme from the
theological tradition, that is, the divine incarnation, and applies it with a
very Kierkegaardian language, namely, the incognito and unknown, the God
which is not captured only by a certain type of reason, is the God who invites
men to live a different life.

This same reflection present in Barth’s reading of Practice of Christianity
is taken up again in the third chapter to emphasize two unique aspects of
Christianity. The first is that it constitutes a scandal, that is, a breaking of
the law and of that which was expected by a traditional religion. The second
is that it cannot be communicated directly since it is not an objective knowl-
edge or belongs to a scientific sphere. In this way, Barthian Christianity as-
serts itself here as very Pauline and Kierkegaardian. In fact, it overcomes
the scandal - since it surpasses the law — and is a kind of madness — since it
shocks the logical mentality of the Greeks.

Interestingly, in this same chapter, also inspired by a reflection of The
Concept of Anxiety, Barth touches on such a dear subject to Kierkegaard,
making this absolutely explicit in a footnote: the theme of the instant, where
Christianity asserts itself in time and where eternity and time touch each
other, forming the instant.

In the fourth chapter, Barth refers to a Kierkegaardian work that seems
fundamental to every theologian, namely, The Sickness unto Death. Another
important Kierkegaardian theme is recovered there through a reflection at
the heart of Christianity: the theme of the individual, so dear to the Christian
tradition from the earliest days and masterfully developed in the context
of the treatment of consciousness in The Sickness unto Death. Following the
sequence of the Pauline text, the thinker is faced with the paradigmatic fig-
ure of Abraham, but in a very instigating way, although the Kierkegaardian
reflection is clearly present here, there is no mention, at least in that mo-
ment, of the work Fear and Trembling, where the figure of the patriarch is
central. One hypothesis for this is that perhaps the Swiss thinker opted for
a more emphatic exegesis of the biblical text and did not, at least at that
time, become interested in the psychological discussion developed in Fear

and Trembling.
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However, in this same chapter, Barth shows a good knowledge not only
of Kierkegaard’s texts, but of the context in which he was inserted. He even
quotes Martensen, a celebrated Danish professor and bishop of Copenhagen
at the time when Kierkegaard strongly criticized the Church and culture in
The Moment. The theologian goes on to say in a footnote to the text that the
funeral sermon for Bishop Mynster, delivered by Martensen, where the late
bishop is taken as a “witness of the truth in the apostles’ career” will be the
Kierkegaardian criticism to be developed in the instant because, in the eyes
of the Dane, it would be necessary to clarify what is effectively said when
someone is named as a “witness of the truth in the apostles’ career.”

In discussing about the new human being proposed in the Letter to the
Romans, Barth uses Kierkegaard again, this time making use of his Concluding
Unscientific Postcript to Philosophical Fragments, where the act of believing is
taken as a kind of infinite passion, thus providing the tonality of the reflec-
tion that will be developed in his fifth chapter of the Letter to the Romans.

In dealing with the theme of freedom and the limits of religion in the
seventh chapter, Barth again shows himself to be familiar with details of
Kierkegaardian interpretation and a broad cultural context. Here, in a foot-
note, he points out that the play Brand by the Norwegian Ibsen would have
been openly inspired by Kierkegaard and that his main character is, in es-
sence, a Kierkegaardian figure in clash with his ethical-moral dilemmas. In
this same chapter, the thinker discusses Kierkegaard’s “dialectical courage”
(Barth, 2016, 267), which demonstrates a new familiarity, for example, with
the theme so recurrent in the Danish thinker about the figure of the dialec-
tical thinker. Therefore, it also does not seem fortuitous that the Barthian
tradition will also be taken by some as “dialectical theology”, which seems
very significant.

