Heidegger, Nietzsche ve Politika
(Heidegger, Nietzsche And Politics):*

‘Felsefenin Sonu’ Bati’nin Sonu mu veya Politik Felsefe Bir Daha Olanakli midir?

Otto Poggeler

Heidegger 1964 yilinda "Felsefenin Sonu ve Diigiincenin Gorevi" isimli bir seminer
verdi. Ortaya attifi bu "Felsefenin Sonu" formiilasyonunda kokten reddedici bir tavir
yoktu; ¢iinkii Heidegger'in belirtti3i iizere, zaten felsefi gelenek simdiye kadar hi¢ bir
zaman kendi koklerine tam anlamiyla ulagsmaya muvaffak olamamusti: "Felsefe, mu-
hakkak ki aklin 15131 hakkinda konusur ama, bu bizi, Varlifin mahfuz beyan agiligina
gotiiremez." Varlik hakikatinin insanogluna acik olabilmesi ve aklin, Varlik'in varlik-
lardan farkli olusunu idrak edebilmesi i¢in, Heidegger'in inancina gore, mutlaka bir
beyan olmali ve insan mutlaka boyle belirli bir agilisin kendine yoneltici belirli bir
boyutu iizerinde yer almalidir. Felsefenin sonu demek yeni bir baglangi¢ imkanina sahip
olmak demektir: "Belki sunu ifade edebiliriz ki, beyanmn, yani tam anlamiyla dzgiirce
bir agilmanin, sonsuzluga uzanan uzay ve ruha dirilig katan zaman ile bunlar iginde var
olan ve yok olan her seyin her sey kargisinda bir biitiinliik teskil ettigi ve birbirini ko-
ruma konumunda bulundugu bir mevcudiyet i¢inde gerceklesip gerceklesmedigini sim-
dikinden farkl bir sekilde hi¢ ¢ekinmeden sormay: basarabildigimiz zaman bekledigi-
miz giin gelmis olacaktir.”

Felsefenin sonu, sadece birkag filozofu alikadar eden bir mesele degildir.
Heidegger'e gore felsefenin sonu Bati'min sonudur: Bati'min -yani, "felsefeye” dayanan
Grek ve modern Avrupa kiiltiiriiniin sonu. Sadece bu gelenek, ama yalmzca bu Avrupa
gelenegi tam anlamiyla diialist bir karakter arz eder: Avrupa geleneginde dinsel ve
politik sahalarin birbiriyle karsilasmasi akilla diisiiniilen veya temellendirilen bir Varhk
anlayisina y6nelis icinde gergeklesir. Boyle bir yonelis ve diisinme bigimi, netice itiba-
riyle sadece belirli kistaslarin edinilmesiyle simrl kalmaktadir. Nietzsche'nin nihilizm
iddiasim ortaya atmasi bu sebepledir. Belki de, herseyi kusatacak bir anlayisa yénelmis

' (Bu makalenin bilyiik bir kismi daha onceki iki konusmada dile getirilmistir. Bunlardan birin-
cisi, Chicago Universitesi John M. Olin Demokrasinin Teori ve Pratigini Arastirma Merke-
zi'nde, Haziran 1989°da sunulan bir konferans idi. Diger konusma ise, Duquesne Universite-
si’nde (Pittsburgh) Ekim 1989°da gergeklesmistir. Bu metni degerlendirdigi i¢in Elisabeth
Brient’e tesekkiir ederim.)
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yanlig bir "metafizik" arayis, hayatin gok yonlilugiini ve agikligim yok sayma anlami-
na gelmektedir: ve bu sebeple bir nihilizm olmaktadir. Herseye karsilik, yine de felsefi
gelenek ve Bati'min igine girdigi yonelis buyiik bir ¢okiigin 1zdirabina katlanmak zo-
runda kalmayabilirdi ve bu yiizyilin bir diizen sunma iddiasindaki biitiin felsefi girisim-
leri derin bir tutarsizlik geliskisine diismeyebilirlerdi. Georg Lukacs, Martin Heidegger
ve Albert Einstein gibi politik angajmana girmis olmalariyla taninmus filozof ve bilim
adamlart, bir anlamda Gulag, Auschwitz ve Hirosima feliketlerine giden yollan agmis-
lardir. Ortaya ¢ikan acit bilangolar kendi niyetlerine ne kadar zithk arz etmis olsa da
gercek degismez.

Bati: Garb demektir. Hegel tarih felsefesi derslerinde, insanlik tarihini Giinegin gok-
yiiziindeki hareketi ile mukayese eder: Giines Dogu'dan doZar ve Bati'da batar. Tarihi
siireg i¢inde Giines -ki, Mutlak lyi ve [ldhi Olan'in semboliidiir- insanlarin kalplerinde
dogar ve daha sonra en giiglii 1s1klarin1 sacarak Bati ufuklarinda zeval bulur. Hegel
Berlin'e geldiginde, Prusya Devleti'nin sadece sonradan gérmiisliige dayali parvenu bir
yap1 olmadigim fark etmis ve de tam tersine, bu devletin (Prusyal reformcularin da
soyledigi gibi) muhkem bir entelektiializm tizerinde yiikseldigini ¢ok iyi anlamit.
Prusya, Viyana Kongresi'nden sonra, o zamanin biiyiik devletleri arasinda beginci ve en
geng iiye olarak yerini almisti. Hegel, tarihin aklinin Avrupa devletleri toplulugu icinde
mevzilendigini miisahede ediyordu. Hegel ayrica, genis topraklart ve inamlmaz dodal
kaynaklariyla Avrupa'nin kanatlari olan Amerika ve Rusya'nin da gelecegin oncii gigle-
ri olabilece@ini 6ngdrmiistii. Ancak bunun gerceklesebilmesi igin, Amerikan sivil top-
lumunun daha makul bir devlet yapisina kavusacak bir doniisiimii yasamasi ve Rus
despotizminin de sivil toplum ve temel haklar doktrininin gereklerinin uygulanabildigi
dengeli  bir yaptya kavusturulmasi gerekiyordu. Bu durumda da gercek degismeyecek
ve gelecekte de tarihe yon verecek olan Avrupa aklindan baska bir sey olmayacak.

Hegel’in Avrupa anlayisi bir kenara birakilmaya baslandiginda, “Bat” ifadesine
ytklenen anlam degismisti: Fransa ve ge¢miste Rusya ile mukayese edilmis olan ingil
tere gibi biiylik devletler de (ki bunlarin arasinda onceleri Ispanya da vard) artik Mer-
kezi Avrupa’dan ayn kabul ediliyorlardi. Bu anlayisin gegerli oldugu Merkezi Avru-
pa’da ¢ok degisik halklar bsliik porgiik devletgikler halinde yasamaktaydi ve heniz
higbir milli devlet kurulamamusti. Jacques Derrida, De !'esprit (Ruh Uzerine) isimli
eserinde Heidegger'in 1933’te Frieburg Universitesi Rektorii olmasi dolayistyla yapti
Agiliy Konusmasi'm degerlendirirken ¢ok yerinde olarak Ingiliz hikdyeci Matthew
Arnold’tan (73. dipnotta) bir alinti yapar. Arminus ve “Geist” bashkl bir mektupta
Arnold, teatral olarak bir Prusya’limin (veya Almanin) temsilini soyle canlandirir: “'Li-
beralizm ve despotizm!” diye bagirir Prusyah, ‘gelin artik bu kaliplarin ve sloganlarm
otesine gecelim. Simdi artik bir halki birlestiren ya da bolen tek sey Geist'tir. Orada -
Berlin’de- sizin goreceginiz sudur ki, biz Geist ‘1 ya da sizin veya bir Fransiz'in deyi-
miyle akli, Ungeist’in karsisina ¢ikardik. Geist'in Ungeist karsisinda zafer kazanmast
bizirq i_gin diinyanin en biiyilk meselesidir.... Biz Kuzeyli Almanlar hep Geist'in iistin-
ligii i¢in miicadele etmisizdir.... Sizin orta dizey insanlariniz bir Ungeist haline digar
olmugtur; tipki aristokratlarnimzin da ayni dertten muzdarip olmasi gibi...””" Bau libera-
lizmi ve Rus despotizmi arasinda orta bir yol bulma, Merkezi Avrupa’nin -Avustury2
ve Ozellikle de Prusya ve Almanya’nin- mi vazifesi idi? Merkezi Avrupa devletleri
arasmsia digerlerine hakkiyla 6nderlik edebilecek giiclit devletlerin kurulabilmesi gaba-
lar1 iki diinya savasiyla yasanan facia ve feldket katastroflariyla sonuglandi. Boylesine
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yikimlar Bat gelenegine karsi ¢ikildi@i icin mi gelmisti? Ayrica, Merkezi Avrupa dev-
letlerinin, biiyitk Bati devletlerinin millivet¢ilik ve emperyalizm anlayislarini aynen
kabul etmeleri de yanlhis bir yol mu olmustu?

Tocqueville Amerika'daki tecriibelerinden ¢ok seyler 6grenmisti; o daha gok gele-
cefe bakiyordu; bunun anlamu pratikte, yarinlar adina Amerika ve Rusya'nin sahip
bulunduklari potansiyel imkinlar ve insanh@ siiriikleyebilecekleri tehlikelere aym
tlgtde isaret etmek demekti. Buna karsilik, sadece tehlikeleri géz 6niine aldigindan
biiyiik tarihgi Jacob Burckhardt bu tiir bir diigiince bigimini ters yiiz etmektedir.
Burckhardt, kiiciik Isvigre topluluklart baglaminda kitle demokrasisinin bir anlam ifade
etmedigini miisahede etmis ve referanduma dayal plebisiter bir demokraside III. Na-
polyon’un, giicii segimler yoluyla rahatlikla ele gegirebilmesi gercegi kargisinda, kitle
demokrasisinin tasididr i¢ tutarsizh3a dikkat gekmistir. 1974 yilinda “biiyitk Avrupalr”
Carl Jacob Burckhardt’in 6liimiinden sonra Heidegger, Burckhardt’in Max Alioth’a
1833’de yazdig1 bir mektuptan su alintiyr yapar: “Yasim ilerledikge sahip oldugum
yargilanm, icimde tek tarafl olarak her gegen giin biraz daha pekisiyor; bu inandifim
seylerden bir tanesi de, Greklerin ¢ékiistiniin demokrasinin giindeme gelmesiyle basla-
digr yolundaki inancimdir.” Bu iktibasla ilgili olarak Heidegger soyle bir yorumda
bulunur: “Bizim Avrupa’miz, ¢ok cesitlilik arz eden (ve bu yiizden zayif diisen ve tiim
hitkmiinii yitiren) bir Ust karsisinda, alttan gelen (ve bu Alt'in egilimlerine dayanan)
demokrasi tarafindan mahvedilmistir.”™* 1930’lu yillarda Heidegger bu kanaatini destek-
lemek i¢cin Burckhardt’in bir arkadasinin ¢ok daha radikal goriislerinden iktibaslarda
bulunuyordu: Bu isim Friedrich Nietzsche idi. Her haliikirda, bu “demokrasi” (terim
tirnak igerisinde!) elestirisi sadece Heidegger’e ait bir elestiri degildir, uzunca gegmisi
olan bir Avrupa gelenegine dayanmaktadir.

