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Abstractn two papergublishedn 2015and2016in PhilosopfgdayrhomasSheehaattacked
bookson Heideggeby EmmanueFaye(Heidegg&€hentroductiafiNazisnintoPhilosopmLight
of theUnpublishegeminarsf 19331935 [2009; French original 2005]) and myself (Johannes
Fritsche,HistoricaDestingndNationaSocialism H e i d 8ejngand Tinge [1999]).PegBir-
minghamandlan AlexandeMoore,the editorsof Philosopfgdayefusedo publisharejoinder
of mineto S h e e Ipaperad me.In two paperghat| haduploadedn my accountwith aca-
demia.edin 2016and2017, showthat misinterpretingrucialnotions,suchastheonesin A 6 5
of BeingndTimeandrelyingon aninterpretatiorof A 7id BeingndTimehat is asbanalasit is
philologicallyandhermeneuticallgrbitraryn a pandfalse,S h e e leraiquébsmy book lacks
anymerit. The currentdocumentontainghesetwo papersanda shortcommenthat| hadup-
loadedn 20181In addition,jt containsanintroductionsummadingthe wholeissueandreferring
alsoto five papersgpublishedn 2019by William Blattnerandfour otherauthors Furthermore
for reason®utlinedin the introduction,l amworkingon a shortbook in which| discusghe
issueat stakeboth morein detal andwithin abroadercontextl indudeherea preliminanyist of
contentof thisbookanddraftsof afew of its sections.
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[. Introduction

In the lasttwentyyearstwo majorbookshavebeenpublishedn anissuethat hasbeenon and
off discusseith theliteratureon Heideggemisrelationto NationalSocialismin 1999 Universi-

ty of CaliforniaPresgpublishedny book, HistoricdDestingndNationabocialismHe i d Beg g e r
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ingandTime (Fritschel999 shortenedndextendedsermaneditionFritsche 2014 ;seethe bib-
liographyat the end of this introduction p. 14f). In 2005,EmmanueFayepublishedHeidegger,
I 7 i n tdurmazdsosndaplolosophaitoudes € mi inréael 9881935(Faye2005) trans-
latedinto Englishas,HeideggdheintroductiaiNazisnintoPhilosophyLightoftheUnpublished
Seminao$19331935(Faye2009).

Fayetreatshistopic,H e i d e semirard6381935,n chapter®-8 followedby a chap-
ter on Heideggeamfter 1935.Chapterl containsa pageon an occurrenceof the word Boden-
losigkefabsencef soil, groundlessnesi) A 7 of SeirundZeit(Faye2009:12) andthreepages
with genericand unsubstantiatedlaimsaboutthe National Socialistcharacteof He i degger 8 ¢
theoryof historicityin A 7 of SeirundZeit(2009:15-18).In 2015,PegBirminghamandlan Alex-
anderMoore,the editorsof Philsophyodaypublisheda paperby ThomasSheeham whichhe
hasnothingto sayon chapter2-8 of F a y mdk stherthanthathed h #&edrnedsomenotable
thingsf r o (8heeha015:370)them.Howeverhe claimsthat F a y ar@nsentson A 7 ahd
on the ocaurrenceof Bodenlosigkeéfalse andthatthereforeo0 mu of hisbook collapseand,
alongwith it, his recenteditedcollectionHeideggersollac o mmularacg201€d (Sheehan
2015:383;5e€369,385).In the nextissuan 2015 BirminghamandMoorepublishedaresponse
toS h e e paper@n®penLetterinitiatedoy F r a nRastieasdsignedoy 21 scholargRasti-
eretal.2015)In 2016 theypublishedwo furtherresponsedqyy P ® g (nB ® god6jandmyself
(Fritsche201&). Especiallgncel hadonly skimmedsomeof chapter2-8, | hadnothingto say
on themeitherbut justshowedhatS h e e klaimsdbseutA 7ahdH e i d e gsagefrBoden-
losigkedtrefalse(sed-ritsche201@).

Notably,in the very sameissueof Philosopfpdayn whichtheypublished® ® g ranydd s
my papersin Philosopfipdag0:2 BirminghamandMoorepublishedatext by Sheeham which
he alreadyrespondedo thesetwo papersandR a s t Openrdetiesand,in the first place,at-
tackedmy bookfrom 1999 As he putsit ironicallyalludingto F a y seiggestiothatHe i degger 0 s
works should be relocatedto the archivesof Nazismand Hitlerism (Faye2009:319)} with
0 Fr i telbohamarstivein Fritschel999]we areat lastupstreaatthepristinsourasf the
rushingtorrentthatis sweepindd e i d e Igogksoff bbsaryshelvesheworldo v e($héehan
2016 509. Sheehatabelsmy booka o R ¢ | {Sheeha016:503n. 61),i.e.,a belch,anda
0 Ma gheate( 6 MadmenOnly.Priceof AdmissionYourMi n d($hpehal016:504).Ac-
cordingto him,inmyo u t tbé rz la$heeba016:484)interpretatiod 0 | i tgetfsjaothd vy
ingr i g(8heehmad016492).

BirminghanmandMoorerefusedo publisharesponsef mineto S h e e pagerod e
(for thedetailsseebelow,p. 45.). For thatreason| uploadedn mywebpagevith academia.edu
in 20160 T hAHaire Sheehart Birminghamfr i t ®d h endHeeri d e Beghendlonsd
(Fritsche2016b, in whichl showthat Sheehamisinterpretgrucialnotions,suchasthe onesin
A 6d5 SeiundZeit turnsall the relevannotionsin A 7id SeinundZeitupsidedown,andrelieson
an interpretatiorof A 7 id SeirundZeitthat is, philosophicallyytterly banaland, philologically
andhermeneuticallgquallyclueless) a panddajseIn brief, hiscritiqueof my book lacksany
substancdn 2017 uploadeda summarnyof this papemwith somenewpoints,especiallyegard-
ing the passagen Geschi¢lestiny)n A 7, &The Affaire Sheehan Birminghamll: Fr i t sche 8 s
RUl pnHern d e Beghgndlon® (Fritsche2017).The currentdocumentontainsboth pa-
pers(pp. 16-47,4857, listsof contentpp. 18f.,49) anda shortcommenthat| haduploadedn

1 Providedhat Sheehahasnot misunderstootiim, Fayewasseriousabouthis suggestiofseeSheeha015:370).
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academia.edo 20180H e i d e NagjamalSbalismA noteon EmmanueFayeandThomas
Sh e e h(Rritsahne201&) (pp.5859. In addition,] amworkingon a shortbookin whichl dis-
cusgheissueat stakeboth morein detailandwithin abroadeicontextl includeherethe prelim-
inarylist of contentof thisbook (pp.60f) anddraftsof afew of its sectiongpp.61-80).

Sheehamnd| agreen that A 7 the centerof the chapteron historicity,is, in hiswords,0 t h e
emphaticlimaxof BeingndTimé (Sheeha@015:381).Thewaythis sectionis readdependsot
onlyon o n euddsrstandingf its wordingandthe conceptsisedthereinbut alsoon o n eud- s
derstandingf the structureandcontentof SeirundZeitasawhole.In Fritsche(1999)] givevery
detailecanalysesyith extensivephilologicacommerts, of severapartsof A 7 deyelopmy own
interpretatiorout of discussionsf otherreadingsandpursuethe issuen the laterHeideggen
alsolocate(thoughmuchmorein laterpublicationsin particularFritsche2012,2014)A 7id the
structureof the entirebook of SeirundZeit In addition,it hadbeena shortcomingof the litera-
ture on the politicalcontentof SeinundZeitthatbothH e i d e defterdersnslhis criticscon-
fined themselveso commentson this book and othertextsof He i d e Jhu® Ir cdnspare
Heideggein detailwith the relevantontemporaneoukeorief historyandpolitics.