However, in the eighth chapter there is a curious mention. Barth speaks
of Kierkegaard’s “poisonous superpietism” (Barth, 2016, 289). Such a criti-
cism deserves careful consideration and, strictly speaking, needs to be inves-
tigated within the context of Danish Lutheranism. Pietism can be considered
as a kind of romanticism applied to Lutheranism. After the establishment
of official Protestantism, Lutheranism also lived its scholastic period, that
is, a kind of Protestant scholasticism. In this way, Pietism sought a kind of

intimate experience and individual piety, going beyond a rational Christian
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explanation. However, a “superpietism,” as Barth attributes to Kierkegaard,
can also be a disease and not a medicine, that is, a dose that is no longer ben-
eficial, but which, on the contrary, can poison someone precisely because it
is unmeasured.

In that same chapter there is another mention that deserves to be high-
lighted: the one where Barth refers to Spinoza and understands how the
thinker was important to the Kierkegaardian elaboration. He literally cites
the expression used in Ethics, namely: sub specie aeterni (Barth, 2016, 314).
In his eyes the whole Pauline discussion that touches on the theme that the
Christian should be guided by the Holy Spirit implies truly a way of learn-
ing to look at the world from the perspective of eternity, a fact shown by
Spinoza and recovered by Kierkegaard.

In chapters 12-15, there is an extremely interesting mention of the idea
of neighbor in Kierkegaard, which is certainly of theological interest, but also
in a discussion about ethics. Here the Swiss theologian cites directly the main
work of the Danish thinker in this respect, namely, The Works of Love. Unlike
the Greek model of love of predilection, Barth is concerned with the Pauline
theme of the multiplicity of the group of Christians, that is, of the variety of
people who composed it. The theologian’s intention is to recover the subject of
the neighbor as the one who places all men in the same condition before God.
In other words, we are all close to those around us and this equality is guaran-
teed by the common love of God to all and by the imperative “thou shalt love”
without making any personal differentiation for any reason. The love of this
God is therefore our guarantee and must be our practice.

Having concluded this stage, where we seek to separate small portions
of the Kierkegaardian influence in Karl Barth, I believe we are now ready to

observe it within the context of 20th-century European existentialism.

2. The Letter to the Romans in the Context of Existentialism
in the Twentieth Century

Karl Barth’s Letter to the Romans appears in a time of crisis, right after the
context of the First World War. The Italian philosopher Luigi Pareyson, in
his classic work Studi sull’esistenzialismo, points out how much the work of
the Swiss theologian and Karl Jaspers are vital within such context and how
both, in their own way, are influenced by Kierkegaardian philosophy:
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In 1919 comes the Romerbrief by Karl Barth and the Psychologie der
Weltanschauungen by Karl Jaspers. On the one hand, the theologian Barth,
with his commentary on the letter to the Romans by St. Paul, laid the foun-
dations of dialectical theology or crisis theology, which had so much influ-
ence in the German Protestant world, but also in the French. On the other
hand, Jaspers, who from psychiatrist became a psychologist... But a long
section of Jaspers’s book is devoted to Kierkegaard, and all of Barth’s the-
ology is intimately permeated by the thought of the sharp and tormented
Danish theologian of the first half of the past century. This common in-
terest in Kierkegaardian thought is what unites the two works cited more
closely than at first glance. In this first stage of the history of existential-
ism one understands the importance for each existentialist conception of
Kierkegaardian philosophy. Kierkegaardian speculation focuses mainly on
the concept of existence, which signifies the exasperated uniqueness of a na-
ked man before God... Kierkegaardian thought, in fact, is the emblem of the
existentialist revaluation of the singular (Pareyson, 2001, p. 11)

In other words, Pareyson situates Kierkegaard as the primordial link
in the history of existentialism of the twentieth century. His recovery of
the theme of the singular, so dear to him because of its connection both
with ancient philosophy and Christianity, undoubtedly has an appeal to the
Protestant tradition too, after all the subject of the individual is par excel-
lence a Protestant theme. In this sense, the Letter to the Romans by Barth does
not fail to flirt with this by placing the singular before God as one of the
existential problems of his theology.