Tabii, Ingilizler sadece Iskogya ve irlanda’y1 isgal etmekle kalmadilar; aym zaman-
da bir imparatorluk hakimiyeti de kurdular. Bu agidan Ingiliz Imparatorlugu ile Avrupa
arasinda bir ayirima gidilmesini ongoren Franz Rosenzweig olmustur. Hegel’in tarih
felsefesinin sik1 bir takipgisi olan Rozenzweig, 1917°de “Globus”™ isimli denemesini
kaleme aldi -(Rosenzweig’in zihninde Friedrich Naumann’in Central Europe (Merkezi
Avrupa) isimli kitab1 da 6nemli bir yer tutuyordu.) Rosenzweig, I. Diinya Savasi’m
kiiltiir (Almanlar) ile (Ingilizler ve onlarin ajani roliinii oynayan Fransizlarin temsilcisi
oldugu) uygarlik arasindaki bir savas olarak goriiyordu. Biiyiik Britanya, Merkezi Av-
rupa ve Rusya. hali hazirdaki veya gelecekte miimkiin olabilecek ii¢ imparatorluk bigi-
mini temsil ediyordu. Bunlardan baska hesaba katilabilecek giicler olarak geriye, Ja-
ponya, Kuzey Amerika ve Islim Devletleri kaliyordu.” On dokuzuncu ylizyilda Alman-
ya’daki Ingiltere ve Amerika imajinda bir olumsuzluk agir basmaya baslad: ve bilhassa
bu yiizyilin ikinci yarisinda Alman miitefekkirler bu tiir bir “Bati”ya giderek daha fazla
bir siipheyle bakar olmuslardi. I. Diinya Savasi’ndan sonraki ilk dersinde Heidegger,
felsefe ile Weltanschauung’u (diinya goriigii) birbirinden aymriyordu. Ornegin
Heidegger’e gore, Kara Ormanlar’da kendi halinde yasayan bir koyli kendi
Weltanschauung’una sahiptir, aym sey bir dini gelenekle ilgisi olmayan bir is¢i icin de
gegerlidir; ve iste tam bu anlamda, “S6z Anglo-Amerikan ve Alman
Weltanschauung’lart arsindaki zithk hakkinda konusulmustur.” Agikca goriilmektedir
ki, Heidegger, bu konuda Max Scheler’in (ve Scheler’in arkadagi Werner Sombart’in)
fikirlerini nazar itibara almaktadir.* Scheler, anti-Hristiyan bir polemige girmeksizin,
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Nietzsche’nin ressentiment ( gayri mesru hirs) kavramina bagvuruyordu: statii iistiini-
#ii yolunda tarihi bir ayricalik payesi kazanmak ve bir gelenek olusturmak ugruna, gayri
mesru hirslara sahip olmayla karakter bulan burjuva sahsiyetidir. (Scheler, ingiltere ve
Amerika’ya hi¢ gitmemis olsa da, Ingiltere ve Amerika’da gelisen kapitalizmin
Kalvinistik kokleri iizerine meshur tezin sahibi olan Max Weber’den ¢ok daha Gnemli
bir isimdir.) Scheler, I. Diinya Savas1 boyunca kendi fikirlerinin milliyetgi propaganda-
mn amaglarina hizmet edebilecek tarzda kullamlmasina izin verebilecek bir konuma
getirilmek istendi. Ancak, bilhassa 1916'dan sonra savagin ve dolayisiyla milliyetcilik
ve emperyalizmin Avrupa'nin "iflasi"m getirdigi gerceginin agtk¢a farkina varmust.
Scheler, dini bir Rénesans yoluyla kapitalizm ve komiinizmin birbiriyle bagdastiriima-
sini getirecek bir "dayamigma" (solidarity) ruhunu esas alan bir Avrupa yonelisi olus-
turmak istemisti. (Zaten daha Once, Schelling'in bir izleyicisi olan Fransiz sosyalist
Leroux da, Hristiyanhgin sevgi anlayisim insan dayamsmasinin temeli olarak ele almig-
ti.) Scheler, dayanismay: esas alacak bu yeni yonelisin ancak Fransa ve Almanya ara-
sinda yeni bir birligin kurulmasiyla hayat bulabilecegi goriisiindeydi. Ona gore en iirkii-
tiicti alternatif ise, kapitalist Amerika ve komiinist Rusya arasinda pargalara boliinmis
bir Avrupa ihtimalinin giindeme gelmesi olurdu.
~ Bu agidan, "Bat” kavrami su anlamda da digiinilebilirdi: Kita Avrupasi'na karsi
Ingiltere ve Amerika. Giiniimiizde "Kita Avrupas: Felsefesi” (Continental Philosophy),
spekiilatif, varoluggu ve hermeneutik unsurlari biinyesinde biinyesinde barindiran bir
felsefe olarak bilinmektedir ki, en azindan Kontinental bir kahvalti kadar gosterissiz ve
sadedir. (Kantin Hume ile olan iligkisi sebebiyle ve Viyana Okulu'nun pozitivizmi
yiiziinden Konigsberg ve Viyana Kita Avrupasi’na ait degildir.) Ancak bir kriz donemi
olan 1960 sonras: yillar iginde, Kita Avrupas: felsefesi, Amerikan iiniversitelerini kokli
bir sekilde etkisi altina almaya baglamistir; bunun sonucunda ise, sadece ildhiyat ve
beseri bilimler fakiilteleri degil, ayn1 zamanda felsefe fakiilteleri de derin bir sekilde
yeniden bigimlenir hale gelmislerdir. Belki de ancak bu sayede, "sivil toplum ve devlet”
ve "teknoloji ¢aginda din ve sanat" gibi mevzularin, bu Kontinental felsefe aracilifiyla
kokli bir tarzda yeniden ele alinmasi miimkiin olabilir mi seklindeki bir diigiinme yone-
lisi giderek belirginlik kazanmaya baslamistir. Yoksa, bu yolla savasin galibi, yenilgiye
ugrayanlarin ruhu tarafindan bir daha esir mi edilmis oluyordu; yani diger bir deyisle,
Fransiz egsiztansiyalizmi ve dekonstriiksiyonizmi kisvesi altinda, Alman historisizmi
(tarihselciligi) galibiyetini yeniden ilan mi ediyordu?

. Tabii, Dogu-Bati ayirimu, bir tarafta Avrupa gelenegini paylasan ve Amerika Birle-
sik Devletleri'nin politik liderligi altinda toplanmig Bau iilkeleriyle; diger tarafta, Sov-
yetler Birligi'nin tesiri altinda kalmis devletler arasindaki kutuplasmayla da tanimlana-
bilir. Boyle bir kutuplagma olsa bile, Scheler gibi baz1 miitefekkirler, Amerika ve Rus-
yfl'mn, yani kapitalizm ve komiinizmin dayandig: koklerin aym oldugu gorilgiinde birle-
siyorlardi. Bundan baska, Bat'min biiyiik gelenekleri ile (yani, Avrupa, Amerika ve
Soy_yetler Birligi ile) Dogu Asya gelenekleri arasinda biiyiik bir ayrilik yok mudur?
Keiji Nishitani (Heidegger'in Kyoto Okulu'ndaki en énemli tilmizidir ve onun basindan
da Japon savas partisine katilma macerasi gecmistir.) bu goriisii desteklemek adina
Toyr_lbf:e'ye atifta bulunur; aynca, diger Akdeniz ve Avrupa killtiirleri gibi Iran dini de
benligin -ve boylece tarihin akiginin anlasiimasini hedef alan bir diisiince yonelisi iin-
de iken; bir Zen Budizm ve Taoizm daha ¢ok igine kapali anonim bir biitiinselligin
Onem arz ettifi biinyeler olarak tezahiir etmektedirler.’ Taoizm ve J apon gelenedi ile bir
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diyalog igine girmis olan Heidegger, giiniimiizde Cin'de yeni bir etki alani olugturmaya
baglamistir. Cin'de Kiiltiirel Devrim sonrasinda aklin ve felsefi gelenegin asil ve gercek
temsilcisi olarak Hegel iizerine gahsiliyordu. Fakat giniimiizde, Varlik ve Zaman'in
terciime edilerek on binlerce niishasinin tiim iilke genelinde dagitilmig olmasi sebebiyle
Heidegger ismi 6ne ¢iknus bulunmaktadir. Belki de Heidegger diisiincesi, Cin'deki fikir
geleneklerinin ve tzellikle de Taoizm'in yeniden hayat bulmasina nemli bir katk ya-
pacak ve btiylece biinyedeki yanlig unsurlarin “ayristinlmas:” ("destruction”) siireci
icinde Cin felsefesi gelecekte izleyecegi yolu yine kendisi bulacaktir.®

"Bat” ifadesi, bir dizi farkli anlam kiimelerine isaret eder: Fransa ve Ingiltere'de or-
taya gikmig siyasal diigiince bigimi (hem demokrasi, hem de emperyalizm dahil olmak
iizere), burjuvazi ruhu (Weber ve Scheler'e gore bu ruh Ingiltere ve Amerika'nin sahip
oldugu bir karakteristiktir), Sovyetler Birligi'nin kargisinda Amerika Birlegik Devletleri
ve Avrupa ve son olarak da, Dogu Asya karsisinda Avrupa, Amerika ve Sovyetler Bir-
ligi'nin olusturdugu biitiinlik. Heidegger biitiin bu aymmlar: géz 6niine alip degerlen-
dirmistir. Ayni zamanda Dogu ile bir diyalogu bizzat baglatmistir; ama bununla birlikte,
Heidegger'in temel goriisiine gore, éncelikle "Ban” (Eski Greklerden giiniimiize kadar
sekillenerek gelen Batili diisiince ve davramg bigimi) kendi koklerinden kopmustu ve
yeni bir baslangig ihtiyaci i¢indeydi. Bu sebeple Heidegger'i, "modern” dénemde yasa-
mis olsa bile, cok daha yeni bir gelece@in pesinde kosmus bir diisiiniir olarak gdrmek
daha dogru degil midir? Iste bu agidan, Heidegger igin Avrupa'min modernlikle kazan-
dig1 yap, antikitede koklerimizi yitirmis olmamamizin sonucundan baska bir sey degil-
dir ve ayrica Heidegger zaten bizzat klasik felsefenin kendisinin, tefekkiiriin asli ve en
eski gayesi olan idrik biciminden daha ¢ok onceleri kopmus oldugu kanaatindedir.
"Postmodernizm” kavramimi Heidegger degil, baskalart 6ne cikarmistir. Tabii,
postmodernizm kavramini polemik itibariyle kullanmak miimkiindiir, ancak, bu kavra-
min giiniimiiz i¢in net siurlar var midir?

Eger kendimizi mimari ile sinirlandiracak olursak, modern ve postmodern mimari
arasinda kolaylikla ¢ok dogru ve yerinde bir ayimma gitmemiz miimkiindiir. (“Bigim
fonksiyondan sonra gelir” formiilii ile) Sullivan, Gropius ve Mies van der Rohe bilyiik
bir bagari kazanmuslards: Biitiin diinyada uluslararasi tek bir “modern” stil benimsemis-
ti. Ancak, her ne kadar basaril olsa da, modernlik bir ¢oklar: i¢in tam bir kdbus haline
de gelmisti ve bu yiizden postmodernizmin, -mesela bir Hollein’in yeni bina sekilleri ve
saydam materyaller kullanmasiyla veya bir Stirling’in degisik geleneklerden izler tasi-
yan mimari anlayisla- giindeme gelisi alkislarla karsilanmisti. Fakat, felsefe séz konusu
olunca farkli bir durumla karsi karstya bulunuyoruz: simdiye kadar higbir zaman ulusla-
rarasi tek bir modern felsefe anlayisi var olmamistir. Hakikaten, bundan sadece otuz yil
once, felsefede birbirinden oldukga farkli ti¢ bityiik etki sahasinin varhidindan bahset-
mek miimkiindii: Biiyilk metafizik ve varolugsal meselelerin ¢6ziimiine yonelen ve
diisiincenin tarihselliini vurgulayan Kita Avrupa’si, bunun yerine nominalistik ve
pozitivist analitik gelenekleri benimseyen Ingilizce konusan Anglo-Sakson diinya ve
ayrica, daha fazla politik bir zihni yonelimin ve materyalizmin tesiri altinda kalan ve
siyasal giice dayali Marksizm’in hakim oldugu Sovyetler Birligi ve uydu devletlerin
dahil oldugu blok. Bununla beraber son birkag on yildir durum tamamen degismis bu-
lunmaktadir: Giiniimiizde biitiin bu egilimlere diinyanin biitiin kitalarinda ve biitiin
iilkelerinde rastlamak miimkiindiir. Felsefe diinyasinda simdiye kadar hicbir zaman
birlesik tek bir uluslararasi modernite diisiincesi tesekkiil etmedidi igin;
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postmodernizm, kendini modernizmden ayirmak hususunda oldukga zor bir durumla
karsi karsi karsiya kalmistir. Birgcok postmodernizmler vardir ve zamanindan dnce orta-
ya ¢ikmis postmodern egilimler de soz konusudur. Tabii burada biri ¢ikip belki sunu
soyleyebilir: postodernizm, kapsayici ve tamamen yeterli tek bir diigiince sistemi vardir
veya tarihin veya diinya tarihinin ancak tek bir akis yonii olabilir goriisiinii kabul etmez.
(Burada, kendisine simdiye kadar sayisiz elestiri yoneltilmis Hegel’i hatirlatmamiz
yerinde olabilir.) Modernizm karsisinda daha fazla avantaja sahip olma iddiasiyla yola
¢ikan postmodernizm adina sorumlu dzne ve hakikat gibi merkezi neme sahip kavram-
larin yok sayilip sayilmadifini sorgulama meselesi ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Modernite ve
postmodernite arasindaki polemigin taraftarlari, en iyi degerlendirmeyle, ya sadece tek
tarafli bazi manevralar yaparak ya da bazi temel ayrintilari siirekli gézden kagiran bir
tiir totaliter elestiride bulunmak suretiyle iddialarina sahip ¢ikmaya ¢aligir goriinmekte-
dirler.
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Cevirenin Notlar::

1- Yazar, sadece baslangi¢ boliimiinii gevirdigimiz, “Heidegger, Nietzsche and Politics” i-
simli makalesinin yukaridaki son ciimlesinden hemen sonra gelen paragrafta sunlan dile getir-
mektedir:

_ Ben genel gercevesiyle bu goriiglerimi, Heidegger’in Bati’'nin ¢okiisii konusundaki yaklagim
bigimini yeniden ele alarak degerlendirmeye bir baglangig teskil etmesi niyetiyle dile getirmis
pulunu)_aorum. Heidegger'in bu mevzudaki goriislerini, kendi diisiince yolunun olugum tarihi
tgindelu_ li¢ devre boyunca nasil bir seyir izledigini incelemek istiyorum: Birinci devre Varlik ve
Zaman ile nihayet bulur; 1930 ve 1940 yillan arasim kapsayan ikinci devrede Heidegger belirgin
bir sekilde Nietzsche'nin tezlerine cevap verme agisindan onunla bir etkilesim iginde olmugtur ve
1940°'h yillardan sonraki iigiincii devre iginde ise, Heidegger yeni bir idrak bigiminin arayi§!
icinde Nietzsche’ye karsi son derece elestirel bir tutum benimsemistir.”