The threemajor politicalmovementsn Germanyin the first decadesf the twentieth
centurywerethe liberalsthe leftists,andtherightists Liberalsandleftistssharedhe ideaof pro-
gressaccordindo whichthe developmentf the capitdist economywouldliberatehumanbeings
from the confinement®f pre-capitalissocietiesTheydifferedin thatliberalsclaimedhat capi-
talismandparliamentargemocracyverethe telosof historywhileleftistsdid not think so.Social
democratagreedegardingarliamentargemocracyandcapitalisnbut demandedhat the state
providesocialwelfareand education Communistshy contrastanticipatec revolutionthrough
whichcapitalisnwouldbereplacedvith asocialisor communissociety.

While for liberalsand leftistsuniversaleasoror the forcesof productionruled human
history,for rightistsGod, Vorsehurfgrovidence)eschi¢estiny or Schickséhte)did so.Fur-
thermore manyrightistssawanantagonisnbetweersocietyandcommunity Theyregardedini-
versalreasormasa merecoverfor egotismandasa levelingforce that eradicateéhdividualand
regionalifferencesnd6 p o s embtionsBodietywasnothingbut the contractuahndartificial
productof individualsaaspersonsgoncerneanly abouttheiregoistianterestandtreatingevery-
thingandeveryonelseasmeremeangor 0 melyasé n u mé[Hadeggdi996:118= 1972:
125%). By contrastcommunityprecededndividualsandenabledhemto developcommitment,
trust, love, etc.towardthe communityandits membersin addition,the equalityproclaimedyy
Enlightenmentiberalismandleftismignoredthe essentidieaturef humanlife, namelyhier-
archyandauthority.

In the view of rightists,societydestroyeccommunity,and socialdemocracyand com-
munismweremerelyintensification®f the egotismandungodlinessf liberalisma downward
plungethatwouldendin chaosandanarcly. Fortunatelyenoughhoweverat atimewhenit was
not yettoo latedestinywouldinterfereandcalluponthe humango destroysocietyandrevitalize
communityasit did, accordingo Max Scheleand manyothers,with the beginningof World
Warl.? Thus,the temporalstructureof the rightistnotion of historywasthe preciseoppositeof

2For Rechnéreckoningdoingthe numbers)the Jewsandthe Holocausin HeideggeiseeFritsche(2018b).
3 Sedrritsche(199987-92).For destinyfate,or providencen Hitler, seeFritsche(1999:71-87);for World Warl in
Hitler, seeFritsche(1999:79ff, 271n. 14).0BeingndTimds a repetetiv&eommemoratiorgr commemorativespeti-
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theliberalandleftistone.For liberalsandleftists the futurewasthe dominantdimensiorof time,
the future stateof societytowardwhichhistorymoved,andwhichwouldfreethe humangrom
the constrainteandoppressiornn pastsocietiesBy contrastfor rightiststhe dominantdimension
wasthe past,which, the rightistsclaimed]iberalsand leftigs denigrateddenied,and destroyed
but whichwouldraiseits voiceagairandcallfor the cancellatiolof societyandtherevitalization
of the past.Therightistsdisagreedboutwhich pastcommunityto repeatthe Vikings,the Em-
p e r Reaigdthe Volksgemeinschbatnothercommunity(Fritschel999:124129,132140%In
addition,accordingo nostalgiaightiststhe pastcommunityshouldbe re-realizedin principle,
in thewayit hadbeenatits time.Revolutionaryightistshoweverclaimedhatthere-realization
hadto incorporateachievementhat, chronologicallyhademergedvith societybut wereinde-
pendenof it. Oncecleansedf thed s paf societyprivateownershipf the meanf produc-
tion andmoderntechnologywouldwork for the benefitof the community(Fritschel999:124
129,132140.4

| adduceHitler asthe most extremerightist (Fritsche1999:6887), the Schelemof the
1910sasa moderateightist(1999:87-124),and GeorgL u k 8sthe paradigmaticommunist
(1999:149173) Schelehad sufficientmeango unambiguouslgistinguishhis conceptof the
communityto be repeated the worldwide Catholiclovecommunitfi from the Volksgemein-
schaffhus,with theriseof Hitler, Scheleturnedto the centerpecamae liberalsocialdemocrat,
or sociademocratidiberal andcalleduponall democratso defendthe WeimamRepubliagainst
Hitler (Fritschel999:127129,136148;for He i d e gpmienrordtsesetwo Schelerssee87,
146f.).In the lastminute,in 1933 the socialisfTillich calledupon all the partiesinvolved;upon
the liberalsthe socialdemocratsandthe communist$o longerto ignorethe needsehindthe
callsfor communityandupontherightiststo acknowledgthattheycouldrealizetheir endsnot
withoutsocigy, not without,in hiswords the callfor justice(Fritschel999:173187).

The structureof SeirundZeitexhibitsthe conceptof historysharedby all the relevant
rightistsamongthemthe Scheleof the 1910sandHitler. The book consist®of two Divisions.In
Division One,Heideggedevelopghe differentexistential§or whatfollows,seeFritschel999:
29ff.,274279n. 25, Fritsche2012:258ff.;Fritsche2014:57ff.) Regardingachof them,he dis-
tinguisheswo waysof performingit, a premodernanda modernone,andcharacterizesachof
the latterasa downwardplunge a fallen,deficientpractice a forgetting.In fact, it is a double
forgetting becaus¢éhe modernpractices not only a deficientmodebut, in addition,coversup
thisalleggedfactandclaimgo standon its own feet.Regardinghe existentiabf beingwith-other
Daseintreatedn ChapterV ( A28, 26,27),Heideggepresentshe coreof the theorieson the
priority of communityover societyandon societyasa downwardplungeanddoubleforgetting,

tion, of WorldWarl @Fritschel995:115).For avindicationof this assessmerdeeFritsche(2012a272274;2014:
301329).

4 How cana pastcommunitythathasdisappeareceturnto life?PaulTillich sawin 1933in the effortsof therightists
thed d e mp @ for the sonto createthe motherandto cal the fatherinto beingout of n o t h (seefgitSche
1999:180).By contrastthe architecin him (seeFritschel999:72) promptsHitler to giveananswethatmakesone
forgetthattherehaseverbeenaproblem:ihe pasthasneverdisappearedor, ashe writesin MeinrKampthed me a n -
ingandpurposeofr e v o | wddesnat ieindhed d e s t ofuhe worksohthep a shut ih the effort 0 t re-
movewhatis bador unsuitableandto continuebuildingon the soundspotthat hasbeenlaidb a r(sedrritsche
1999:73).0Onecanprobablyseein thiscomparisorthe revolutionaryightist:oncethe stoneof the houseof society
areremoed,the everpresentommunitycanresumats growthandflourish,usingmoderntechnologyandprivate
ownerslp of the meansof production In the lateHeideggemhow canthe pre-Socraticseturn?or anutterlymeta-
physicahnswein Caputoreferringnot to thefoundationin the groundbut to the heavenlgtarsseeFritschg(1999:
318n.48).
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andhedoessoin thesamdanguagastheonein T © n nthe&cheleof the 1910sandthe oth-
er pertinentliterature(seeFritschel999:68ff., 74ff., 92ff., 270,279f.,and ofteny seebelow,pp.
28ff.).