There is a singular passage by Hannah Arendt in a text entitled “Seren
Kierkegaard”, which seems to us exemplary to fully demonstrate such a the-
sis. Arendt affirms that, in modern times, where secularization and mistrust
take hold, it is not only necessary to affirm Christianity, but it must be af-
firmed when everyone denies it through well-elaborated theses and argu-
ments. Hence, “To be radically religious in such a world means to be alone
not only in the sense that one stands alone before God but also in the sense
that no one else stands before God” (Arendt, 1994, p. 47). In other words,
there is no longer a Christian community, but some individuals who still
seek to maintain the integrality of the Christian message. It is, therefore, an
existential struggle, which has to do with what Miguel de Unamuno called
the agony of Christianity.
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Also the Italian philosopher Giacomo Marramao keenly perceives what he
calls the Kierkegaard Renaissance, that is, the influence of the Kierkegaardian
work and its themes as central to a whole philosophy that will be made in
Europe in this period. This philosophy also holds a debate on the theme
of secularization in check, so in addition to the already mentioned Jaspers,
the author of Christentum und Kultur, the celebrated Overbeck, personal
friend of Nietzsche and a thinker who will directly influence the Letter to the
Romans by Karl Barth:

However, no less significant - in terms of the evolution of the concept
of secularization - is the fact that the posthumous date of publication of
Christentum und Kultur (1919) coincides precisely with the time of the
“Kierkegaard Renaissance”, represented by works such as Psychologie der
Weltanschauungen [Psychology of World Views] by Karl Jaspers and the
Riomerbrief by Karl Barth: a ‘coincidence’ which in itself poses the question
of the thematic correlation between negative theology and the nineteenth-
century theological incubation of ‘the rebellion against Hegel’ In fact, it is
within this incubation that the question of the individual will be manifested
as a paradox of a ‘dehumanized’ existence in the age of complete worldliness
(Verweltlichung): faith, understood in Kierkegaard’s sense, is that ‘paradox’ by
which the singular is superior to the general (Marramao 1997: 43).

Arendt seems to be right when she says that “Kierkegaard was the first
thinker to live in a world constituted much like our own, that is, in a wholly
secularized world stemming from the Enlightenment” (Arendt, 1994, p. 46).
Thus, it is quite significant to think that Karl Barth, reader of Kierkegaard,
inserts itself exactly in this context and, in his own way, tries to articulate
an answer to some questions that already existed at the time of the Danish
author. In other words, how will the dialectical theology of the twentieth
century survive the challenge of secularization and succeed in articulating a
discourse valid for the men of its time and faithful to the divine command-
ment? Such a thing must always be the concern of a theologian.

It should be emphasized that such an exchange between theologians and
philosophers was never alien to the German world, although perhaps this
requires a better explanation in other contexts, where there is a more radical
separation of philosophy and theology, as well as between state and religion.
At the same time this does not mean that philosophy and theology are one
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and the same thing, but, as Leo Strauss rightly points out in his text The
mutual influence between Theology and Philosophy, it only means that the phi-
losopher can be open to the challenges of theology and the theologian can be
open to the challenges of philosophy:

When we try to return to the roots of Western civilization, we soon note that
Western civilization has two roots in conflict with one another, biblical and
Greek philosophy, and this to begin with a very disconcerting observation.
Even so, this understanding also has something comforting and reassuring.
The very life of Western civilization is the life between two codes, a funda-
mental tension. Hence, there is no intrinsic reason for Western civilization
itself, in its fundamental constitution, by which it must abdicate life. But this
reassuring thought is only justified if we live this life, that is, if we live this
conflict. No one can be both philosopher and theologian, nor, moreover, a
third thing that is beyond the conflict between philosophy and theology, or
a synthesis of both. But each of us can and must be one of the two, the phi-
losopher open to the challenge of theology or the theologian open to the
challenge of philosophy (Strauss, 2017, p. 249).