. Makalesinin sonraki sayfalaninda Heidegger’in biitiin diisiinsel yasarm boyunca once
N!etzschc’ye bagvurmasi ve daha sonra ise onu son derece radikal bir bigimde elegtirmesi iizerine
Nihilizm ve Politika iligkileri baglaminda Poggeler, bence son derece agiklayict ve tarihsel sap-
tamalarda bulunmaktadir. $imdilik bu saptamalarin yalnizea ingilizce olarak aktanimasi, ilgile-
nenler agisindan belki bir giindeme ana hatlariyla isaret edebilmesi adina sanirim yararh olabilir:
“Tpgether with Nietzsche, Heidegger wished to return to the “tragic” age of Greece, when
philosophy and poetry seemed to be close neighbors. ... The problem concerns the salvation of
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European Geist in a time of decline. Nevertheless, Heidegger’s first lecture course on Nietzsche
takes this project of salvation to be the task of the Germans: “The varied conflict we know
between the Dionysian and the Apollonian, between holy passion and sober exposition, is a
hidden law of the style of the historical determination of the German people, and one day must
find us ready and prepared for it to take its form. This antithesis is not just a formula with the
help of which we may only describe our ‘culture.” With this conflict, Holderlin and Nietzsche
have set a question mark in front of the task of the Germans, to find their essence in a historical -
way. Will we understand the question mark? One thing is certain, history will take its revenge
upon us if we do not understand it. (pp. 131-132)

... [Heidegger] relied on Nietzsche's “great politics™-on the diagnosis of a world revolution
and the necessity of the fight against so-called democracy. “Europe tries to cling to democracy
and will not admit that this ‘democracy’ will be Europe’s historical death. For democracy is-as
Nietzsche clearly saw-only a kind of nihilism.” Democracy merely tries to reestablish the old
values-in a leveling of all differences between men. Here. Heidegger has in mind Nietzsche’s
teaching about the revolt of the slaves in Hellenistic Christianity and construes liberalism and
socialism as secularized forms of this revolt. Those who experience the Dionysian depth of life
must defend status and difference. Nietzsche did not speak about Marxism, of course, but
Heidegger freely translated Nietzsche’s diagnosis so as to apply to the time after the revolution of
Russia: “According to Nietzsche, Christianity is as nihilistic as Bolshevism and therefore as
nihilistic as mere socialism.” Heidegger also links this diagnosis of the time of world revolution
to the beginning of philosophizing: that is, he links it to the teaching of Heraclitus on war as the
father of all things, on the depth of physis, and on the difference between master and slave.
Contrary to the opinion of Hannah Ardent. therefore, it was precisely the study of the Presocratics
in the lonely hut at Todtnauberg, joined to the study of Nietzsche that led Heidegger to choose
National Socialism. (p. 132-133) ...

In the years 1936 through 1938, in total seclusion, Heidegger wrote his main work,
Coniributions to Philosophy-a final attempt, in the company of Nietzsche and Holderlin, to
search for a “revolution™: it offers a sharp criticism of National Socialism, and of “Liberalism”
and Bolshevism as well. ... Heidegger regards Max Weber’s disenchantment (Entzauberung) with
the European form of rationalization as itself a great enchantment (Verzauberung); but for
Heidegger it is only the enchantment of metaphysics, the European tradition that remained
unchanged ever since Plato’s theory of ideas. Here, Heidegger follows Dilthey and Nietzsche,
who viewed the metaphysical tradition as a totality: that is, an illusionary search for ultimate
foundations. This search for grounds, this totalitarianism of universal technology, reveals itself as
European rationality, because logos and ratio mean reason but also ground. (p. 134)

- Nietzsche. the last of the great philosophers, had (according to Heidegger's interpretation)
to find the nght term for the totalitarian “will to power.” Heidegger confirms that Nietzsche had
indecd grasped the truth: metaphysics, now. as totalitarian technology. Thus, following the defeat
of France in June 1940, Heidegger could say, in a lecture that draws a continuous line from the
Cartesian ego to Nictzsche’s will to power: “These days we are witnesses to a mysterious law of
history, which states that a certain point a people no longer measures up to the metaphysics that
ha.s sprung from its own history: this happens when, precisely, that metaphysics is transformed
into the absolute.” (p. 135) ...

By the 1940s, Heidegger no longer regarded Nietzsche as the philosopher who had seen the
measure of Occidental history and had given an answer to the Greeks. In fact, he no longer
viewed Nietzsche as having anything to do with the Greeks, because Nietzsche thought in the
manner of Machiavelli and the Romans. Since Herder and Hegel, the Romans had been regarded
as the representatives of totalitarian politics. (p. 135)...

In his Contributions 1o Philosophy Heidegger repeats: “This is the time of Untergang.” He
underst:_mds Uniergang in terms of the fall of the hero in Greek tragedy. According to Holderlin’s
and Heidegger's interpretation, the fall and death of Antigone signify a new age, an epochal
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change; her death has something new to say-it “teaches” us. This Untergang is not only decline
and fall but also the setting of the sun-a setting into an element that does not vanish (to me dunon
pote, as Heidegger says, with Heraclitus, in his lecture course of the summer of 1943). Nietzsche
seems to be of the opinion that metaphysical and poetic conceptions concerning such as
Untergang must be taken ironically-not only as tragedy but also as comedy. Heidegger treats this
Untergang as tragedy alone (perhaps such tragedy was at times also comedy, but only against his
will).” (p. 139)

Poggeler'in yukanda daha cok politik felsefe agisindan ana hatlariyla ahintiladigimiz
Heidegger-Nietzsche analizi, bence Higlik ve Varlik konusunda iki disiiniiriin de yaklagimlanni
daha felsefi veya varhkbilimsel bir perspektiften derinlemesine bir bakigla netlegtirildigi bir
gerceve agisindan daha verimli bir aydinlanlama yol agma potansiyelini hi¢ stiphesiz iginde ba-
rindirmaktadir. Béyle bir analiz sunan en nemli isimlerden biri olan Amerikal filozof Wiliam
Barrtett’in goriisleri bizim icin oldukga yararli agilimlar getirmektedir. William Barrett,
Heidegger'in Varlik ve Higlik agisindan Nietzsche'yi nasil anladif tizerine “Vorolugguluk Ne-
dir?” (What is Existentialism?) isimli kitabina on yedi y1l aradan sonra yazdig ek bir ana bolim-
de dile getirmeye basladigi olgunluk dénemi goriisleriyle 6zellikle Amerika’da gelmig gegmis en
iyl varoluscu felsefe yorumcularindan biri olarak kabul edilmektedir. Bu eserinde Barrett,
Heidegger’in Nietzsche’yi énce kabul edip, daha sonra acimasizca elestirmesini ontolojik agidan
son derece ¢arpict ve yetkin bir bigimde yorumlamaktadir. Bunu yapmak ¢ok zor da olsa, buraya
tzet olarak 6nce Barrett’e gore Heidegger’in Higlik’ten Nietzsche den farkli olarak ne anladigim
yansitmaya ¢alisacagiz. Daha sonra Barrett’in, Heidegger'in Merafizik Nedir? ve Nedenin Doga-
st Uzerine isimli eserlerinin karsilagtirirarak Heidegger-Nietzsche ikilemine ontolojik agidan nasi
yaklagtigmi kisa alintilarla biraz daha ayrnintih olarak aktarmaya ¢alisacagiz. Bir daha belirtmek
gerckirse, Barrett'in segmede zorlandigimuz birbirinden onemli ifadelerinden kisa bazi orekler
sunlar:

“Heidegger's discussion of the Nothing follows just as essentially from the themes of his own
thought. His examination of Nothingness is not frivolous play on words, but a serious attempt to
confront directly certain modes of experience that are inescapable in human life: the negative is
always present in the positive, and indeed. to put it somewhat paradoxically, the positive posits
the negative as its very ground. Moreover, in the way it differs from the traditional account of
Non-Being, Heidegger's derives from his own radically different understanding of Being, and
helps us to understand this latter. (p.183) ...

To understand the negative in experience we have then to go over to a radically different

concept of Being. If we do not locate Being primarily in physical substances outside the mind,
nor in the mind that apprehends data of which these physical objects may be the cause, but rather
in the enveloping presence-the Is of what-is-that encompasses both things and mind, then the
disjunction between positive and negative being turns out to be provisional and useful but not
absolute. This present situation in which I find myself surrounded by things is always penetrated
through and through by the negative. This is particularly evident if we do not forget the temporal
sense of the Is. (p.185) ...
- since however far we go in trying to fix our place within the world the Nothing must be
invoked, or if not invoked then left unspoken at the end of our address, this Nothing is not empty
space outside the universe, but a possibility within human existence itself, insofar as this
existence always projects its world.

This essential link between Nothing and World is also the link between the two essays, What
is Metaphysics? and On the Nature of Cause. As the first is concerned with the Nothing, the latter
deals with man insofar as he seeks a support or ground for his world. We have spoken of both
essays as marking a turning point in Heidegger's thought, but it is the second that more clearly
goes to an extreme toward which the early thought of Heidegger had been leading. For what he
does in the essay, On the Nature of Cause, is to transform the traditional search by philosophers
for a First Cause or Ultimate Ground of the universe into a search by man for some ultimate
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support to his own existence. Man is placed here more sharply and extremely at the center of th:
world than in any other of Heidegger's writings. For a thinker who has proclaimed that his
thought eschews every form of subjectivism, Heidegger's point of view here seems strangely
anthropocentric. It is. in fact, a form of Nietzschean humanism: Man, freed from the search for
God, appears as the creator and destroyer of worlds. Man has taken the place of God. The later
Heidegger was to go on and repudiate every form of humanism as incomplete and rootless, since
it leaves unasked and unanswered the question in what man's humanity is to be rooted. For the
later Heidegger, the figure of Nietzsche marks the end of Western philosophy, beyond which
thought must slowly and patiently seek for new beginnings, because Nietzsche has gone to the
very end and posed the question of humanism in its extreme and decisive form. But in this earlier
essay, though the name of Nietzsche is not invoked, the perspective seems thoroughly
Nietzschean throughout.

To be sure, a good deal of this is sotto voce. The quiet and academic tone of the essay masks
the audacity of Heidegzer's proposals. He begins, as if he were only another plodding professor,
by citing passages from Aristotle, Leibnitz, and other philosophers that have o do with the notion
of principle. cause, or ground. Then, without the fanfare of any announcement, he has
transformed the whole theme into his own key. The metaphysical quest for a First Cause of the
cosmos is transformed into a question of the “fundamental ontology” of human existence: of the
Dasein that has within itself the possibility of grounding its own existence-though it must always
be a ground that is incomplete and therefore involves the negative. (It is from this essay that
Sartre derives his own dictum that man seeks to be God-i.e., seeks to establish an absolute ground
for his own existence, but must perpetually fail.) Man takes the place of God, as he must in every
form of humanism when pushed to its limit. But man, as this Nietzschean creator of his world,
must always move within the Void. This is something that Heidegger, however much he may
have moved toward Nietzsche in the year 1929, did not forget. ...

At any rate, after this essay Heidegger’s thought ceases to have any kinship with anything we
might call humanism, whether this humanism call itself “existentialist™ (Sartre) or not.” (pp. 187-
189) (William Barrett, What is Existentialism?, 2™ ed., Grove Press Inc., New York, 1964.)

David Hoy, Heidegger'in hiimanizme clestirel bakist tizerine yukarida Nietzsche dolayimyla
Sartre’a varan baglamda soylenenleri, postmodernizmle de iliskilendirerek biraz daha netlestir-
mektedir denilebilir:

“The French post-structuralists inherit the task of criticising humanism from Heidegger.
Heidegger's enterprise involves a critique of the humanism he finds ramprant in the neo-
Kantianism of his time. But humanism is hard to avoid, and the later Heidegger has to criticise
the tendency of his own early works like Being and Time to sound like pieces of philosophical
anthropology. Hence, in 1947 he writes the ‘Letter on Humanism’ to distance his work from the
tendency of Sartre to read it as philosophical anthropology. Heidegger insists that Sartre is still
doing philosophical anthropology and has therefore misread him. Heidegger was trying instead
to create a new philosophical vocabulary precisely to avoid psychologistic terms like
consciousness or subjectivity that still feature in Sartre.