Division Two is aboutthe temporalinterpretatiorof the existentialsndhow to getout
of the downwardplunge (for what follows, see Fritsche 1999: 37ff.; Fritsche 2012: 262ff.;
Fritsche2014:66ff., 301ff.) While,in the chapteron consciencegrdinaryor modernDasein
treds the callof consciencaccordingo the normsof societyasa businespartnerwith whom
one canbargain Daseinbecomingauthenticrecognize#ts fundamentaindebtednessts guilt,
whichit canneverpayback,andit begingo openitselffor acomnunitariarife. In A 6 &dinary
or modernDaseinshieldstself from anxiety(Angstandfrom the past.By contrastauthentic
Daseinis opento anxietyandis broughtbacko t trownnesgGeworfenhagsomethingo be
possiblgetrievedinasmuchas othe havinheerjGewesenheitthat constitutésn g dst about
o0 fringingeforthepossibilibfretrievdlHeideggel996:315f.= 1972:343)of that havingbeen
In Germangveryonaisedor thingshappenedn the pasttwo kindsof expressionsiamelyer-
gangamdgeweseneryonaiseshe abstrachoun Vergangenlfiie past) andsomealsothe ab-
stractnoun Gewesenhegtthe quoteshowsthe translatorsendergewes&ewesenhaih formu-
lascontainingd h a woiere@g h d@weee or 0 b-B &8 e RFromithe time of SeirundZeiton, at
the latestHeideggehasalwaysusedVergangenipeitmarilyfor a pastthat will, or shal] remain
pastand Gewesenlfaita pastthat claimsto be repeatedand shallbe repeatedFritschel1999:
284f.n. 57) In the lasttwo sectiondeforeA 7 Heideggearguedor the primacyof Gewesenheit
(Fritschel999:43ff.) to raiseasan 0 e n i thenquestion:d w hisyit that precielythe6 pa st 6
[ Ve r g 3or,mmereappeopriatelythe havingbeenGeweser@iedominatidyerminesvhat
is historicawhen,afterall, havingbeentemporalizegselfequiprimordiallyvith presentandfu-
t ur (eleidéggern996:349 = 1972:381)It is an enigmaonly for liberalsand leftists,and
Heideggesolvest in A 7 Referringbackto A26, Heideggeoffers herea brilliant summaryof
the conceptof historyof the revolutionaryight which consistf threemajor steps(for what
follows,see Fritschel 999:43ff., 124ff.[the summary]®

As| pointedout, he operatesvith the motiveof a doubleforgetting to the effectthat,in
eachof the threestepshe presenta phasén the courseof a battlebetweertwo opposedoow-
ers,betweercommunityandsocietylt isin no waythe casahat Heideggehasinventedsucha
choreographyl.he Scheleof the 1910sfor instanceemphasizethatthe decisiveurn in history
is precededy a periodin whichthe communitariarethos,which until then had beensilentor
successfullyuppressebly the ethosof societybegingo be activeand,moreor lessvisibly,infil-
tratesand unsettleghe ethosof society(seeFritsche1999:107ff., 118ff.;for Hitler, see 79f).
He i d e fygramealosthis suppressedommunitariampastof the Germangs Erbeg(hertage,
legacy)andhe conveysn averyprecisdormulathatthe Erbgwhichis g U [seeFgitschel999:
54f1.,259262n. 25) begingo establishtselfagainsthe ethosof society(Fritschel99945ff.,55
60). In the secondstep,God, destinyor howe\er elseit wascalled openlyenterghe stageraises

5 Daniel Meyershowsthe cortinuitiesbetweerH e i d e gsggeof tbesconceptof Generatiggenerationjn the
1920g(seeg.g.in A 7 Heidegge972:385= 1996:352)and his nationalsocialisusageof Geschle¢ipeneration)
after 1933.StrangelgnoughjgnoringH e i d e djsgnetiortbetweerVergangenlagit GewesenliséeMeyer2019:
347f.)MeyemakesstatementaboutA 7tdatare withoutanyfurthercommenttanyrate,contradictoy (seeMeyer
2019:347ff.).WhenonecorrectsM e y amistakeregardingsewesenttbit differencene seesetweer 7 ahdthe
talk of Geschleelftier 1933disappeard-or Geschle¢henerationsexorgan,etc.)in HeideggerseeFritsche(1999:
188194) with therespectivaotesjn particulan. 10(1992310312)(wherel pointout apossiblesubversivactof
atypesetter).
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its voice and callsupon Daseinto cancelsocietyand re-realizethe communitariarethos(for
ScheleandHitler, seeFritsche1999:87ff, 80ff). In A 7 this secondstepis the passagen Ge
schickdestinyhat callsinto the Kamp(battle)againssocietyandfor community.In a correct
procedurestartingwith the genusanddetermininghe speciesiHeideggespecifiessemeinschaft
andinsertsin this stephis vote for the most extremerightists,the NationalSocialistsGeschick
(destiny)and Erbeis neither,as in the Schelerof the 1910s,the worldwide Catholiclove
communitynor the Vikings,or so,but the Volk, the Volksgemeinsdfraitischel 999:46ff., 132ff.,
286. n. 62;seebelow,31-39,50:55,70-77) In thethird step,Daseinobeydo the callof Geschick
andbegingo re-realizecommunityby cancellingociety(Fritschel999:7ff., 13ff., 21ff., 134ff.,
andoften for ScheleandHitler, see8Af., 85ff).

| shouldnote that | stoppedsystematicalffpllowing the literatureon Heideggearound2003.
This is in no waya handicapFor, in his paperson Fayeand me Sheehamuotesliteratureon
Heideggeby,ashelikesto say0 F aeyCGei €Sheehal016486andoften)but otherthanthat
onlyRi c¢ h a rbabkfrom &3 two paperdy himselffrom 1981and1988 andMakingsense
ofHeidegg&@heeha015) The bibliographyof this book, publishedn 2015,containsjn addi-
tion to two papersof Sheeharirom 1988and 1990,just five publicationson Heideggeafter
1963.

The Americanliteraturediffers fundamentallyfrom my interpretationregardingboth
basicaspectghe structureof the wholebook SeinundZeitaswell asthe interpretatiorof A 7 Ho.
besue,He i d e goqmant&os the historyof philosophyin A & and 44 cannotbe over-
looked.Other thanthat, howeverwith the exceptiorof William Blattner(2019)(seebebw, in
thisintroduction)ho Americarinterpreteseemso takeinto accounthe posshbility of somesort
of theoryof historyin the chapterdeforethe oneon historicity,let alonethe onethat| have
identified.A casein pointis HubertL. D r e y Commentaog BeingndTime widelyusedin
courseon Heideggein the USA. Dreyfusfindsin the sectionon the They( A 2ad}he sur-
roundingoneshisowntheoryof skillful copingithatis, the groundof the postmoderreritiqueof
metaphysicandphilosophyof subjectivityhumansarein theworld, not throughperceptiorand
thinking,but throughall thoseeverydapracticeshat one performswithoutthinking,andwhich
arehandeddownto the nextgeneratiorwithout thinking® InasmuchasDaseincannotbut imi-
tatethe others,its life is basedon the needto conform.Accordingto Dreyfus,Heideggecap-
turesthis constitutiveconformity by the conceptof A b s t & dstantjakitgri A 2 (Dreyfus
1991:152ff.)but 0 u n f o r tdoesnattdistingyishit from 0 t Bvédsof conformigifDreyfus
1991:154. As the latterremarkalreadyindicates for Dreyfusthe chapteron the Theyiso n o t
onlyoneof the mostbasidn the book, it isalsothemostc o n f DBreyfdsb991:143).Thisis
no wonderbecauskethoroughlymisinterpret®\ b s t a rMleiGeyrkagtextshowsclearlythat
A b s t atrahmothé& about conformity (seeFritsche2003:76ff., 83ff.). Rather,Heidegger
meanscompetition,competitionin the capitalisteconomy(Fritsche2003:78ff.) and the other
sphere®f modernsocietis (Fritsche2003:84ff.,871f.);thatis,he mean® aeryspecifichistori-

