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HEIDEGGEREANS CYMREIG

O The Human Existent: Dasein is the most prominent being in the texts of
the earlier Heidegger: its deathly figure stands “deposited” at the very outset
of Being and Time, despite this triumphant self-announcement of Dasein, as
has long been noted by commentators, occurring prior to even the emphatic
insistence upon appropriating the phenomenological method in the pivotal
section seven of that crucial Heideggerean text. Which is not to say that the
concept of Dasein is used axiomatically in Being and Time: Dasein emerges
as the exemplary being because the question is about Being, and stark Being
can be presenced only through this being for whom being itself is a
guestion. Yet despite this closeness to Being, this proximity that is non-
gpatial (like the aspatial proximity between man and God), we are in the grip
of a philosophical tradition that denies all of this; which is why the
formulation of the question of Being requires a destruction of the history of
philosophy, a destruction oriented primarily by the problematic of time, by
the way temporality has been misunderstood by the Western philosophical
tradition (though we might not rule out the possibility that Heidegger’'s
relationship to the metaphysics of time be read through the influence of Kant,
Heidegger often noting the priority of time over space in Kantian thought, not
least in Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics and the Phenomenological
Interpretation of Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason, although he never considers
one implication of Kant's first analogy: that time is only determined by
relation to something spatially outside me). Such a notion of the desertion of
Dasein and of Dasein’'s self-misunderstanding in Being and Time brings us
close to the theme of forsaken man, seduced and then abandoned by Being.
(Here, a certain relationship to thought is intimated and deserted, though it is
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taken up by the majority of the philosophical novels of the decades that
followed; | am thinking of novels by Sartre, Camus...).

O Heideggereans Cymreig: The real aim of Heidegger's Being and Time
was not to determine our relationship to the ‘world’, although that project of
transferring effective philosophical competence from ‘being’ to ‘existence’,
meaning our subjective existence, was indeed undertaken. Rather, the wider
project was to provoke the wonder necessary to raise the question of
‘Being’ as opposed to ‘beings’, and the analysis of how we relate to the
world - the expansion of the Aristotelian and Kantian categories so that
Dasein is also categorised with categories technically called existentiala -
was meant to be one step toward the fulfilment of this aim. Granted, after
his so-called turn, Heidegger abandoned the analysis of Dasein as a means
for working out the meaning of Being and turned his attention to the
problematic of language.

Language for the later Heidegger became something that controls us.
This construal of the role of language might be regarded as being a part of
Heidegger's reaction against the ‘subjectivisation’ of being: that is, against
the importance granted to the role of the subject after Descartes in
modernity.

This importance granted to language is in part because the language that
we use itself shapes the nature of our involvements. Clearly there is a great
break here with the early orientation of Being and Time, a turn from the
phenomenology of existence to a thinking of the importance of speech (a
speech that that is always already a writing, we might say, after Derrida).
Experience, at least experience of our sort, needs language, language is an
indispensable condition of human, truly human, experience. The kind of
words we use themselves condition or determine or stultify our relationship
to things because it is language that allows us to apprehend things as the
things we encounter; Heidegger writes: ‘It is not we who play with words;
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rather, the essence of language plays with us, not only in this case, not only
now, but long since and always'*. What this means is that without language
we would not be fully conscious of things as things. Without language we
might well respond to the things we see, but this response would be brute
behavioural response without thoughtful classification and therefore without
our kind of consciousness: ‘For to be a man is to speak’2. Incidentally, this
concern with seeing things as things is fundamentally a Kantian one,
expressed in the Critique of Pure Reason by means of the Kantian notion of
apprehension (here it would be appropriate also to discuss Wittgenstein's
remarks upon the concept of ‘seeing-as’ in the late writings). Heidegger
sees language as a kind of cosmic or at least global event (but in any case
also an ontological event), something not under the control of individual
speakers, and then he can construe our seeing something as something as
being an event beyond our responsibility and not, as it was in Kant, the
result of an absolute spontaneity, a spontaneity of the understanding that
clashed dramatically with the omnipotence of God. Language is the
responsibility of hidden Being: there clearly remains something of the
mystic in Heidegger.

Language is a condition of beings appearing: ‘It is in words and language
that things first come into being and are’3. Language is what ‘lights up’,
‘reveals or ‘discloses’ beings as the kinds of beings that they are (to us). ‘It
lets what is coming to presence shine forth'4. Also an important premise in
Heidegger’'s account is that language pre-exists individual language users,
so certainly to that extent language is not under the complete control of its
individual users (this will massively influence Derrida's project). So if
language is not under our control, under whose control isit? Who - or what
- is speaking? What speaks in language, Heidegger informs us, is Being. So
when we speak, we are in fact listening: ‘ Speech, taken on its own, is
hearing’®.