This critique of Sartre by Heidegger is one reason French phenomenology is no longer so
prominent in the current philosophical scene. Moreover, the tendency of the times is to move
away from humanism, from a philosophy devoted to analysing consciousness, toward an
emphasis on linguistic structures and social practices. There is also, of course, a political
corollary to this criligue of humanism. Sartre and Merleau-Ponty become outdated not only
becau_se they were still trying to do phenomenology, but also because as Marxists they were
Marxist humanists.

s Eirsl. Heidegger. sees humanism as metaphysical because of the privilege it gives to man,
its ascription to man of a “universal essence’. Heidegger raises this point in his critique of Sartre,
and I_)emda agrees th‘at Sanr_e’s philosophy proves that, in Heidegger's words, ‘every humanism
remains metaphysical” (Derrida ...). Sartre misinterprets Heidegger's claim that Dasein’s essence
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lies in its existence, and takes this as privileging ‘human reality’s’ subjectivity. Sartre has not
freed himself from the tradition of taking consciousness as the paradigm of philosophy, and his
_metaphysical bias is shown in his conception of man as the being who desires to be like god.
Heidegger, in contrast, does not want to talk about man only, but about man only insofar as there
is something more than man. This rejection of humanism, of privilege given to man, Heidegger
thinks, does not entail that his thinking is anti-humanistic or inhumane. On the contrary,
Heidegger is trying to avoid the subjectivism and idealism he thinks make traditional humanism
itself inhumane, and to lay the basis for a higher humanism, one that does not worship man as the
center and telos of all being.” (David C. Hoy, “Jacques Derrida”, in Q. Skinner (ed.), The Return
of Grand Theory in the Human Sciences, Boston, Cambridge University Press, 1985, pp. 46-48)

Nietzsche'den Sartre’a uzanan radikal hiimanizm elestirisinin, bizzat kendisinin Varlik ve
Zaman gibi ilk dénem calismalan igin de gecerli oldugunu bir 6z elestiri olarak one siirdiigiini
bildigimiz Heidegger, bize bundan sonras: icin birsey sdylemekte midir? Hem birey ve hem de
tiim insanhk igin izlenecek bir anlam ve hayat yolundan soz etmek artik olanakli nudir?
Heidegger, deyim yerindeyse, bir anlamda nihilist siibjektivizm veya insana tapinan hiimanizmin
dtesinde daha iist bir hiltmanizm adina herseyi bir belirsizlik ve anlamsizliga mahkum etmis ol-
mamakta midir?

Bu belirsizlik konusunda, Hubert L. Dreyfus’'un “Heidegger on the Connection between
Nihilism, Art, Technology and Politics” isimli makalesinden kisa bir alinti yaputiktan sonra;
Heidegger’in Nietzsche'nin sanat felsefesi baglaminda gelecege iliskin mesaj arayislarim aslinda
her zaman siirdiirerek, sanat ve fenomenolijide yaraticilikla yasama y6n vermeye iligkin yorumla-
rint Nietzsche'de de bulmak istedigi iizerine Michel Haar’ in “Heidegger and the Nietzschean
‘Physiology of Art’” isimli makalesinden alintilar yapaca@iz. Haar, Heidegger'in daha gok sanat
felsefesi baglaminda Nietzsche'yi hoggériir bir tavir takinmasim, literatiirde simdiye kadar yete-
rince dikkat ¢ekilmemig ve iizerine pek fazla egilinmemis bir konu olarak gérmektedir. Haar'm
yaptif1 analize gore, Heidegger diisiincesinde Bati'min son metafizikgisi olarak yerini alan
Nietzsche, ashinda pozitivist ve materyalist bir dille soylediklerinin tam tersini dile getirmek
isteyen isim olarak her zaman bir korunmaya mazhar olmustur: Tabii sonug olarak tim bu yo-
rumlarda, Heidegger’in kendi siibjektivitesinin, Nietzsche'nin siibjektivitesi kargisindaki konumu
ne kadar tutarli olabilmistir sorusuna, bence tek ve net bir cevap vermenin kesinlikle olanaksiz
oldugunu unutmamak da dogru bir degerlendirme adina son derece dnem tasimaktadir. Once
belirsizlik iizerine Dreyfus’un’un dediklerine bakalim:

“... Heidegger agrees with Nietzsche that “There is no longer any goal in and through which
all the forces of the historical existence of peoples can cohere and in the direction of which they
can develop”[M. Heidegger, Nietzsche, Volume One, Harper and Row, 1979, p.47.]

Nihilism is Nietzsche's name for this loss of meaning or direction. Both Kierkegaard and
Nietzsche agree that if nihilism were complete, there would be no significant private or public
issues.. Nothing would have authority for us, would make a claim on us, would demand a
commitment from us. In a non-nihilistic age there is something at stake, there are questions that
all can agree are important, even if they violently disagree as to what the answers to these
questions are. But in our age, everything is in the process of becoming equal. There is less and
less difference between political parties, between religious communities, between social causes,
between cultural practices — everything is on a par, all meaningful differences are being levelled.

... Heidegger holds that given our historical essence -- the kind of beings we became in fifth
century BC Greece when our culture gained its identity — such a community is necessary to us or
else we will remain in nihilism. It is, he thinks, our only hope, or, as he puts it, our destiny.

It follows for Heidegger that our deepest needs will be satisfied and our distress overcome
only when our culture gets a new center. ...”

(hup:ﬂsocrates.bcrkeley.edul%':‘EhdreyﬁzslpdledgerOnAnTechPo!i.pdf)



Heidegger, Nietzsche ve Politika
g, Kaygt 149

Michel Haar, “Heidegger and the Nietzschean ‘Physiology of Art’” isimli makalesinde
Heidegger'in pozitivist ve biyolojist oldugu i¢in dliimeiil elegtiriye mahkum ettifii Nietzsche'yi,
kendi fenomenolojisinin anlam diinyast iginden ve belki biraz da onun goriislerini kendisininkile-
re monte edici bir bakisla nasil bir koruma tavri iginde oldugu iizerine §oyle bir analiz perspektifi
gelistiriliyor:

“The general tendency of Heidegger's interpretation of Nietzsche is apparently reductive. It
consists in showing how Nietzschean philosophy remains imprisoned within the structures of
traditional metaphysics; so thet, for example, the Will to Power and the Eternal Return
correspond to the metaphysical concepts of essence and existence, so that the traditional
definition of truth as adequatio, homoidsis, 1s never brought into question; so that the very
essence of nihilism remains unthought; and so on. However, it would seem that there exists at the
same another tendency, which consists, in contrary fashion, of ‘saving’ Nietzsche from
metaphysics, justifying him, as it were, by showing for example that his vocabulary betrays a
more radically innovative intention or one which anticipates phenomenology.

It is surprising to note that this ‘apology’ for Nietzsche appears especially in the
interpretation of Nietzsche’s aesthetics. For example, Heidegger suggests that Nietzsche clears a
path to a ‘new interpretation of the sensible’, one which might escape the Platonic dualism of the
sensible and the supra-sensible. Heidegger also shows that the Nietzschean concept of
appearance, which is not opposed either to essence or to reality, already moves in the

phenomenological direction of a shining forth. Despite his dectrine of perspectivism, in which
one still finds the relativistic Platonic notion of necessary illusion or error, Nietzsche values art so
highly only because it makes manifest the phenomenal character of reality. Art makes the very
shining of things apparent. and in so doing transfigures them. "Art’, writes Heidegger, ‘induces
reality, which is in itsell a shining, to shine most profoundly and supremely in scintillating
transfiguration.” Neither of these two points is very extensively developed.

- There is one point, however, on which Heidegger dwells at length and gives a large number
of arguments, and that is the theme of the *physiology of art’. That art might be the expression of
a bodily state does not, in Heidegger’s opinion, mean that Nietzsche sustains a biological or
organicist interpretation of artistic creation and thus a deterministic one: What is strange and
almost incomprehensible is the fact that he tries to make his conception of the aesthetic state
accessible to is contemporaries, and tries to convince them of it, by speaking the language of
physiology and biology. Through a positivistic, materialistic language, Nietzsche would, in fact,
have wanted to say just the opposite. There are two reasons for this. First, that in fact the life
Nietzsche speaks of has nothing whatsoever to do with an object of scientific observation: it is the
Will to Power’s metaphysical essence. Secondly, and above all, that the bodily state described by
Nietzsche as the condition both of artistic creation and of receptivity to art, the state he calls the
fundamental aesthetic state, intoxication or rapture (Rausch), does not designate, despite the
terms employed. a state of the physical, animal body (Kérper). It means rather a Stimmung or
affective disposition which is neither purely physical nor purely psychological, neither objective
nor subjective.

This Stimmung belongs to the ‘lived body’ (Leib), as it has been described by
phenomenology. The question that arises from this is whether Heidegger doesn’t go too far in his
‘saving” of Nietzsche. Is the distinction between Korper and Leib one that has meaning in
Nietzsche? Doesn’t Heidegger introduce the phenomenological meaning of the body into
Nietzschean physiology somewhat obtrusively? ...

Yet here we touch the most sensitive point in Heidegger's interpretation, as it seeks to save
I_Vielzsphe not only from any ‘physiologism’ but also from any subjectivism. In a rather daring
inversion of terms. Heidegger explains that it is not intoxication or rapture considered as a
subjective state which is the necessary condition to the production of forms; rather, it is form or.
if you prefer, beauty which awakens rapture in the subject. ‘Beauty as an attuning thoroughb;
determines the state of man.” Although he is not speaking here of beauty in itself, since ‘beauty is
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not the object of a pure representation’, it is the eidos, he says, in its original meaning of the face
or aspect of what shows itself, which produces the extraordinary force of rapture. Rapture
corresponds and responds to the unconcealment of Being. Thus rapture. writes Heidegger,
‘explodes the very subjectivity of he subject ... The aesthetic state is neither subjective nor
objective.' Here, Heidegger obviously tries to bring Nietzsche over to his own side, that is, o his
conception of the work as the origin of art and of the work as the working out of truth itself,
understood as self-manifestation of Being. ‘The essence of the work’, says Heidegger, ‘is at the
source of the essence of creation.” The essence of truth as the self-manifestation of forms is in
turn the origin of the essence of work. Isn’t Heidegger wrongfully replacing here the Nietzschean
primacy of force by a primacy of form that is based on his doctrine of aletheia? He
acknowledges the fact that there is almost no consideration of form in Nietzsche, nor of the
essence of form in relation to art; ‘for that, he would have to take the work of art as his point of
departure’.” (pp. 13-16) (Michel Haar. “Heidegger and the Nietzschean ‘Physiology of Art™ in
D. Farell Krell and David Wood (eds.), Exceedingly Nietzsche: Aspects of Contemporary
Nietzsche Interpretation. London and New York. Routledge, 1988.)

Sevgi lyi’'nin, “What Heidegger Wishes To Transcend: Metaphysics Or Nietzsche?” isimli
makalesinde, Heidegger'in Nietzsche'yi hem elestirmesi ve hem de bir anlamda savunmak iste-
mesiyle ilgili olarak bizim buradaki baglamimiz agisindan sonuglandirici olabilecek anlamda
yapilan degerlendirmeler kisaca soyledir:

“What makes Nietzsche a metaphysician in Heidegger's eyes, are the key concepts of his
philosophy, such as the will to power, nihilism, the eternal recurrence of the same, the superman,
justice etc. . For example, according to Heidegger, "the eternal recurrence of the same", which
constitutes "the concealed essence of Time", is "the last metaphysical name of Being”. Another
example is the way that Heidegger understands Nietzsche's superman. Although Heidegger
considers Nietzsche's concept of superman to be the culmination of metaphysics, he objects that
this concept does not help to transcend metaphysical thinking and consequently cannot become a
different new beginning, while his own concept of Da-sein that never refers to something real,
but asks about the truth of Being (das Seyn), can become such a new different beginning. But,
this role of Da-sein as the enlightenment of Being itself (das Seyn) is something to be realized in
the future. ...

... Consequently it can be claimed that what Heidegger wishes to transcend is not Nietzsche's
"metaphysics”, but Nietzsche's anthropology and Nietzsche as a philosopher in general.

. As a conclusion it is possible to say that what Heidegger tries to do, with the aim to transcend
Nietzsche, is a "phenomenology of metaphysics" -phenomenology understood here in Hegelian
sense. In this way, he thinks, he can help man to reestablish his relation to Being and overcome
his prrescm condition, i.e. his homelessness. On the other hand, we can say that what Nietzsche
does is a phenomenology of human reality: he looks at the different ways that human being
evaluates reality and he builds his anthropology on this ground. Thus, it is possible to ask: which
of these two anthropologies is in fact more helpful in facing the problems of the human being, as
well as those present-day world.”