6 Foracritiqueof D r e ybasicasgumptionsegardindnis concepbf skillful copingandof the correspondingasic
assumptions HusserlHeideggenVerleadPonty,and SamuelTodesandfor a defenseof the universavalidityof
K a n talesf the forms of judgment(but not of his categoriesn his Critiqu@fPurdReaspseeFritsche(2019c).
For adefensef the universalitpf K a n Cafiegoricdmperativein modernandpostmoderntimes,alsoaccording
to the criteriaof postmodermphilosophersuchasDerridaandCaputo seeFritsche(2012b2019b)
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cal phenomenonnamelycivil society] H e gnanhefbrscapitalissociety,J . Fanglyze@asa
0 d o wnpwl aur edlgprédm c 0 mmu FritsclyeZD0392)!

Asto A 7 dccordindo the Theyin the USAoneshallnot believen destity andfate.Ra-
ther,onehasto takeo n dafesmto o n eo@nhandsAs a matterof fact,authenticDaseindoes
sobecausé chooseds destinyandfateby itself. Thisis the wayin which (with the exceptiorof
Tom Rockmore}inceR i ¢ h a rbabkfrom &3A 7hasbeeninterpretecby Americarread-
ers,includingSheehaim 2015 | labelthisthed A me riinctaenr p of &7 @ thée spirit df
the seltmademan (seeFritschel1999:212ff.; seebelow e.g, 25, 42) from the 1970son rein-
forcedby deconstructionisrand postmoderrthinking. Consequentiythe Americaninterpieta-
tion and my interpretatiorarein directoppositionto eachother regardinghe mainissuethe
statusof the pastandthe temporalityof historicity.In my view,the one ruling power,Geschick
(destiny),callsupon Dasein,in particularupon that Daseinwhich hasalreadyopeneditself for
somethindlifferentfrom societyandfor the repeataitity of the past GeschidallsuponDasein
to submitto its call,it callsDaseinbad into the past,or Gewesenlaiddemands cancellation
of societyfor the sakeof arepetition,or re-vitalizationof the past,of community Geschicar
the past,is the dominantdimensiorandreassertgselfagainstts denialin societyandsoce t y 0 s
orientationtowardthe future.Accordingto the Americaninterpretationit is preciselyhe other
wayaround.Anticipatingdeathauthentidaseinstepsout of its inauthentiduturalityandturns
backto the presento recognizeéhatthereis no power,neitherin the presentor in the past that
candemandobedienceor submissionAuthenticDaseintreatsthe pastasa passivepool that
containseverapossibilitie®neof whichit mightchoosewithoutthatthe pasthasary influence
on thischoicepr, authentidaseinrejectsall thesepossibilitieandanypoweror possibilityde-
mandingobedienceThus,the Americannterpreter®itherignorethe battlein eachof the three
stepsor turn it upsidedown andreadit asa battleof authentidDaseinagainstdestinyandthe
pastandnot, asl do, asabattleof destinyandauthentidaseinagainssocietyAccordingto the
AmericaninterpretationauthentidDaseinis concernedboutits authentiduture for whichthe
pastmightbe of helpbut on whichit hasno claim(seeFritschel999:71f., 13ff., 43ff.,andoften;
for the variationsof the Americaninterpretatiorup to 1999 seethe summaryfritsche1999:
207215;for S h e e oanaldtisnof the basicassumptiomf the Americannterpretatiorjwith
the pastasa passiveool],seeSheeha016:495f.;seealsobelow,in thisintroduction).

Sheehawrlaimsthat the meaning®f all the decisivaermsin A 7 atlivergefrom their ordinary
Germamme a n i($heebal016487).Indeedjn orderfor the Americannterpretatiorio hold
one hasto assumehat,in A 7 Heideggespeaksn a privatelanguagén which severaterms
evenmeanpreciselyhe oppositeof whattheymeanin everydayanguagaswellaselsewheren
SeinundZeit Howeverthisisin itself not probableln fact,onejusthasto readS h e e huatasd s
or referencem theircontextgo recognizémmediatelyhatheis utterlywrong.l brieflysumma-
rizeherethe mainpoints

In GermanU b e r | is ustiakyusedin thesenseof at r addma md o w@s 0
the translatorsightfully translateboth for thatwhichis handeddowri or, asHeideggebften
sayqseebelow,p. 69) handsitselfdowrfi to the nextgenerationto the recipientf the tradi-

7 AlternativelyHeideggemeansy A b s t & nad thedasieféatureof the Theyof societybut a characteristiof
eachandanyThey,andregardsompetitionin a capitalissocietyasa fallenmode of ancientGreekandotherpre
modernformsof excellencéseeFritsche2003105107[n. 18]).

8ForL © wi imflhe@icson the Americarinterpretationseerritschg(199971f., 2071f.;20092014282308).
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tion, andfor the actof handingdownthetraditionto them.An Erbe(heritagelegacyhascome

from the pastand hasbeenhandeddown, or hashandeditself down, to the presentThus,in

He i d e fiysystepirdAs7itdisthe ErbethatdoestheU b e r |. Asavhsmentionegaccording

to the Americarninterpretatiorthe pastplaysno activerole.In thisvein,Sheehaglaimsthatit is

not the Erbebut ratherits recipient,authenticDasein,that doesthe Ub e r |, iarethatr u n g
Heideggemeansy U b e r rlotio ¢ Hardd @ w byt rathero t freeu p whichiswhatauthen-

tic Daseinis doingwhenit choosests favoritepossibilityout of the Erbe Howeverto makehis
caseSheeharffers only a Heideggerquote from 1955,thoroughlydistortsit, most probably
fraudulentlyandignoregshat, at otherplacesn SeirundZeit mostnotablyin A 6Heideggeutses

Ub er | inteesemsoliontgr a dd tthandd o, wdsesbelow,pp. 19-26,50f.,6570)

As wassaid,in the secondstepin A 7 @eschicthe communityof the peopk, entersthe
stageof history.Native Germanspeakerdgoth thosewho believan Geschiehdthosewho deny
its existencaneanby thisword a suprahumanpower,beit God or not, thatdetermineshe his-
tory of the world or of a group,say,of the Germanpeople andwhichalsoannouncegselfto
that groupor someof its membersThus,the translatorgightly translateGeschidso d e st i ny . 6
Sheeharhowevergclaimsthat,in SeiundZeit 0Geschicknot d D e s (suparvgningjecessary,
andinevitabé ) (8heehar2016:487).For, accordingo him Daseineproducetheir destinyby
themselveddoweverheturnseachsentencef the passagen Geschiclpsidedown (seebelow,
pp.31-38,51-55,70-77)