In this sense, an excellent overview of the intellectual context of the time
is also provided by Karl Lowith who, in his work My Life in Germany before
and after 1933, points out that his generation was deeply influenced by the
reading of two masterpieces produced in the period: of the The Decline of the
West by Spengler (1918) and the Letter to the Romans by Karl Barth (1919).
Despite putting it a point below Spengler’s work, Léwith is deeply flattering
about the work of the Swiss theologian:

Something similar, although its effect was smaller, meant the Letter to the
Romans of Karl Barth that appeared at the same time. Also in this work was
the denial of progress, drawing theological conclusions from the collapse of
culture. The distrust of human solutions fomented by war led Barth from
Christian socialism to a radical theology that denied from its root any “de-
velopment” of Christianity. The writings of Spengler and Barth were the
books that aroused most enthusiasm in the period marked by the end of
World War I (Léwith, 1992, pp. 46-47)

In Lowith’s view, apart from his intellectual tribute, Barth was worthy of

political recognition. Especially for him, who had been guided by Heidegger,
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the political position of the theologian in the European context of the period
is something to be deservedly highlighted. For this reason, Lowith points
out the crucial difference between the position of Heidegger’s discourse al-

lied with Nazism and Barth'’s speech as his courageous opponent:

One month after Heidegger had proclaimed his speech, K. Barth wrote his
theological manifesto (Theologische Existenz Heute), in which he advocated
against assimilation to the power of the moment. This writing was the only
serious manifestation of an intellectual opposition to that harrowing time
and still remains as such (Lowith, 1992, p. 57).

In addition to Barth’s political positions, it might be thought-provoking
to note the political aspect of Pauline thought, notably that which is set out
in the Epistle to the Romans, applied to a kind of contemporary rereading
such as Badiou’s. Badiou, from a atheistic perspective, seems to be fasci-
nated, especially when he thinks about the theme of love, with the fact that
the Pauline proposal stands as revolutionary since it implies a breakdown
of the legality of traditional religion and flirts with a new and universal-
ized individual. However, Badiou is cautious, for he does not think that
the Christian lives without law, but in a kind of “existence of a trans-literal
law, a law of the spirit” (Badiou, 2009, 101). Thus, if Christ is the end of the
law (Rom 10: 4) and love is the execution of the law (Rom 13:10), Badiou
seems to be right: “Under the condition of faith, of declared conviction,
love names a non-literal law, which gives the faithful subject its consist-
ency and effectuates in the world the post-happening truth” (Badiou, 2009,
102). Certainly such a track deserved to be followed more thoroughly and

in detail, which we will not be able to perform here.

Conclusion

The present article has concentrated, in terms of its delimitation as well as
the scope of the theme itself, in three essential aspects. In the introduction,
it was sought, without entering into any theological or exegetical minutiae,
to present a little of the production context of the Letter fo the Romans and
to point out questions that must be taken into account in an analysis such as

the one we undertake here.
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The second aspect consisted of an analysis, also within the possible limits
and some previously delimited cuts, of the Kierkegaardian influence in the
Letter to the Romans by Karl Barth. To this effect, we focused on some as-
pects of Kierkegaardian thought and its effective appropriation by the Swiss
theologian. The intention was to place two important authors of the nine-
teenth and twentieth centuries in clear and open dialogue, aiming to under-
stand their respective contexts, theses and controversies. To this end, some
Kierkegaardian works and concepts were notably listed from Kierkegaard’s
quotations in Barth’s own text. After all, as Barrett rightly remarked:

Kierkegaard certainly did influence Barth’s theological development, par-
ticularly during Barth'’s early period, informing the way that he conceptual-
ized pivotal issues and articulated major themes. However, the extent and
exact nature of that influence is a matter of some debate. The basic types of
evidence relevant to this issue fall into three categories: Barth’s own reports
of his reading of Kierkegaard’s works, Barth’s direct citations of Kierkegaard
in his literature, and Barth’s own explicit retrospective reflections about
Kierkegaard’s influence upon him. The first two types of evidence help de-
termine which parts of his corpus were familiar to Barth, a critical matter
for understanding Barth’s construal of Kierkegaard. Before trying to grasp
the significance of Barth’s appropriations and criticisms of Kierkegaard, we
must first determine what Barth actually knew about his writings, and there-
fore what impression of Kierkegaard Barth was able to formulate”. (Barrett,
2012,p.7)