2- Nihilizme Heidegger’in bakisi hakkinda, bizzat kendisinin syledikleri de dahil olmak tize-
re, son sz olarak soylenmis bir yargidan soz etmek olanakh midir? Bence, boyle bir sorunun
cevabin ta_m olarak vermek belki hi¢ kimse igin ve hicbir zaman miimkiin olmayacaksa da,
Heidegger'in bu konuda ne diisiindiiginii tam olarak anlamamizi miimkiin kilacak bazi yorumla-
ninin, gagdas felsefenin ilerleyebilecegi yola isaret etmesi agisindan benzersiz derecede onemli
oldugunda hig siiphe yoktur. Ancak, bu yorumlar dogru degerlendirilmezse. yeterince anlagiimak-
tan ve gerektigi gibi yararh olmaktan kesinlikle uzak kalirlar: William Richardson. “Hakikat v
Politika” isimli makalesinde, Heidegger’in bizzzat kendisinin dahi, kendisini felsefi agidan son
bir kesinlikle degerlendirmesinin, kendi felsefesi iginde kesinlikle olanaksiz oldugunu one sir-
mektedir. Richardson, her ne kadar Heidegger'in bu durmunu onun felsefesindeki radikal bir
belirsizlik olarak algilamiyorsa da; bence bu konuda, Heidegger’in dile getirdigi soyle bir nokia-
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ya ozellikle dikkat gekmek yerinde olabilir: Ornegin, Heidegger'in, genelde nihilist olarak deger-
lendirdigi ¢addas edebiyat igin, ... soziinii ettigim edebiyat. o sbzcugl diisiindiigiim anlamda
nihilist degildir.” demesinin anlam nedir? Bizzat kendisinin “nihilist” ve “yikicr” olarak nitelen-
dirdigi bir edebiyat, hangi anlamda diisiiniitmektedir ki, aym zamanda nihilist olmamaktadir?
Yoksa. nihilizmin yeterince nihilist olmamasi gibi bir seyden mi stz edilmektedir burada? Yoksa
Heidegger igin, Nietzsche nin nihilizmi de bu anlamda mt hila bir metafizik olarak kalmaktadir?
Ciinkil Heidegger'e gore, “Nietzsche'nin metafizigi de. hem bir teoloji ve hem de bir ontolojidir”
ve “hig tizerine diisiinme. ... kagimlmaz bigimde higin diktatorligiini kurmaya aracilik eder.”
Eger durum boyle ise. o zaman. nihilist olmayan bir nihilizmin diktatorliginden kurtulmak nasil
miimkiin olacaktir bigiminde bir soru giindeme gelmez mi?

Heidegger'in Nietzsche iizerine olumlayici elestirisi felsefe tarihinin en gorkemli kargilagma-
larindan biridir hig siiphesiz. Bu alanda, yukanida bazi dnemli 6reklerini aktarmaya ¢ahistigimiz
alintilarda oldufiu gibi, simdiye kadar son derece verimli ve olaganiistii bir bigimde geligen bir
literatiir s6z konusudur ve tabii bundan sonrasi igin de biitiin bunlar gibi yepyeni ve evrensel
perspekuflerin gelismesi de son derece giglii bir olasiliktir. Ornegin, nihilizmi, bir anlamda ken-
dince nihilist olmamakia elestiren Heidegger diigiincesi iginde, felsefe tarihinin kabul ettigi en
bityiik kutuplasma veya zitlagmalardan birisi olarak s6z konusu edildiginde. Hegel ve Nietzsche
arasinda ortaya son derece ilging bir tablo ¢ikmaktadir: Bence, Nietzsche elestirisinin anlagilir
olmasinin ok otesinde Heidegger. belki bir anlamda dilsel olarak Hegel’e karsi bile Nihilizmi
boylesine karsit ve/ya farklh anlamaktadir. Bu konuda, benim “HEIDEGGER VE
POSTMODERNIZM: DILIN ONTOLOJISINDEN OZGURLUGUN POLITIKASINA

-Heidegger'in Dil Felsefesi Agisindan Yikilan Rasyonalizmin Labirentlerindeki Postmodern
Nihilizmin Sosyo-Politik Kaosundan Evrensel Diizene Bir Daha Cikilabilir mi Sorusu Uzerine
Sistematik Bir Analizle Literatiirde Varolan Caligmalann Cercevesinin Belirlenmesi Denemesi-"
isimli yayinlanmanms bir calismamin baslangi¢ kisminda. uzunca diizenlenen biitiinsel epigraflar
olarak Heidegger-Nietzsche—Hegel iizerine ve bu ii¢ ismin yine Heidegger felsefesi perspektifin-
de nihilizm agisindan kargilastinimasinin olanakl olabilecedi bir ¢erceveye en genel hatlariyla
isaret edebilmek adina Heidegger'den ve onun 6nemli bazi yorumcularindan su ahntlar yer
almaktadir:

“... diigiinceyr olmayisa dogru yerinden etine ¢abasi, diisiincenin mantik-6ncesi logos'a bagl-
hgin igeriyordu. Bu agikgasi, Heidegger'i, felsefesinin, mantik digi, irrasyonel ve nihilistik oldu-
gu yoniindeki suglamalara agik kiliyordu.” (F. W. Edler)

““Varltk ve Zaman'in sorusu hild derinlemesine bir tartismaya agik, bekliyor” dedi bize
Heidegger. “Simdiye dek hi¢ kimse bu ise girisme riskini géze alamadi. Ama bir diisiince giin-
deme ya da tarigmalara aldirmadan sabirla kendi yolunu izler. Yalmzligin yakininda galismay
kabullenmek zorundadir.” (F. de Towarnicki)

“Haberli oldugum kadanyla, insanlik deneyimimiz ve tarihimize gore, her temelli ve biiyiik
seyin insan ancak bir yurda (Heimar) sahip oldugu ve de bir gelencke koklestigi igin dogabildi-
gini biliyorum. Ornegin, giiniimiiz edebiyati, alabildigince yikici. ...

Sunu séyleyeyim ki, soziinii ettigim edebiyat, o sézciigii diigiindiigiim anlamda nihilist degil-
dir.” (M. Heidegger)

“Hig tizerine diigiinme, kagimilmaz bigimde hige gomiilmeye gotiirir, higin diktatorligiini
kurmaya aracilik eder.” (M. Heidegger)

‘ “Bau felsefesini Platonculuk olarak anlayan Nictzsche igin metafizik sona ermistir.
Nietzsche, kendi felsefesini metafizige, yani ona gore Platonculuga karg: bir akim sayiyordu.

Gelgelelim. Nietzsche'nin felsefesi, yalmzca bir karsi hareket olarak, zorunlu olarak, biitiin
karsilar gibi 6ziinde. kargi gikug yere baghidir.” (M. Heidegger)

_ "B_anmq metafizik gc]lepcgi, varabilecegi nihai noktaya Nietzsche'nin felsefesiyle ulasmusir.
fncdngh N_IC?ZSChB, kendisinden once hig kimsenin basaramadig: élctide Bati felsefesinin teolo-
jik mahiyetini teshis etmeye muvaffak olmugtur; ama, felsefenin teolojiden arindirilmasi konu-
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sunda kendisinden onceki isimlerden daha basarih oldugu soylenemez. Heidegger'e gore, ...
Nietzsche de bir teolog olarak kalmaktan kurtulamarmstir:

“Skolastik metafizikten son derece uzak ve hatta onun tam tersi olarak goriinse de,
Nietzsche nin metafizigi de, hem bir teoloji ve hem de bir ontolojidir. ... Bu metafizik teoloji
gercekte bir tiir 6zel negatif teolojidir.”™ :

“Heidegger'in , ... Hristiyanhgn Grek metafizik felsefesine bagvurmasini elestirmesi; onun,
felsefe olmas itibariyle bizzat Grek metafizigi elestirisine bir giris yapmasindan bagka bir sey
degildir. Bu her iki elestirinin de temeli aymdir: metafizik iginde kalindik¢a (varlikiann bilimi
anlaminda ontoloji olarak anlasilan) felsefe ile teoloji arasinda higbir fark yoktur. Bu agidan
metafizik, bir “onto-teo-loji dir ve bu sekliyle metafizik, hem felsefe ve hem de teoloji tarafindan
agtimak zorundadur. ...

... Heidegger ilk zamanlar kendi felsefesini bir metafizik veya bir ontoloji olarak tammlamig
olsa da, daha sonralar bu tiir nitelendirmeleri kullanmaktan uzak durmustur.” (John R. Williams)

*... diistinmek, Nieizsche igin de varolani varolan olarak goz oniine alamak demektir. Her me-
tafizik diisiince genelde onto-lojidir, boyle degilse, hicbir seydir.” (M. Heidegger)

“[Heidegger’e] gore Kant, Hegel ve Schelling tannbilime hala ... bir barinak saghyorlard. ...
Nietzsche'de tannibilim i¢in hald, ¢ekinceler ve kisitlamalarla donatilmis bir bannak olugturuyor-
du.

... Nietzsche bile, diyordu Heidegger, “agikhigindaki varhk’in bir disinirii olmaktan ok, tut-
kuyla bir Tanrt arayan son Alman filozofu oldu.”” (F. de Towarnicki)

“... varligr ise uygun bir bicimde diigiinebilmemizin tek yolu, varhig varolan ile, varolami de
varlik ile aynim halinde distinmektir. Boylece ayrim, gozerimine bizzat girecektir. Ancak ayrimi
temsil etmeyi dener denemez de, onu, temsilimizi ¢oktan varliga ve varolana baglanus bir bagint
olarak yorumlama yamlgisiyla yiiz yiize oldugumuzu goriiriiz. (M. Heidegger)

“... Hegel'le kiyaslanginda geleneksel, ¢atilmus bir sorun degildir bu, daha ziyade diigiinme-
nin o tarihi boyunca higbir yerde sorulmams olan’dir. Bagka garemiz olmadig i¢in simdilik
gelencksel terimlerle adlandiracagiz onu. Soziinii ettigimiz sey, varhk ile varolan arasindaki
ayren’dir” (M. Heidegger)

“Hegel'e gore varhk oncelikle “belirsiz dolaysizhik™ur, ama yalnizea bu degildir.” ... ‘Hegel
felsefede tarihbilimsel tasarimm ve dizgeci diisiinmeyi bir birlige tasimistir’ dendiginde Hegel'in
asil diiglincesinin pek gerisinde kalinacakur. Ciinkii Hegel'e gore soz konusu olan sey nc
tarihbilimselliktir ne de bir 6greti yapisi anlamindaki dizgedir. ...

Hegel'e gore ditgtinmenin igi, mutlak digiinme iginde ve mutlak diisinme olarak varolanm
distinilmaslagi bakimindan varliktir. Bizim igin disiinmenin isi ayni olandir, dolayistyla varik-
tr, ama varolan kargisindaki ayrimi bakimindan varliktir. Daha keskin bir anlatimla: Hegel'e gore
diistinmenin isi mutlak kavram olarak disiincedir. Bize goreyse, simdilik ayrim olarak aynmdir.”
(M. Heidegger)

“Metafiziklerden . (yani “varolan nedir?” bigimindeki Varlik sorusundan) ¢ikarak anlagilan
Varhgn ortitk 6z, yadsima, kendini her seyden ¢nce salt varolan-olmama, Hig olarak gosterir.
Ancak, varolanin olmamasina 6zgii bu Hig, saf yadsimanin en keskin karsitidir. Hig, higbir za-
man, hi¢ degildir. Nesne anlaminda biraz bir seydir. O Varhgin kendisidir, insan tzne olmak
bakimindan kendini agtiginda; insan, varolans, artik nesne olarak gz oniine getirmediginde Higin
varligt insana verilecektir.” (M. Heidegger)

3- Yukandaki gevirinin yapildigi kaynak: Otto Poggeler, “Heidegger, Nietzsche and Politics”,
in The Heidegger Case in Philosophy and Politics, ed. by, Tom Rockmore and Joseph Margolis.
Temple University Press, Philedelphia, 1992, USA, pp. 114-119. !

4- Yazar hakkinda bilgi: Otto Péggeler, Bonn ve Heidelberg Universitelerinde felsefe egitimi
gordil. Heidegger, sanat felsefesi ve siir izerine birgok onemli kitabin yazandir. Heidegger'le
ilgili kitaplari: Heidegger'in Diisiince Yolu (1963), Philosophie und Politik bei Heidegger (1972),
Heidegger ve Hermeneutik Felsefe (1983). Poggeler’in Hegel iizerine de kitaplan vardir: Hegels
Idee ciner Phanomenologie des Geistes (1973), Hegel Etiidleri (1985). 1968'den beri
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Jahrbiicker 33 (1989): p. 175-92.
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(Cevirenin Notlar:

1- Yazar, sadece baslangig boliimiinii gevirdigimiz, “Heidegger, Nietzsche and Politics” isim-
i makalesinin yukanidaki son ciimlesinden hemen sonra gelen paragrafta sunlan dile getirmekte-
dir:

“Ben genel gergevesiyle bu goriiglerimi, Heidegger'in Bat'nin ¢okilgi konusundaki yaklasim
bigimini yeniden ele alarak degerlendirmeye bir baslangig teskil etmesi niyetiyle dile getirmis
bulunuyorum. Heidegger'in bu mevzudaki goriilerini, kendi digiince yolunun olusum tarihi
icindeki iig devre boyunca nastl bir seyir izledigini incelemek istiyorum: Birinci devre Varlik ve
Zaman ile nihayet bulur; 1930 ve 1940 yillan arasimi kapsayan ikinci devrede Heidegger belirgin
bir sekilde Nictzsche'nin tezlerine cevap verme agisindan onunla bir etkilesim iginde olmusgtur ve
1940"h yillardan sonraki iiglincii devre iginde ise, Heidegger yeni bir idrik bigiminin arayigi
iginde Nietzsche'ye kargi son derece elestirel bir tutum benimsemistir.”