The Geschiak an individualis calledits Schickséhte).With Schicksdlis the sameas
with GeschicWhetheronebelievesn it or not, in GermanonecallsSchickstie courseof life of
anindividual predetermineddy Schicksdbod, or providencea majoreventthat happengo an
individual or confinementshat sheis subjecto; in anycasethe individualshouldacceptisor
herfateandnot try to rebelagainstSheeharhoweverpervertdH e i d e gpgcepinfdSshicksal
andclaimsthatan authentidDaseinproducests fate by itself (seebdow, pp. 25, 34ff.,49,51ff.;
to pro-duce,to leada possibilityfrom out of the pool onto the stagejn his two exampls for
Geschi¢keebelow,p. 32,73] Sheehateaveopenwhetherhe understandthis asa production
in this senser asakind of creation)FurthermoreWiederholungpetition)s the repetitionof a
pastandnot, asSheehahasit, the activityof Daseinchoosingts possibilityseebelow,pp. 23f.,
28,50).In addition,hecommentonH e i d e gsggeofr Bhdenlosiglsithough he hadnever
lookedinto SeirundZeit andgetsinsolentwhenbeingalertedto his blunder(seebelow,pp. 3%
42,49.

As to the third step,Heideggeconcludest with two sentencesne of themcontaining
the verberwidemmith anaccusativebject,thatare,indeedjn themselveaswell asin theirrela-
tion to the precedingpassageatherelaborateStill, all linguisticaspect®f themleaveno doubt
that he sayghatauthentidaseinsubmits(erwidgrto the callof destinyto re-realizecommunity
by cancellingsociety(seeFritsche1999:7-28, 43ff., and often). By contrast,accordingo the
Americannterpretationt is, if not alreadyn the secondthenat the latestin thisthird stepthat
authentidDaseindoesthe oppositeof submis®n, namelybreakingwvith anysubmissiorio any
pastor presentand producingits own destinyand fate. Accordingto PegBirminghamfor in-
stanceijn A 7 Heideggedevelopsa theoryof antitotalitarianpoliticsandsaysn the third step
thatD a s ed dtical sesponsdErwide)t[ é freesthe historicalspaceof destinyto be some-
thing differeftom whathasb e e(seéFritschel999:11-13,46-48,214f.).In thisvein,Sheehan
talksof 0 t htterly bizarremeaningFritsche]hasto torture out of erwide/ Erwiderureg SZ
386.46 = BTM 438.14 (submittingo FateandDestiny!Xo getthemto danceo the choreogra-
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phyof hisé D r afmiéstoricalD a s e (Sheéhal016:490).He could haveknownfor more
than ten yearsthat one of the two or three major authoritieson Heideggein contemporary
GermanyDieterT h o mhativeGermanspeakeandin nowayao f of ¢héthinker,adduces
ashisonlyargumenimy interpretatiorof the sentencewith erwideto agreeavith my rejectionof
whatl labelthe Amercaninterpretatiorof A 7(4T h ®2003:14546, seebelow,p. 28)

Accordingto the Americarinterpretationthe mainactorin A 7ignot Geschitkit rather
Dasein A singleauthenticDaseinproducests own Schicksanda group of Daseinegproduce
theircommonSchicksdheir Geschickheydo sofor the sakeof theirauthentiduture.Sheehan
seesn aphrasen A 1aeferencéo aconceptin Aristotleandthe samereferencen a different
phrasen A @i5ndeedasSheehasaysa0 p i vsoetcat (Breehad2016:491Ji to claimthat
Gewesenheit e hat to © a s e pastifi any sensebut to its existentiaheadnessts Zu-
k inf orf gk a(Bheaehaf616491)Howeveralreadyhe sentencérom A 7tBatl quoted
abovespeaksigainshisthesisandsodoestheentireA 6&a&isindicatechlreadyy thefirst three
wordsi 0 f u thavingbeen,and presenfZukunft Gewesenh@igenwjarbéf the paragraplin
which Heideggepiveshis famousdefintion of primordialtemporalityHeidegge996:302=
1972328)(for SheehaandGewesentsatbelow,pp. 23f.,26ff.,50f.).

Sheehaimfersfrom hisinterpretatiorof Gewesenlttet my thesisof the primacyof the
past,of Gewesenhgitmy 0 f u n d a mie 51t @Heehdr2016:498).His claim regading
Gewesenhaitksin tandemwith thefirst stepof hisexpositiorof A 7 @statemenbn o d eorru-
fendR U c khe appeabf consciencéhat callsDaseinforwartly callingit backoitsaheadnéss
(Sheeha016:494).In supportof this statemenherefersto five shortphrase®r passagesnly
one of which he quotesandwhich all togethertaketen linesof a page(Sheeha2016:495f.).
None of thesgpassagdsasanythingo do with the callof consciencegndnoneof themistaken
from the chapteron the call of consciencer from the one on historicity.As alreadymy quote
from A 6 iAdicatesand as Heideggesaysmore than once,the call of conscienceallsoback
[ z u rtg torewinnesgGeworfenhefHeideggel996:264= 1972:287)and notto Das ei n & s
aheadnes#s one canseein A 6 B 7 4nd elsewherethrownnesss relatedto the past,or
Gewesenlmitdaheadnegs thefuture?

Sheehartlaimsthat, through our mistranslationsthe translatorsand | 6 h a misted
scholardor overfifty y e a (Sleeéha2016:487).This is a surprisingsentencefor, Sheeha
shouldhavenoticed atthe latestwhenreadingny book, that hisinterpretatioris justa variation
of the AmericaninterpretationAs | havebriefly summarized here,the translatordaveren-
deredall the termsat stakeproperlyandS h e e klaimrégardindd e i d e grigatelangsage
lacksanymerit. Nonethelesdje is right aboutthe translatorsthoughnot in the wayhe thinks.
For, theyhavetranslatedhe decisiveseriencesn eachof thethreestepsn A 7fdlselyor ambig-
iously,and this in sucha waythat everyAmericanreaderespeciallyrom the 1970son, will
stronglybe inclinedto readA 7 alongthe linesof the selfmademan (seeFritsche1999:7-28,
54f.,69,238f.,259262,263,268,32%331,335f.,349;seebelow,pp. 18 n. 3, 27,33,53f, 70)
Sheehahasnot noticedanyof thesemistakesasperhapsio oneelsehas.He hasreadRichard-
S 0 rb@okin 1964,andhe admirest so muchthat he hasdedicatedhis MakingSensgfHeidegger
to him andevenwritten a little poemin honourof him (seebelow,p. 43). Thus,sincel964he
hasbelievedo knowthat Heideggeusesat leasttwo of histermsin a privatelanguageajamely

9 For the nexusbetweerErbe(the GermanHeinat[homelandpandits history,ignoredand suppresseby society),
birth, andthrownnesén A 7 geegProfeti(2019).
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Schicksahdwiederhol€or, 0 [ &V]lliamJ.Richardsompointedo u t thedirst 0 d onetsnean
0 f avithé@s® | u g udowr e rotofapredesiinedr predetermined ut butratilero r ef er s
to the futurethatthe individualfreelyandresolutelychasesfor him- or h e r g(Shéefra2016:
493),andd He i d enedeehotbiesnot meand tr ce p somethingor s 0 me dut mther
0 iclsserto 6 f e(tf.hiderfasin theBritishé tfetchs 0 me o($heebhal016:489).Probably,
therefore Sheehameanswith his sentenceboutthe translatorand me that he hasspentthe
lastfifty yeardo identifyall the termsthat Heideggeusesn a privatelanguagandto pull A 7 4
out of allthe possibleshadowshe supposednistranslationsy the translatorganthrow onto it.
Hashesuceeded®o, to the contraryhe hasled scholargvendeepeinto the darki unlessto
quotemyselfo o aydhat,with hisinterpretationsf fatealongthe linesof a midlife crisisand
of destinyaspertainingo issuessuchasthe foundingof a rabbitbreedersissociatiormeaders
havereachedhe endof the woodpath of triviality whereone canno longeravoidthe thought
that this cannothavebeenwhatthe epochathinkerhadreservedor, asSheehasaysthed e m-
phaticc | i (Bheel@BA015381)of hismostinfluentialw o r (keéebw, p. 43).