Finally, the third point of the article is an analysis of the context of the
emergence of the so-called European existentialism of the twentieth cen-
tury, especially that which took place on German soil. Here, through au-
thors such as Pareyson, Arendt, Léwith, Strauss and Marramao, an attempt
was made to see a significant picture of this movement and its relation to
the theme of secularization. The main aim was to demonstrate that Barth’s
thought works as a direct inspiration of existentialism from the so-called
dialectical theology and that, in recovering the theme of the individual, so
dear to Christian and Protestant traditions, the Swiss theologian joins to-
gether with Kierkegaard and other important authors of the period at the
heart of what we can take as existentialism. Thus, we believe that we have
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made a contribution to bringing these great authors, in what is a very excit-
ing context, closer to each other; this certainly deserves other, deepening
and detailed studies.
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Abstract

This paper will deal with the work of the Spanish avant-garde novelist Ramén
Gémez de la Serna (1888-1963) considering two main lines of experimentation and
dissidence. On the one hand, the volume Seis falsas novelas (Six False Novellas), pub-
lished in 1927, will be our point of departure to discuss the author’s stance towards
the idea of national literatures. The experimentation with themes and rhetorical
devices seems to allow for the composition of narratives that challenge the most ob-
vious processes of identification within a national literature, thus entailing a broad-
er debate on the correspondence between literature and national identity. On the
other hand, some of Gémez de la Serna’s short-stories published in the 1920s and
1930s, such as “{Hay que matar el Morse!” [Kill the Morse!] (1925) or “El duefio del
atomo” [The Master of the Atom] (1926), are focused on the scientific and techno-
logical progress dominant since the 19" century. We shall analyse, in some of these
narratives, the complex interplay between a traditional humanist representation of
subjectivity, emotions and personal dilemmas and a clearly prominent reference to
machines and scientific research as a new realm of nonhuman alterity.
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Ramén Gémez delaSerna, Avant-Garde, Literary Experimentation, Dehumanization
of Art, Posthumanism

This paper will deal with the work of the Spanish avant-garde novelist
Ramén Gémez de la Serna (1888-1963) considering two main lines of ex-
perimentation and dissidence, that [ suggest we may call “dehumanized” and
“posthuman” experiments. On the one hand, the volume Seis falsas novelas

[Six False Novellas], published in 1927, is our point of departure to discuss
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the author’s stance towards the idea of realist fiction and national literatures.
The experimentation with themes and rhetorical devices seems to allow for
the composition of narratives that challenge the most obvious processes of
identification within a national literature, thus entailing a broader debate
on the correspondence between literature and national identity, and more
specifically between literature and human life. José Ortega y Gasset’s ideas
on the “dehumanization of art” (1925) will then be recalled when examining
these “dehumanized” experiments by Gémez de la Serna.

On the other hand, some of Gémez de la Serna’s short-stories published
in the 1920s, such as “{Hay que matar el Morse!” [Kill the Morse!] (1925)
or “El duefio del &tomo” [The Master of the Atom] (1926), are focused on
the scientific and technological progress dominant since the 19" century. In
these narratives, we will analyse another kind of experimentation that stems
from the complex interplay between a traditional humanist representation
of subjectivity, emotions and personal dilemmas, and a clearly prominent
reference to machines and scientific research. Following recent theories
concerning the “posthuman” stance that may be found in Avant-garde liter-
ary authors (See Clarke and Rossini, 2017), we will consider Ramén Gémez
de la Serna’s participation in this artistic shaping of a new realm of nonhu-
man and post-human alterity.

We should start mentioning Ramén Gémez de la Serna had a key role in
the dissemination of avant-garde ideas in Spain (e.g., in 1909, he translated
and published Marinetti’s Futurist Manifesto, in his journal Prometeo) and
his “tertulia”, or li