Makalesinin sonraki sayfalannda Heidegger'in biitiin diisiinsel yasamu boyunca &nce
Nietzsche'ye bagvurmasi ve daha sonra ise onu son derece radikal bir bigimde elestirmesi iizerine
Nihilizm ve Politika iligkileri baglaminda Péggeler, bence son derece agiklayici ve tarihsel sap-
tamalarda bulunmaktadir. Simdilik bu saptamalarin yalmzca ingilizce olarak aktarilmasi, ilgile-
nenler agisindan belki bir giindeme ana hatlanyla igaret edebilmesi adina samrim yararli olabilir:
“Together with Nietzsche, Heidegger wished to retum to the “tragic” age of Greece, when
philosophy and poetry seemed to be close neighbors. ... The problem concerns the salvation of
European Geisr in a time of decline. Nevertheless, Heidegger’s first lecture course on Nietzsche
takes this project of salvation to be the task of the Germans: “The varied conflict we know
between the Dionysian and the Apollonian, between holy passion and sober exposition, is a
hidden law of the style of the historical determination of the German people, and one day must
find us ready and prepared for it to take its form. This antithesis is not just a formula with the
help of which we may only describe our ‘culture.” With this conflict, Holderlin and Nietzsche
have set a question mark in front of the task of the Germans, to find their essence in a historical

way. Wi_li we understand the question mark? One thing is certain, history will take its revenge
upon us if we do not understand it. (pp. 131-132)

- [Heidegger] relied on Nietzsche's “great politics™-on the diagnosis of a world revolution

and the necessity of the fight against so-called democracy. “Europe tries to cling to democracy
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and will not admit that this ‘democracy’ will be Europe’s historical death. For democracy is-as
Nietzsche clearly saw-only a kind of nihilism.” Democracy merely tries to reestablish the old
values-in a leveling of all differences between men. Here, Heidegger has in mind Nietzsche's
teaching about the revolt of the slaves in Hellenistic Christianity and construes liberalism and
socialism as secularized forms of this revoll. Those who expericnce the Dionysian depth of life
must defend status and difference. Nietzsche did not speak about Marxism, of course, but
Heidegger freely translated Nietzsche's diagnosis so as to apply to the time after the revolution of
Russia: “According to Nietzsche, Christianity is as nihilistic as Bolshevism and therefore as
nihilistic as mere socialism.” Heidegger also links this diagnosis of the time of world revolution
to the beginning of philosophizing; that is, he links it to the teaching of Heraclitus on war as the
father of all things, on the depth of physis, and on the difference between master and slave.
Contrary to the opinion of Hannah Ardent. therefore, it was precisely the study of the Presocratics
in the lonely hut at Todtnauberg, joined to the study of Nietzsche that led Heidegger to choose
National Socialism. (p. 132-133) ...

In the years 1936 through 1938, in total seclusion, Heidegger wrote his main work.
Contributions to Philosophy-a final attempt. in the company of Nietzsche and Holderlin, to
search for a “revolution”; it offers a sharp criticism of National Socialism. and of “Liberalism”
and Bolshevism as well. ... Heidegger regards Max Weber's disenchantment (Entzauberung) with
the European form of rationalization as itself a great enchantment (Verzanberung); but for
Heidegger it is only the enchantment of metaphysics, the European tradition that remained
unchanged ever since Plato’s theory of ideas. Here, Heidegger follows Dilthey and Nictzsche,
who viewed the metaphysical tradition as a totality: that is, an illusionary search for ultimate
foundations. This search for grounds, this totalitarianism of universal technology, reveals itself as
European rationality, because logos and ratio mean reason but also ground. (p. 134)

... Nietzsche, the last of the great philosophers, had (according to Heidegger’s interpretation)
to find the right term for the totalitarian “will to power.” Heidegger confirms that Nietzsche had
indeed grasped the truth: metaphysics, now, as totalitarian technology. Thus. following the defeat
of France in June 1940, Heidegger could say, in a lecture that draws a continuous line from the
Cartesian ego to Nictzsche's will to power: “These days we are witnesses to a mysterious law of
history. which states that a certain point a people no longer measures up to the metaphysics that
has sprung from its own history; this happens when, precisely, that metaphysics is transformed
into the absolute.” (p. 135) ...

By the 1940s, Heidegger no longer regarded Nietzsche as the philosopher who had seen the
measure of Occidental history and had given an answer to the Greeks. In fact, he no longer
viewed Nietzsche as having anything to do with the Greeks, because Nictzsche thought in the
manner of Machiavelli and the Romans. Since Herder and Hegel, the Romans had been regarded
as the representatives of totalitarian politics. (p. 135)...

In his Contributions to Philosophy Heidegger repeats: “This is the time of Untergang.” He
understands Untergang in terms of the fall of the hero in Greek tragedy. According to Holderlin's
and Heidegger’s interpretation, the fall and death of Antigone signify a new age, an epochal
change; her death has something new to say-it “teaches” us. This Untergang is not only decline
and fall but also the setting of the sun-a sctting into an element that does not vanish (to me dunon
pote, as Heidegger says, with Heraclitus, in his lecture course of the summer of 1943). Nietzsche
seems to be of the opinion that metaphysical and poetic conceptions concerning such as
Untergang must be taken ironically-not only as tragedy but also as comedy. Heidegger treats this
Untergang as tragedy alone (perhaps such tragedy was at times also comedy. but only against his
will).” (p. 139)

Poggeler'in yukanida daha gok politik felsefe acisindan ana hatlartyla alintiladifimz
Heidegger-Nietzsche analizi, bence Higlik ve Varlik konusunda iki disiiniiriin de yaklagimlanm
daha felsefi veya varlikbilimsel bir perspektiften derinlemesine bir bakisla netlestirildigi bir
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cergeve agisindan daha verimli bir aydinlanlama yol agma potansiyelini higisuPhesiz igindf: .ba-
nndirmaktadir. Boyle bir analiz sunan en 6nemli isimlerden biri olan Amerikal _ﬁlf)zof Wiliam
Barriett'in  goriisleri bizim igin oldukga yararli agilimlar getirmektedir. William Barrett,
Heidegger'in Varhik ve Higlik agisindan Nietzsche'yi nasil anladi@ iizerine “Vorolusguluk Ne-
dir? (What is Existentialism?) isimli kitabina on yedi yil aradan sonra yazdif1 ek bir ana bolim-
de dile gelirmeye bagladig olgunluk dénemi gériisleriyle ozellikle Amerika’da gelmis ge¢mig en
ivi varolusqu felsefe yorumculanindan biri olarak kabul edilmektedir. Bu eserinde Barrett,
Heidegger'in Nietzsche'yi tnee kabul edip, daha sonra acimasizca elestirmesini ontolojik agidan
son derece carpici ve yetkin bir bigimde yorumlamaktadir. Bunu yapmak ¢ok zor da olsa, buraya
o7et olarak onee Barrett'c gore Heidegger'in Higlik'ten Nietzsche'den farkli olarak ne anladigim
yansitmaya ¢ahsaca@iz. Daha sonra Barrett'in, Heidegger'in Metafizik Nedir? ve Nedenin Doga-
st [=erine isimli eserlerinin karsilasunrarak Heidegger-Nietzsche ikilemine ontolojik agidan nasil
yaklagti@ini kisa ahintlarla biraz daha ayninuli olarak aktarmaya gahigsacagiz. Bir daha belirtmek
gerekirse. Barrett'in se¢mede zorlandigimuz birbirinden 6nemli ifadelerinden kisa bazi dmekler
sunlar:

“Heidegger's discussion of the Nothing follows just as essentially from the themes of his own
thought. His examination of Nothingness is not frivolous play on words, but a serious attempt to
confront directly certain modes of experience that are inescapable in human life: the negative is
always present in the positive, and indeed. to put it somewhat paradoxically, the positive posits
the negative as its very ground. Moreover, in the way it differs from the traditional account of
Non-Bemg. Heidegger's derives from his own radically different understanding of Being, and
helps us to understand this latter. (p.183) ...

To understand the negative in experience we have then to go over to a radically different
concept ol Bemng. If we do not locate Being primarily in physical substances outside the mind,
nor in the mind that apprehends data of winch these physical objects may be the cause, but rather
i the enveloping presence-the [s of what-is-that encompasses both things and mind, then the
disjunction between positive and negative being turns out to be provisional and useful but not
absolute. This present situation in which [ find myself surrounded by things is always penetrated
through and through by the negative. This is particularly evident if we do not forget the temporal
sense of the Is. (p.185) ...

- since however far we go in trying to fix our place within the world the Nothing must be
invoked. or if not invoked then left unspoken at the end of our address, this Nothing is not empty
space outside the universe, but a possibility within human existence itself, insofar as this
existence always projects its world.

This essential link between Nothing and World is also the link between the two essays, What
is Metaphysics? and On the Nature of Cause. As the first is concerned with the Nothing, the latter
deals with man insofar as he seeks a support or ground for his world. We have spoken of both
essays as marking a turning point in Heidegger's thought, but it is the second that more clearly
goes 1o an extreme toward which the early thought of Heidegger had been leading. For what he
does in the essay. On the Nature of Cause, is to transform the traditional search by philosophers
for a First Cause or Ultirnatc Ground of the universe into a search by man for some ultimate
support to his own existence. Man is placed here more sharply and extremely at the center of the
:;:ﬂ:h:h:‘& ﬁ?@nivﬁc;‘o?; fiefuizig:;ﬁsv}vnur;lgs_.dFor a Lhin}cer whq has proclaimed that his
anthromc‘cmric. Itis. in fact, a formj of Nlifer::!“;cheeE Biger . -po“?[ oF view: beescems strangely
God, appears as the creator a'md destroyer of u I:im h;ljmaalsmlakMan‘ e fTOI’!l o s |
Heidegger was to go on and repudiate z\'c forOr ?h b t - e pueiof Crid, T e
Rl s e ucrs);_ mo humnms._m as mc_omgiete and rootless, since
gt : ( question in what man's humamly‘ls to be rooted. For the

eidegger, the figure of Nietzsche marks the end of Western philosophy, beyond which
thought must slowly and patiently seek for new beginnings, because Nietzsche has gone to the
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very end and posed the question of humanism in its extreme and decisive form. But in this earlier
essay, though the mame of Nietzsche is not invoked, the perspective scems thoroughly
Nietzschean throughout.

To be sure, a good deal of this is sotro voce. The quiet and academic tone of the essay masks
the audacity of Heidegger’s proposals. He begins, as if he were only another plodding professor,
by citing passages from Aristotle, Leibnitz, and other philosophers that have to do with the notion
of principle, cause, or ground. Then, without the fanfare of any announcement, he has
transformed the whole theme into his own key. The metaphysical quest for a First Cause of the
cosmos is transformed into a question of the “fundamental ontology™ of human existence: of the
Dasein that has within itself the possibility of grounding its own existence-though it must always
be a ground that is incomplete and therefore involves the negative. (It is from this essay that
Sartre derives his own dictum that man seeks to be God-i.e., seeks to establish an absolute ground
for his own existence, but must perpetually fail.) Man takes the place of God. as he must in every
form of humanism when pushed to its limit. But man, as this Nietzschean creator of his world,
must always move within the Void. This is something that Heidegger, however much he may
have moved toward Nietzsche in the year 1929, did not forget. ...

At any rate, after this essay Heidegger’s thought ceases to have any kinship with anything we
might call humanism, whether this humanism call itself “existentialist™ (Sartre) or not.” (pp. 187-
189) (William Barrett, What is Existentialism?, 2" ed., Grove Press Inc., New York, 1964.)

David Hoy, Heidegger’in hiimanizme elestirel bakis: izerine yukarida Nietzsche dolayimiyla
Sartre’a varan baglamda soylenenleri, postmodernizmle de iliskilendirerek biraz daha netlegtir-
mektedir denilebilir:

“The French post-structuralists inherit the task of criticising humanism from Heidegger.
Heidegger's enterprise involves a critique of the humanism he finds ramprant in the neo-
Kantianism of his time. But humanism is hard to avoid, and the later Heidegger has to criticise
the tendency of his own early works like Being and Time to sound like pieces of philosophical
anthropology. Hence, in 1947 he writes the ‘Letter on Humanism’ to distance his work from the
tendency of Sartre to read it as philosophical anthropology. Heidegger insists that Sartre is still
doing philosophical anthropology and has therefore misread him. Heidegger was trying instead
to create a new philosophical vocabulary precisely to avoid psychologistic terms like
consciousness or subjectivity that still feature in Sartre.