By claimingthat,in A 7 Heideggeusesa privatelanguag&heehamantedto corrobo-
ratethe Americarinterpretatiorthat Heideggeis the thinkerof radicaindividualizatiomndnot
the Germanigphilosopler of destiny Accordingto Derrida,Heideggejoinedthe NationalSo-
cialistdbecausbe o f a to hveidivhathe knewheoughtto a v o nainelyhe word Geis{see
Fritschel995:135).Accordingto Birminghamthe thinkerof antitotalitarianpoliticsdid so be-
cause i certaincrucialtextsin the 1930spamelythe RectoriaAddressandin somepassagesf
IntroductiomMetaphysiekideggeforgot the sublimemomentwhichcallsfor D a s eresaluies
j ud g nismdirits6hel999215).Sheehadoesnot denywhatprobablyno onedeniespamely
that,in hishistoryof being,Heideggeassumethat Geschidendspochsaandmeaningsf being
(seeSheebn2015a249ff.;seebelow,p. 70).Accordingto Sheeharijeideggedid sobecausée
o f or (§hreh@d2015a293)the principleof his earlyphilosophizingJohnD. Caputoclaims
that beingin everyrespectthe consunmation of modernphilosophy,of Kantianand nec
Kantiantranscendentalisi8girundZeitcannothaveleadHeideggemto NationalSocialisnfsee
Fritsche2012a268ff.) Ratherjt wasanerrorin reasoningpamelyhis mistakeof expectinghat
the conditionsof the possibilityof empiricakxperiencandhistorycouldappeaaseventswithin
history.However Heideggehadcommittedthe samanistakealreadyn SeiundZeit andhewas
not alonein doing so.Moreoverthisis a mistakeonly from the viewpointof atranshistoricala
priorism(sedrritsche2018b323ff.) As MarionHeinzhasarguedin the happeningf destinyin
A 7 grimordial temporalitymanifeststself, againstits being coveredup by ordinary Dasén
(Heinz 2019:268ff.; seealreadyFritsche2012a269ff., 2014:207ff., 2019:200ff.). Heinz also
showsthat alreadycontempoariesof Heideggeraisedalreadybefore1933the samekinds of
concernaboutSeinundZeitasdo Rocknoreandl myseli{Heinz2019).

Sheehartan hearin the 6 G e r mreotion af 8chicksal Geschiaknly, as he quotes
Richardsonthe 6 6 | u g wJen in ®aé &predestinedr predetermined u t {Sheeldan
2016:493;for acomment,n 1955,by Heideggepon this understandinggeebelow,p. 66) He
displaysy this hisignoranceof the Kairosituationin the WeimarRepubliovhere,asnot only
Tillich observedp w e a rwithraeust so n(segkyitschel999:174)waswidespreadiccording
to rightists submittingto destinyfate,andthe Volksgemeinsdradactivelyfightingfor its reali-
zatio relievesone from the burdenof autonomyand opensup a beingwith-oneanotherin
trust,love,etc.for the otherDaseimandthe Volksgemeinsdhaf] asHeideggesaysn 1934 0ne
shouldnot mix upthisdo e s s eGetmiara b t ywiahrth@o A s nhodon of f a fseebritsche
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1999:141])°He i d e lpgicés©® @ogic not of reconciliatioror of dialecticamediationbut
ratheroneoft r a n s f i(Fitsahel999:323n67), the transfiguratiorof the modernper-
soninto afollowerof a communitaan ethicsthatis the preciseoppositeof Kantianethics(see
Fritsche201%). SuchpagaizedChristiangraces a characteristiof SeirundZeifi and,in a dif-
ferentway,alsoof H e i d elgstor/of Beindgi to whichthe usualpromotersof the American
interpretatiorof A 7 a¥edeaf,gnadenle®id of anygrace)asthis interpretatioris. However,a
professorof religiousstudiesandauthorof a book on Jesuhrist suchasSheehaifseebelow,
p. 77) shouldhaveknownbetter Accordingto Sheehan, regardasthe realissuein SeirundZeit
thed Ma n i straggldbetweersocietyandc o mmu 1ISheband016:485).One cannotturn
my book upsidedown morethoroughlyl emphasizérom the beginningppn He i d e lgagie r 6 s
motivein SeinundZeitandthroughout his entirecareernamelythe notion of a beginninganda
fallawayfrom it (andthe coveringup of this fall) (seeFritsche1999:2967,204,27479 n. 25,
and often; Fritsche2014:57-106; seealsoFritsche2016 585f.) which alreadyalongwith neo-
PlatonistsSt. Augustineexplicitlyandextensivelysedo combatManicheaisttt

Reader®f my paperswill acknowledgé¢hat it is Sheehanvho 0 g enbtlingr i g (Bhedhan
2016:492).His papercontaindrequentbullying,personalnsults,andobscenitiedn addition,it
doesnot containanysingleargumenbut only statementstatementshat he sellsasarguments
throughwhatl labelhiso c¢ i arsandwicts t r a(seepp.§1dH5).Moreoverto makehiscase
Sheehanexcessivelypracticeswhat seemsto be the 6 pr o f edsiss emdnsodmany
Heideggeriangslamelyto heavilymanipulateguotes,manipulationghat canonly be conscious
fraud.Furthermorehe declaresn oneof hismanybulletliststhato i nt e r linashedebater s 6
shallhave 0 aeasonableecord of publishedwork, in peerreviewedjournalsandpr es s es 0
(Sheeha2016:483).Everyonesomewhatamiliarwith Heideggeseesasilythat, with all itsi
moreoftenthannot utterlyincomprehensibfieerrorsandblundersSke e h aapdhasnothing

to do with scholarshiphesideshatits tonedisqualifiesit asanacademitext In fact,in light of

his paperno one shouldbe surprisedhat Donald Trump, a masterof fakenews,bulying,and
aggressiveulgaritiesywaselectedPresidenpf the USA (seebelow,pp. 45,56). Giventhe cir-
cumstancesf the publicationof Sheeh n f@ageron me (seebelow,p. 45f.)it seemsatherun-
likelythat no one at Philosopfpdayadreadit. PerhapsBirminghamandMooredid not have

10]n the 1930sHeideggeoftentalkedof blood andsoil asthe necessatyut not sufficientconditionof the beingof

a people.SeverainterpretergeadthisasH e i d e gejgotiondd the nationalsocialisconceptof raceor of any
racismwhatsoevePRrofetishowshatHeideggemeanghatone mustnot justpaylip-servicdo o n evldoslandsdl
but rathertakeit overin aresolutededsionandactivelyfight for it (Profeti2019)In otherwords,in thesesentences
Heideggenpplieshe 0 e s s e Getmiara lo It yobfatedandthey arethe equivalento the third stepin A 7 the
Erwiderung