Given that it is language that discloses things as the things that they are,
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and that language is not totally under our authority, then what directs
language is an inaccessible, unspeakable and thus ineliminably mysterious
event. Heidegger names this event Being. Thus it is that our instrumental
approach to objects and the world (the totality of objects and our relations
with them) in Being and Time is not an a-priori but is rather seen
retrospectively to be one stage, one destining of Being. In Being and Time
Heidegger admitted that Being was ‘opague’, ‘veiled in darkness': ‘Being is
something that proximally and for the most part does not show itself at all:
it remains hidden’®. What this sentence suggests is that Being itself has a
role in history and the history of philosophy. And the later Heidegger
clarifies this with his doctrine of the sendings or the destinings of Being, an
epochal view of history that, if it seems quasi-Marxist (and Marx is
mentioned positively by Heidegger in An Introduction to Metaphysics, The
End of Philosophy and the Task of Thinking and the Letter on Humanism),
does so only because of the features it shares with Hegeliansim, with the
striking contrast that the sendings of Being - unlike those of Geist - occur in
no order and do not seem to move, progressively or otherwise, toward any
conclusion (it is a separate though fascinating verdict whether or not a
Being that sends must be construed as a person, which can only be God).
Being and Time is thus to be understood as the phenomenological document
of contemporary existence living in the abandonment of Being, what is
termed the Seinsverlassenheit. Unlike the ancient Greeks, we think easily of
beings but we close ourselves to the Being itself (the distinction between the
two forming the ‘ontological difference’; though in An Introduction to
Metaphysics Heidegger seems to want to abandon the term ‘ontology’).
This abandonment of Being is connected to - but not to be identified with -
an increasingly technological relationship with nature: the enframeing, or
(as Phillipe Lacoue-Labarthe has it) the instalment that dominates modern
society in both its socialist and capitalist formations (there is no sense of
metropolitan excitement in Heidegger: rather the feeling that it, the urban,
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degrades) .

But as the technological relationship is not a-priori it can be overcome.
What remains to be added here is that it could in principle be overcome by
means of language itself: we know that certain words and their associations
induce in us moods. ancient, almost mystical, experiences. Thus poetry, as
the art of language, is guaranteed, as it were, a privileged place amongst the
arts: it lets things become present in a non-technological way (this was true
for Kant as much as for Heidegger; but Nietzsche, following Schopenhaver,
privileges music). The art of poetry is not mendacious fiction, as it was for
Nietzsche (and more remotely for Plato), it is on the contrary a means of
revelation. It is the essence of language. Hence, in certain poets, Heidegger
tries to hear Being itself speak (above al it is the German poet Holderlin
who is the object of Heidegger’'s concerns but this fact need not detain us
here). Furthermore, thus is explained Heidegger’'s use of etymology within
philosophical methodology in texts like An Introduction to Metaphysics and
certain other of the later works (though perhaps Maurice Blanchot is correct
when he suggests, in The Writing of the Disaster, that by depending so
heavily on etymology and exercising such a philological expertise,
Heidegger makes philosophy dependent upon a particular discipline, which
‘contradicts the relations clearly affirmed by Heidegger between thought
and determined bodies of knowledge’'®). Thus, one presumes, the
differences between languages therefore capture differences between human
experiences. And translation can only obligate that essential difference.
Language affects the way the world comes to presence for us. The death of
a language, we may say without over-dramatisation or excessive
theatricality in this Heideggerean context, is the death of presence itself
(and the mourning might be especially grievous if that language is that of a
land of poets). The death of a language, especially one with ancient roots,
can be regarded as the death of an irrecoverable world. That is why it
cannot be permitted.
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O The Western interpretation of the Being of beings began with ‘the basic
Greek experience of the being of beings in the sense of presence’®. So much
is well known. But then ‘Roman thought takes over the Greek words
without a corresponding, equally original experience of what they say’.
Here begins the ‘rootlessness’ of Western thought. Such remarks -
frequently couched in a believably misleading rhetoric of profound
systematically - upon the degeneracy of the Roman translations of Greek
philosophical language effect, say, the modern Celtic languages presumably
only insofar as they themselves are or have been Romanised (L atinsed).
And we must indeed grant that the crucial example of a word which
Heidegger gives in An Introduction to Metaphysics is pertinent here: that
the Greek word “physis” was translated into “natura” has transparent
implications for the Welsh word: “natur”. But even here, however, one
must point out that there is a Welsh word that functions as an aternative to
natur: “anian”. Whether it is the case that an original experience of what
anian says remains uncontaminated by Latin ways of thinking is - at best -
controversial.

0 Granted, Heidegger is a historical thinker of sorts: but his history -
written with the theologians pomposity that belongs to all of Heidegger's
writing - is nevertheless attenuated, truncated. For al his use of etymology
within philosophical methodology after his drift away from strict
phenomenology, it is therefore no surprise that Heidegger does not make
use of Celtic languages. Between the Greeks and the Germans it would
appear that very little history occurs apart from the degeneracy of Roman
translation. Other philosophers, notably those who are most resistant to
confusing history with the history of philosophy (more materialistic,
perhaps less Hegelian thinkers), have used Welsh in their etymology:
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Arthur Schopenhauer, for instance, writes that the words ziffer and ciphre
‘probably come from the Welsh cyfrinach’%°. ‘Cyfrinach’ means ‘secret’ in
Welsh.

O Heidegger states in The Origin of the Work of Art, art is ‘something
made by the human hand'*. So art is something that has been produced by
man, by a human being. So we can view a sunrise as aesthetic but not as an
art work - except metaphorically, or perhaps as God's artwork. Nietzsche
said the universe was an aesthetic phenomenon - a beautiful and tragic
place. He could not have said it was an artwork. He did not believe in God.

O ‘At bottom, the ordinary is not ordinary; it is extraordinary’ 2,
Heidegger’'s mysticism.

O It isthusin supplication, and only in supplication, that the exigencies of
fate await us.

O Heidegger's goal is not knowledge. ‘Only when man, as the shepherd of
Being, attends upon the truth of Being can he expect an arrival of a
destining of Being and not sink to the level of a mere wanting to know' 3,
Mysticism.

O Anger, a twitching muscle, a wretched serenity: an aimost mystical
response to....

0 The serene camness of the earth, the solemn majesty of the sky.
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NOTES
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Dystopias (Routledge: London, 1998), esp. 155-156. For an aternative analysis which
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