Tl}iS critique of Sartre by Heidegger is one reason French phenomenology is no longer 50
prominent in the current philosophical scene. Moreover, the tendency of the times is to move
away from humanism, from a philosophy devoted to analysing consciousness, toward an
emphasis on linguistic structures and social practices. There is also, of course, a political
corollary to this critique of humanism. Sartre and Merleau-Ponty become outdated not only
because they were still trying to do phenomenology, but also because as Marxists they were
Marxist humanists.

s lfirs, Heidegger sees humanism as metaphysical because of the privilege it gives to man
its ascription to man of a ‘universal essence’. Heidegger raises this point in his critique of Sartre,
and ]_)errida agrees that Sartre’s philosophy proves that, in Heidegger's words, ‘every humanism
remains metaphysical’ (Derrida ...). Sartre misinterprets Heidegger's claim that Dasein’s essence
lies in lltS existence, and takes this as privileging ‘human reality’s’ subjectivity. Sartre has not
freed himself from the tradition of taking consciousness as the paradigm of philosophy, and his
me_taphysica] bias is shown in his conception of man as the being who desires to be like god.
Heldegger. in contrast, does not want to talk about man only, but about man only insofar as there
is something more than man. This rejection of humanism, of privilege given to man, Heidegger
[hil.'lks. does not entail that his thinking is anti-humanistic or inhumane. On the contrary,
Heidegger is trying to avoid the subjectivism and idealism he thinks make traditional humanism
itself inhumane, and to lay the basis for a higher humanism, one that does not worship man as the



Heidegger, Nietzsche ve Politika
fir, KLY Q1 e

center and telos of all being.” (David C. Hoy, “Jacques Derrida”, in Q. Skinner (ed.), The Return
of Grand Theory in the Human Sciences, Boston, Cambridge University Press, 1985, pp. 46-48.)

Nictzsche'den Sartre’a uzanan radikal hiimanizm elegtirisinin, bizzat kendisinin Varlik ve
Zaman gibi ilk donem ¢alismalart igin de gegerli oldugunu bir 6z elegtiri olarak one sirdigiini
bildigimiz Heidegger. bize bundan sonrast i¢in birsey soylemekte midir? Hem birey ve hem de
twim insanlik icin izlenecek bir anlam ve hayat yolundan soz etmek artik olanakhi mudir?
Heidegger, deyim yerindeyse, bir anlamda nihilist siibjektivizm veya insana tapinan hiimanizmin
otesinde daha Gist bir hiimanizm adina herseyi bir belirsizlik ve anlamsizlia mahkum etmis ol-
mamakta midir?

Bu belirsizlik konusunda, Hubert L. Dreyfus'un “Heidegger on the Connection between
Nihilism. Art, Technology and Politics” isimli makalesinden kisa bir alinti yaptiktan sonra;
Heidegger'in Nietzsche nin sanat felsefesi baglaminda gelecege iliskin mesaj arayislarini aslinda
her zaman siirdiirerek. sanat ve fenomenolijide yaraticilikla yasama yon vermeye iligkin yorumla-
nm Nietzsche'de de bulmak istedigi iizerine Michel Haar'in “Heidegger and the Nietzschean

‘Physiology of Art™ isimli makalesinden alintilar yapacagiz. Haar, Heidegger'in daha gok sanat
felsefesi baglaminda Nietzsche'yi hoggoriir bir tavir takinmasini, literatiirde simdiye kadar yete-
rince dikkat ¢ekilmemis ve tizerine pek fazla egilinmemis bir konu olarak gérmektedir. Haar'in
vapugi analize gore, Heidegger disiincesinde Bati’'min son metafizikcisi olarak yerini alan
Nietzsche. aslinda pozitivist ve materyalist bir dille soylediklerinin tam tersini dile getirmek
isteyen 1sim olarak her zaman bir korunmaya mazhar olmustur: Tabii sonug olarak tiim bu yo-
rumlarda, Heidegger'in kendi siibjektivitesinin, Nietzsche nin siibjektivitesi kargisindaki konjimu
ne kadar tutarh olabilmistir sorusuna, bence tek ve net bir cevap vermenin kesinlikle olanaksiz
oldugunu unutmamak da dogru bir degerlendirme adina son derece ¢nem tasimaktadir. Once
belirsizlik iizerine Dreyfus'un’un dediklerine bakalim:

“... Heidegger agrees with Nietzsche that “There is no longer any goal in and through which
all the forces of the historical existence of peoples can cohere and in the direction of which they
can develop”[M. Heidegger, Nietzsche, Volume One. Harper and Row, 1979, p.47.]

Nihilism is Nietzsche's name for this loss of meaning or direction. Both Kierkegaard and
Nietzsche agree that if nihilism were complete, there would be no significant private or public
issues. Nothing would have authority for us, would make a claim on us, would demand a
commitment from us. In a non-nihilistic age there is something at stake, there are questions that
all can agree are important, even if they violently disagree as to what the answers to these
questions are. But in our age, everything is in the process of becoming equal. There is less and
less difference between political parties, between religious communities, between social causes,
between cultural practices — everything is on a par, all meaningful differences are being levelled.

... Heidegger holds that given our historical essence -- the kind of beings we became in fifth
century BC Greece when our culture gained its identity — such a community is necessary to us or
else we will remain in nihilism. It is, he thinks, our only hope, or, as he puts it, our destiny.

It follows for Heidegger that our deepest needs will be satisfied and our distress overcome
only when our culture gets a new center. ...”

(http://socrates.berkeley.edu/% 7Ehdreyfus/pdf/HdgerOnArt TechPoli.pdf)

Michel Haar, “Heidegger and the Nietzschean ‘Physiology of Art™ isimli makalesinde
Heid_cgger'in pozitivist ve biyolojist oldugu igin 6limciil elestiriye mahkum ettigi Nietzsche'yi,
kendi fenomepol_ojusmin anlam dﬁnya_ﬂ icinden ve belki biraz da onun gériislerini kendisininkile-
re monte edici bir bakisla nasil bir koruma tavn iginde oldugu iizerine s6yle bir analiz perspektifi
gelistiriliyor:

‘_’Th; gencra]_tendency o'f Heidegger’s. interp“emtion of Nietzsche is apparently reductive. It
consists in showing how Nietzschean philosophy remains imprisoned within the structures of
traditional metaphysics: so thet, for example, the Will to Power and the Eternal Return

correspond to the metaphysical concepts of essence and existence, so that the traditional
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definition of truth as adequatio, homoidsis, is never brought into question; so that the very
essence of nihilism remains unthought; and so on. However, it would seem that there exists at the
same another tendency, which consists, in contrary fashion, of ‘saving’ Nietzsche from
metaphysics, justifying him, as it were, by showing for example that his vocabulary betrays
more radically innovative intention or one which anticipates phenomenology.

It is surprising to note that this ‘apology’ for Nietzsche appears especially in the
interpretation of Nietzsche’s aesthetics. For example, Heidegger suggests that Nietzsche clears a
path to a ‘new interpretation of the sensible’, one which might escape the Platonic dualism of the
sensible and the supra-sensible. Heidegger also shows that the Nietzschean concept of
appearance, which is not opposed either to essence or to reality, already moves in the
phenomenological direction of a shining forth. Despite his doctrine of perspectivism, in which
one still finds the relativistic Platonic notion of necessary illusion or error, Nietzsche values art so
highly only because it makes manifest the phenomenal character of reality. Art makes the very
shining of things apparent, and in so doing transfigures them. ‘Art’, writes Heidegger, ‘induces
reality, which is in itself a shining, to shine most profoundly and supremely in scintillating
transfiguration.” Neither of these two points is very extensively developed.

There is one point, however, on which Heidegger dwells at length and gives a large number
of arguments, and that is the theme of the ‘physiology of art’. That art might be the expression of
a bodily state does not, in Heidegger’s opinion, mean that Nietzsche sustains a biological or
organicist interpretation of artistic creation and thus a deterministic one: What is strange and
almost incomprehensible is the fact that he tries to make his conception of the aesthetic state
accessible to is contemporaries, and tries to convince them of it, by speaking the language of
physiology and biology. Through a positivistic, materialistic language, Nietzsche would. in fact.
have wanted to say just the opposite. There are two reasons for this. First, that in fact the life
Nietzsche speaks of has nothing whatsoever to do with an object of scientific observation: it is the
Will to Power’s metaphysical essence. Secondly, and above all, that the bodily state described by
Nietzsche as the condition both of artistic creation and of receptivity to art, the state he calls the
fundamental aesthetic state, intoxication or rapture (Rausch), does not designate, despite the
terms employed, a state of the physical, animal body (Kérper). It means rather a Stimmung or
affective disposition which is neither purely physical nor purely psychological, neither objective
nor subjective.

This Stimmung belongs to the ‘lived body’ (Leib), as it has been described by
phenomenology. The question that arises from this is whether Heidegger doesn’t go too far in his
‘sgving' of Nietzsche. Is the distinction between Kérper and Leib one that has meaning in
N{etzsche‘? Doesn’t Heidegger introduce the phenomenological meaning of the body into
Nietzschean physiology somewhat obtrusively? ...

' Yet here we touch the most sensitive point in Heidegger's interpretation, as it seeks to save
Nictzs_chc not only from any ‘physiologism’ but also from any subjectivism. In a rather danng
inversion of terms, Heidegger explains that it is not intoxication or rapture considered as &
§ub_|ect1ve state which is the necessary condition to the production of forms: rather. it is form o
if you prefer, beauty which awakens rapture in the subject. *Beauty as an attuning thoroughly
determines the state of man.” Although he is not speaking here of beauty in itself, since ‘beauty is
not the object of a pure representation’, it is the eidos, he says, in its original meaning of the face
or aspect of what shows itself, which produces the extraordinary force of rapture. Rapture
corresponds and responds to the unconcealment of Being. Thus rapture, writes Heidegger.
‘explodes the very subjectivity of he subject ... The aesthetic state is neither subjective nor
objective.' Here, Heidegger obviously tries to bring Nietzsche over to his own side, that is, to his
conception of the work as the origin of art and of the work as the working out of truth itself.
understood as self-manifestation of Being. “The essence of the work’, says Heidegger, ‘is &t the
source of the essence of creation.” The essence of truth as the self-manifestation of forms is it
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turn the origin of the essence of work. Isn’t Heideg_ger wrongfully.replacin'g here th(; N}::.tz:che:;n
primacy of force by a primacy of form that is ibascd. on his doc_tnnc_ of aletheia’ a the
acknowledges the fact that there is almost no consideration of form in Nietzsche, nor of the
essence of form in relation to art; ‘for that, he would have to t_akc the wolrk of art as his POU,‘,E ‘_’f
departure’.” (pp. 13-16) (Michel Haar, “Heidegger and the .Nlelzschean Physiology of Art™ in
D. Farell Krell and David Wood (eds.), Exceedingly Nietzsche: Aspects of Contemporary
Nietzsche Interpretation, London and New York, Routledge, 1988.) : o

Sevgi lyi'nin, “What Heidegger Wishes To Transcend: Metaphys?cs Or Nietzsche? |s_|ml|
makalesinde, Heidegger'in Nietzsche'yi hem elestirmesi ve hem de bir anlamda §avunmak iste-
mesiyle ilgili olarak bizim buradaki baglamimiz agisindan sonuglandirict olabilecek anlamda
yapilan degerlendirmeler kisaca sGyledir: :

“What makes Nietzsche a metaphysician in Heidegger's eyes, are the key concepts of his
philosophy, such as the will to power, nihilism, the eternal recurrence of the same, the superman,
justice etc. . For example, according to Heidegger, "the eternal recurrence of the same”, which
constitutes "the concealed essence of Time", is "the last metaphysical name of Being". Another
example is the way that Heidegger understands Nietzsche's superman. Although Heidegger
considers Nietzsche's concept of superman to be the culmination of metaphysics, he objects that
this concept does not help to transcend metaphysical thinking and consequently cannot become a
different new beginning, while his own concept of Da-sein that never refers to something real,
but asks about the truth of Being (das Seyn), can become such a new different beginning. But,
this role of Da-sein as the enlightenment of Being itself (das Seyn) is something to be realized in
the future. ...

... Consequently it can be claimed that what Heidegger wishes to transcend is not Nietzsche's
"metaphysics”. but Nietzsche's anthropology and Nietzsche as a philosopher in general.

As a conclusion it is possible to say that what Heidegger tries to do, with the aim to transcend
Nietzsche. is a "phenomenology of metaphysics” -phenomenology understood here in Hegelian
sense. In this way. he thinks, he can help man to reestablish his relation to Being and overcome
his present condition, i.e. his homelessness. On the other hand, we can say that what Nietzsche
does is a phenomenology of human reality: he looks at the different ways that human being
evaluates reality and he builds his anthropology on this ground. Thus, it is possible to ask: which
of these two anthropologies is in fact more helpful in facing the problems of the human being, as
well as those present-day world.”