11In MakingSensafHeidegg&heehntalksonly aboutfateandnot aboutdestinyin BeingndTimeg(Sheehaf015a:
17883).Thus, it is possiblethat the differencebetweenSchicksahd Geschidkasescapedhim throughoutthe 54
yeardhehasbeenreadingHeidegge(seeSheeha@015aXl) andthatit neededhed ¢ a n (8heehaf016:486)of
F a y mdksr my publicationgo openhis eyeqfor his reactionto his discoveryseebelow,p. 36) Finitudeand
mortalityseento beS h e e maintd@ncernseee.g.theprivilegedreatmenbf aquotefrom St.Augustinebelow
p.24n.4). Thus,hesayshat,in A7 & f r amongtsé i n h ke e g ErbdbpossibilitiedDaseinchoosesneor
anotherof themthatit will endeavoto live out authenticallyn the light of its radicalmortalit.In G o e t pheades
Daseinwill consciouslghoosethe idealit seekso emulatgits6 h e Bud i Beingfaithful to thatideal Daseinis
beingloyalto nothingthetharitselfitsowrexsistencéSheeha2019:496;for his referenceéo Goethe seeFritsche
2016a433f.;seebelow,p. 42) Alreadyin the sectionn deathin BeingndTimedeathis the eyeof the needlethe
purgatorythroughwhich Daseinhasto passon its wayfrom societyto community,andin the 1930sHeidegger
adducedhe Germansoldiersn World War| asexampledor his conceptof deathin BeingndTimegseeFritsche
2012a272274;201430%329).

11
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enoughof civil courageto rejectit. Perhapshowever they are equallyincompetentvhenit
comedo mattersof philology beyondustreadingHeidegger,n Englishor GermanOr, recog-
nizingatleastsomeof S h e e lgadfesiheyareperhapof the samanindsetasSheehamight
be After all, his paper, as alreadythe one on Faye,is a strong feetwell shot for their
Heideggerianlienteleandtheymaycynicallyassuméhat hardlyanyonewouldtake the time, or
be able,to checkanythingn S h e e Ipaper.6osmy knowledg, no Heideggeriahaspublicly
reproache&heehafor hispapersneithersay KarstenHarriesjustsimplyto dissociatehimself
from Sheehah eferencedo him regardinghe issueof Bodenlosigks#eFritsche2016x 434ff.;
seebelow,pp. 41f.,45n. 25),nor GregoryFriedwho playst both sides.

Thesefactsrenderthe affaire Sheehan/Birmingharman excellensubjectof researchn
the sociologyof partsof Americaracademian the ageof necliberalismandDonald Trump (for
S h e e lnsinudieaboutmy attitudetowardAmericarcitizens seeFritschel1999:334n. 72,
Fritsche2014:299 seebelow,pp. 18 n. 3, 44 n. 22) However therearealsophilosophicahs-
pectsthat| treatin the shortbook on whichl amworking.The astonishingareef Heidegger
asthe oneandonly liberatorof philosophyandthe Westin the USA (andelsewheregiseghe
guestiorof prejudgmentsin G a d a nsensethsbodyof consciousndunconsciouassump-
tionsoperativan o n adadingof texts(andthe questionof the influenceof individualson the
historyof the receptiorof texts).I discusshisissuewith regardo the Heideggereceptiorafter
1945He i d e ghgosophicabevelopmentthe scholarshipf Heideggerianen Heidegger,
andH e i d e igtgrreatabiossf the Greekphilosophergseehe Appendceson thelist of con-
tent[p. 61]andadraft of Appendix5 [pp. 77f.]). In addition,] will adduceasexamplesf the
problem of hermeneutic&nd as further argumentdor my interpretationseveraladditional
points.

Thereceptiornf my 1999bookitselfcouldbe of interestfor researclon prejudgments.
An Americarscholarnot a Heideggeriamuthorof abookonH e i d e pgransmentiellowon
the extremeight, ErnstJ ¢ n gegardedny bookaso t hestanalysiof He i d e Beghngnd 6 s
Timeao comealongin alongtime  8till, obviouslyunderthe impactof theidol of the selfmade
man, he attributedto me, despitemy long discussiomf this issueg(Fritschel999:7-28, andfre-
quenty),PegB i r mi n anfitatalitérianinterpretatiorof A 7 (§eeFritsche2012:276n. 21;
publishedn PhilosopfgdaywhenDavid Pellauewasthe edior). After this mistakethe remain-
der of the reviewcould not makemuchsensdor anyonenot awareof it. Or, in a paperfrom
2002the Heideggeriasimon Critchleyseesme in the footstepsof a hero of postmodernity:
0 T hsystematiconnectiorbetweerfundamentabntologyandnationalsociakmwasconvinc-
ingly establishedby Philippe LacouelLabarthein his @ranscendee Endsin Po | i (1989 s &
[and] his (1990)Heideggént andPolitic§é ] the sameargumenthasbeenstatedmuch more
polemicallyandin extraordinargcholarlydetailby Johanneg-ritschein (1999) (Critchleyand
S c h ¢ r 20@8159n. 8). My book hasnothingto do with Lacouel.abartheln addition.every
reademwith not that narrowa horizonwill, rightly,assumehat its authorbelonggo thosewho
regardHeideggart andPoliticasoneof those patheticeffortsto presenHeideggeasthe tragic
heroto whom alonethe West owesthe prospectof overcomingnetaphysicandwhatcomes
alongwithit.

To my knowledgeSheehahasbeenthe only one to try to challeng@oints of my inter-
pretation As onecanalsoseen theirbibliographiesAmericarHeideggeriaranly readthe usual
heroesof postmodernityandtheir fellow Heideggeriangnd somehavetheir privatefavorites,
Sheehaapparentijesu£hristandSt. Augustire. Suchliteraturedoesnot helponeto recognize
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that, and how, not only the Heideggenf SeirundZeitbut often alsothe one of the history of
beinganswerso the sociologicahndpoliticalcontextin whichheis writing. The mostastound-
ingexampldor thisis probablyH e i d e gffgrteirr tlie mmousBremenecturegrom 1949and

in Questiddoncernifigchnolpgyt sdenceAusschwita i | e(Fritsdhgl395:155),asl putit in

my first publicationon Heideggern an argumenvindicatedoy the publicationof He i degger 0 ¢
BlackNotebookmce20U (sed-ritsche20180).

Mostrecentlya HeideggeriaWilliamBlattner hasacknowledgéd somewhabashfully,
justin a footnote that is asshort and inexplicitaspossiblé a key point of my texts,namely
Hei de @ @Ger dumdeistandingf Geschi¢destinyand Schicksg@hte)andthe ignorance
thereofamongsfAmericangBlattner2019:163n. 12).In the bodyof hispaperheconcedethat
my philologicakkcommenton A b s t & md\i2 gréright (2019:166ff.).Perhapsasa kind of
compensatioffor this generosityhe migepresentsieideggeandme regardinghe issueof Bo-
delogkeitignoresmy explicitemphasi®n the historicalcharactenf Ab s t & ,addicrgdise i t
himselffor the insightthatH e i d e thepryaf thesTheyhastheo i mp | i @GL91L7Ioh s 6
histori@l variability besideghat he falselymakesme sport someratherbiasedassumption¥
Most importantly his own interpretation 60 ¢ o n f rirramm osifl9:171])is rathernebu-
lousandseemdo amountto a trivializationof my interpretationpesideshatin orderto estab-
lishit he hasto ignore,amongsbtherthings,the long paragraphvith Abstanéndthe oneon
empathyn A 2 6 .