2- Nihilizme Heidegger’in bakisi hakkinda, bizzat kendisinin soyledikleri de dahil olmak iize-
re. son s6z olarak soylenmig bir yargidan séz etmek olanakli midir? Bence, bayle bir sorunun
cevabini tam olarak vermek belki hi¢ kimse igin ve higbir zaman miimkiin olmayacaksa da,
Heidegger'in bu konuda ne diisiindiigini tam olarak anlamamizi miimkiin kilacak bazi yorumla-
nnin, ¢agdag felsefenin ilerleyebilecegi yola isaret etmesi agisindan benzersiz derecede dnemli
oldugunda hig §uphe_ yoktur. Ancak, bu yorumlar dogru degerlendirilmezse, yeterince anlagilmak-
tan ve gerektigi gibi yararh olmaktan kesinlikle uzak kalirlar: William Richardson, “Hakikat ve
Pglilikg" _isimli makalcsAinde._H_eideggel_"in bizzzat kendisinin dahi, kendisini felsefi agidan son
bir kesn'nlukl_e degerlendirmesinin, kendi felsefesi iginde kesinlikle olanaksiz oldugunu 6ne siir-
mektedir. Richardson, her ne kadar Heidegger'in bu durmunu onun felsefesindeki radikal bir
bellﬁlfllp:]olzt'r:'ll‘c alglamiyorsa da; benc.e_bu__konufia. Heidegger'in dile getirdigi soyle bir nokta-
ly:nZancd ili f ;(ulélskm (:‘iekbl_nek ).re‘rm(%f: olabl!.:r:..Om_eg_m, HElquEer'in, genelde nihilist olarak deger-
niilist ﬁegﬁ]é,ﬁ? demeeir sy o S02UnG etigim edebiyat, o s6zcugi distindigiim anlamda
dindigi bir cdcﬁ' mesinin anlams neqltr.t l?lzzat kel_adls{mn nihilist” ve “yikic1” olarak nitelen-

iyat, hangi anlamda digiiniilmektedir ki, aym zamanda nihilist olmamaktadir?

Yoksa, nihilizmin yeterince nihilist olmamas gibi bir seyden mi soz edilmektedir burada? Yoksa

Heidegger iin, Nietzsche nin nihilizmi de bu anlamda m hala bi i
geer letzschenir i ala bir metafizik olarak kalmaktadir?
Glinki Heidegger'e gore, “Nietzsche’nin metafizigi de, hem bir teoloji ve hem de bir ontolojid:;’.'
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ve “hic iizerine diisiinme, ... kaginiimaz bi¢imde higin diktatorligiini kurmaya aracilik eder.”
Eger durum boyle ise, o zaman, nihilist olmayan bir nihilizmin diktatorliigiinden kurtulmak nasi
miimkiin olacaktir bigiminde bir soru giindeme gelmez mi?

Heidegger’in Nietzsche iizerine olumlayici elestirisi felsefe tarihinin en gorkemli karsilagme
larindan biridir hig stiphesiz. Bu alanda. yukarida bazi 6nemli orneklerini aktarmaya ¢alistigimiz
ahintilarda oldugu gibi, simdiye kadar son derece verimli ve olaganiistii bir bigimde gelisen bir
literatiir stz konusudur ve tabii bundan sonras: icin de biitiin bunlar gibi yepyeni ve evrensel
perspektiflerin gelismesi de son derece giiglii bir olasiliktir. Ornegin, nihilizmi, bir anlamda ken-
dince nihilist olmamakla elestiren Heidegger diisiincesi icinde, felsefe tarihinin kabul ettigi en
biiyiikk kutuplasma veya zitlasmalardan birisi olarak séz konusu edildiginde, Hegel ve Nietzsche
arasinda ortaya son derece ilging bir tablo ¢ikmaktadir: Bence, Nietzsche elestirisinin anlagilr
olmasinin ¢ok otesinde Heidegger, belki bir anlamda dilsel olarak Hegel'e kars: bile Nihilizmi
boylesine karsit ve/ya farkh anlamaktadir. Bu konuda, benim “HEIDEGGER VE
POSTMODERNIZM: DILIN ONTOLOJISINDEN OZGURLUGUN POLITIKASINA

-Heidegger'in Dil Felsefesi Agisindan Yikilan Rasyonalizmin Labirentlerindeki Postmodem
Nihilizmin Sosyo-Politik Kaosundan Evrensel Diizene Bir Daha Cikilabilir mi Sorusu Uzerne
Sistematik Bir Analizle Literatiirde Varolan Caligsmalarin Cergevesinin Belirlenmesi Denemesi-"
isimli yaymlanmamus bir ¢caligmamn baslangi¢ kisminda, uzunca diizenlenen biitiinsel epigraflar
olarak Heidegger-Nietzsche—-Hegel lizerine ve bu ii¢ ismin yine Heidegger felsefesi perspektifin-
de nihilizm agisindan karsilastiniimasinin olanakli olabilecegi bir gerceveye en genel hatlanyla
isaret edebilmek adina Heidegger'den ve onun &nemli bazi yorumcularindan su alntilar yer
almaktadir:

“... diigiinceyi olmayisa dogru yerinden etme cabasi, diigiincenin mantik-6ncesi logos'a bagl-
ligini igeriyordu. Bu agikgasi, Heidegger'i, felsefesinin, mantk dist, irrasyonel ve nihilistik oldu-
2u yoniindeki suglamalara agik kiliyordu.” (F. W. Edler)

““Varlik ve Zaman’m sorusu hila derinlemesine bir tartismaya agik, bekiiyor” dedi bize
Heidegger. “Simdiye dek hi¢ kimse bu ise girigme riskini goze alamadi. Ama bir diisiince gin-
deme ya da tartigmalara aldirmadan sabirla kendi yolunu izler. Yalmzhgn yakiminda caligmay
kabullenmek zorundadir.” (F. de Towarnicki)

_“Haberli oldugum kadariyla, insanlik deneyimimiz ve tarihimize gore, her temelli ve bilyik
seyin insan ancz_a.k bir yurda (Heimar) sahip oldugu ve de bir gelenekte koklestigi icin dogabildi-
gini biliyorum. Ornegin, giiniimiiz edebiyati, alabildigince yikicr. ...

‘ Sunu sdyleyeyim ki, soziinii ettigim edebiyat, o sozciigii diigiindigiim anlamda nihilist degil-
dir.” (M. Heidegger)

“Hig tizerine diisiinme, kagimlmaz bigimde hige gdmiilmeye gétiiriir, hicin diktatorligin
kurmaya aracihik eder.” (M. Heidegger) -

_ "Bat felsefesini Platonculuk olarak anlayan Nietzsche igin metafizik sona ermisiit
Nietzsche, kc_:ndi f:_:lsefesini metafizife, yani ona gore Platonculuga karg: bir akim sayiyordu.

Gelgelelim, Nietzsche’nin felsefesi, yalmizca bir karsi hareket olarak, zorunlu olarak. btin
karsl_lar gibi oziinde, kars1 ciktig1 yere baglidir.” (M. Heidegger)

. “Batmm metafizik gelenegi, varabilecegi nihai noktaya Nietzsche nin felsefesiyle ulagmistr.
Enednch Nietzsche, kendisinden ¢nce hig kimsenin bagaramadif) olgiide Bati felsefesinin teolo-
jik mahiyeli.ni teshis etmeye muvaffak olmustur; ama, felsefenin teolojiden arindirilmasi konu-
supda kendxs:r?dcn onceki isimlerden daha basaril oldugu soylenemez. Heidegger'e gore, -
Nietzsche de bir teolog olarak kalmaktan kurtulamamistir:

“S}co!astik rpetaﬁzikten son derece uzak ve hatta onun tam tersi olarak goriinse de.
Nle"‘_zsche nin "?etaﬁZlgl de, hem bir teoloji ve hem de bir ontolojidir. ... Bu metafizik (e
oloji gergekte bir tiir 6zel negatif teolojidir.”™



Heidegger, Nietzsche ve Politika
KK@YQ‘- 161

“Heidegger’in , ... Hristiyanligin Grek metafizik felsefesine bagvurmasini elestirmesi; onun,
felsefe olmasi itibariyle bizzat Grek metafizigi clestirisine bir girig yapmasindan bagka bir sey
degildir. Bu her iki elestirinin de temeli aymdir: metafizik iginde kalindikga (varliklarm bilimi
anlaminda ontoloji olarak anlagilan) felsefe ile teoloji arasinda hicbir fark yoktur. Bu agidan
metafizik. bir “onto-teo-loji"dir ve bu sekliyle metafizik, hem felsefe ve hem de teoloji tarafindan
asilmak zorundadir. ...

... Heidegger ilk zamanlar kendi felsefesini bir metafizik veya bir ontoloji olarak tammlamisg
olsa da. daha sonralart bu tiir nitelendirmeleri kullanmaktan uzak durmugtur.” (John R. Williams)

“___ diisinmek, Nietzsche igin de varolan: varolan olarak goz 6niine alamak demektir. Her
metafizik diisiince genelde onto-lojidir, boyle degilse, higbir seydir.” (M. Heidegger)

“[Heidegger’e] gore Kant, Hegel ve Schelling tanribilime hélé ... bir barinak saghiyorlardi. ...
Nietzsche'de tanribilim icin hald, cekinceler ve kisitlamalarla donatilmig bir barinak olusturuyor-
du.

... Nietzsche bile, diyordu Heidegger, “agikligindaki varlik’in bir diistintirii olmaktan ¢ok,
tutkuyla bir Tann arayan son Alman filozofu oldu.” (F. de Towarnicki)

“... varh@ ise uygun bir bigimde diigiinebilmemizin tek yolu, varlif varolan ile, varolam
de varlik ile ayrim halinde diigiinmektir. Boylece ayrim, gozerimine bizzat girecektir. An-
cak ayrimi temsil etmeyi dener denemez de, onu, temsilimizi ¢oktan varliga ve varolana
baglams bir baginti olarak yorumlama yanilgisiyla yiiz yiize oldugumuzu goriiriiz. (M.
Heidegger)

*.. Hegel'le kiyaslanginda geleneksel, catilmg bir sorun degildir bu, daha ziyade diisiinme-
nin o tarihi boyunca hicbir yerde sorulmamus olan’dir. Bagka caremiz olmadigt igin simdilik
geleneksel terimlerle adlandiracagiz onu. Soziinii ettigimiz sey, varlik ile varolan arasindaki
ayrim’dir.” (M. Heidegger)

“Hegel’e gore varhik oncelikle “belirsiz dolaysizlik™ir, ama yalnizea bu degildir.” ... *Hegel
felsefede tarihbilimsel tasarim ve dizgeci diistinmeyi bir birlige tasimigtir’ dendiginde Hegel’in
asil diiglincesinin pek gerisinde kahmnacakur. Ciinkii Hegel'e gore soz konusu olan sey ne
tarihbilimselliktir ne de bir 6greti yapisi anlamindaki dizgedir. ...

Hegel'e gore disiinmenin isi, mutlak disinme iginde ve mutlak diisiinme olarak varolanin
distnilmisligi bakimindan varlikur. Bizim igin diigiinmenin igi aym olandir, dolayisiyla varlik-
ur, ama varolan karsisindaki ayrnmi bakimindan varhiktir. Daha keskin bir anlatimla: Hegel’e gore
digtinmenin ig1 mutlak kavram olarak diistincedir. Bize goreyse, simdilik aynm olarek aynmdir.”
(M. Heidegger)

“Metafiziklerden , (yani “varolan nedir?” bigimindeki Varlik sorusundan) gikarak anlasilan
Varligin 6rtiik 6z, yadsima, kendini her geyden 6nce salt varolan-olmama, Hig olarak gésterir.
Ancak, varolamin olmamasina 6zgi bu Hig, saf yadsimanin en keskin kargitidir. Hig, hicbir za-
man, hi¢ degildir. Nesne anlaminda biraz bir seydir. O Varhiin kendisidir, insan 6zne olmak
bakimindan kendini astiginda; insan, varolani, artik nesne olarak goz oniine getirmediginde Higin
varh insana verilecektir.” (M. Heidegger)

_ 3- Yukandaki gevirinin yapildigi kaynak: Otto Poggeler, “Heidegger, Nietzsche and Politics”
in The Heidegger Case in Philosophy and Politics, ed. by, Tom Rockmore and Joseph Margolis!
Temple University Press. Philedelphia, 1992, USA, pp. 114-119. |

4- Yazar hakkinda bilgi: Otto Poggeler, Bonn ve Heidelberg Universitelerinde felsefe egitimi
gordu. Heidegger. sanat felsefesi ve siir iizerine birgok onemli kitabin yazandr. Heidegger’le
ilglll] kitaplari: Heidegger'in Diisiince Yolu (1963), Philosophie und Politik bei Heidegger (1%72)
chdeggcr ve Hermeneutik Felsefe (1983). Poggeler’in Hegel iizerine de kitaplar vardir: He e]s,
Idee einer Phanomenologie des Geistes (1973), Hegel Etiidleri (1985). l968’d-en %en’
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