Blattnerregard hisinterpretatiorof the Theyasanexamplef the strategy t dsburden
SeiundZeib of theo f a srdfolidsh[ é ysego whichHeideggetriedto putité sothat with
thelastwordsof his paperoperhapsve mustendup sayinghatwe understad SeirundZeitbet-
ter thanHeideggerd i (Btattner2019:177).As a secondexamplene adducesvorksof other
Heideggescholarandhimselfon He i d e thepwyof doasciencé2019:173f.\With all due
respecfor thesescholarstheresultghat| havereadare,it seemd$o me,neitherin the spirit of
Heideggenor, philosophicallyparticularlynew or interestingBoth example¢eadBlattnero t o
askwhethera similarstrategymightbe carriedout with respecto He i d e tgegtmen®f kis-
toricalityandhis commentsn das/olk in 1.5 [= A 7, &F.$ (2019:176).For the time being he
0 mu leavethe projectof answeringhat questionto furtherr e s e €£016:176).When,in
1992duringa discussiorafteratalk of his atthe New Schoolfor SociaResearcin New York
City, GianniVattimo saidin responsdo a questionp Id o rkiotv, ReinerWearenotgod s, 6
ReinerS ¢ h ¢ r abangwith, Derridathe only creativeHeideggeriarsaidwith hisdivine poker
faceon:0 S p @yko u r § e migrin(@eeon him Fritsche2019d likedto remindpeopleof
somethingelse,namelyKant @ ST h ifonyko u r MMere likely than not, possiblefurther re-
searclon A 7 by Heideggeriawill resultin somethingnoreor lesstrivial that one couldhave
thoughtout by oneselin ashortperiodof time,withoutspendingearon readingHeidegger.

Up to now (July2019) Fayehasnot respondedo S h e e papermhim, neitherin Phi-
losophloday0:2(seeBirminghamand Moore 2016:427)nor thereafterlt could havebeena
matterof half anhour,soto speakFor, Sheehahadnothingto sayon chapter2-8, andl had
alreadysufficientlyrejectedS h e e klaimsfegardinghapterl in my papersThreeindividu-
alsi andthe othersignatoriesf Rastie20151 hadintervenedn F a y u@pasrt,andtheyhad
beenattackedy Sheehaim 2016.In addition,withoutaresponséy Fayereader®f Philosophy
Todago not knowthatthe editorsof Philosoplgdayefusedo publisharesponséco She e han d s

12He did not respondo ane-mailin whichl askechim to explainoneof them.
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paperfrom 2016by one(or perhapgvenmore)of thesethreeindividualsReactingo apolemic
not atall or only morethanfour yeardaterwill for manyreadergust provethatthe polemicwas
right.It isup to everyauthornot to avoidthisimpressionbut only aslongasonly he or sheher-
selfisinvolved
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October05 2016(16953+ 4,813= 21,766v0rds)

AbstractIn apaper,0 L 0 a FdyedFautild r ¥HeeleggerA Replyto FritscheP ® g any
R a s t puldishedd Philosopiwpday0(2)(2016),ThomasSheehartlaimsthat in my book,
HistoricdDestingnd\ationabocialisimH e i d BejngaedTimea(1999)] mistranslateverykey
termin A 7 of BeingndTimeand get everythingvrong regardinghis section.In this paper,|
showthatS h e e lerigiqudissinfoundedRelyingon aninterpretatiorof A 7tHatis asbanalas
it is philologicallyand hermeneuticallywholly arbitraryandfalseit is ratherhe himselfwho has
gotwrongall the pointsthat he adduced. alsopresensaneof S h e e muaneréudraudulent
allegationsaand manipulationsPhilosopfydayefusedto publishmy responsgseethe post-
script). To whom it may concern;pleasenote Shanneéa r kpmojécsof a documentaryn
ReinelSt ¢ r mthatl mentionalongwith here-mailaddressatthe endof my paper.

Keywords:BeingndTimeBirminghamFayeFritsche HeideggetistoricityR U | , Bheehan

After F a y dk Heidegge&hentroducti@iNazismntoPhilosopmlicht oftheUnpublish&dmi-
narofl1933-1935(2009;Frenchoriginal2005) my book on HeideggerHistoricdbestingnd\a-
tionalSocialisim Heidep e Beingand Time (Fritsche1999) has come under the scrutinyof
ThomasSheehamecausé 0 h arsfourdly influencedEmmanueFayeandothermemberof
Fayeet Ci eandigo o rokthe foundationalpillars holding up the canardthatis Fay e d s 6
(Sheeha2016:486)book (canardcanarfFrench]:.duck, cockandbullstory,newspapehoax,
canard]ocalrag,J.F.).The resultis asalarmingasis his paperon F a y lindk §Sheeha2015).
The toneis equallyimpudent,and one hasto seriouslyworry abouthis stateof mind. For in-
stanceright atthe beginninghe suggestthat| saythat Heideggewrotethe theoryof historyin
A 7 of SeiindZeitbecausée hadreadit in volume2 of Hi t IMeinK@ngp&ndthenclaimsto
refuteme by pointingout that this volumewaspublishedd o 10 Decemler 1926,a weekafter
Heideggehadsentoff hismanuscripbf SZtothep r i n (Sheeeha@®16:485): Theresultis

1 | havereference@veryguotein aquoteaccordindo my ownwayof referencingjuotesin all quotesthreedots

in bracketg 0 [ énHidademyomissionsitalicsandthreedotswithoutbracketsrewith the respectig authorsand
Englishwordsin squarebracketge.g.0 [ érderto p r e sasinyabbreviationsf the quoteor (e.g.0 [ tUhe r -
lieferuhgdmy replacementsf 6 h/eshe/ i tl.did notindicatewhenl (andnot the respectivéranslatorjnserted

the Germarnwordinginto the Englishtranslaibn. For the bibliographyseep. 34 [here46f.].

2 Asproof of hisclaimSheehaquotesme:0 6 He i dcengepief hidiosicalitysidenticato Hi t | éhegélan 6 ¢
2016485)My wholesentenceeadso [ O (eseasilthatH e i d e gpicepbfistoricalitysidenticatoHi t | er & s
andS c h eitleasof distoryand,thus,politicallyonthe R i g KFtitscldel999:126)! saythisin a summaryright
beforel discusghe strongtheoreticatlifferencedetweerScheleandHitler (seealsoFritsche2016c)whichena-

bled Schelein the 1920sjn sharpcontrasto Heideggerto recognizén Hitler the realfoe andturn from the right

to the centefFritschel999:14248]).Mostrightistswantedo destroypr delimit, societyandrepeabr re-realize¢he
communitythathadbeendestroyedor marginalizedyy the emergencef societyThe questionvaswhichcommu-

nity shouldberepeatedtheVikings thefirste mp e re@mFFussiagtc.).Schelerecognizedlreay beforeWorld

Warl thatfor the promotersof the Volksgemeinsditfadtcommunityof the people}heindividualcountsfor nothing

in and of itself. T h a why, & his view, the Volksgemeinschatthe lowestof the largescalecommunitiesand
shouldenterpoliticsonly in the serviceof the higherones.He himselfarguedor the repetitionof the worldwide
Catholiclovecommunityin whichthe respecfor eachindividualasa valuein andof itselfandthe solidarityfor all
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alsokind of funny:my bookii a philosophicad R ¢ | §SheehaB016:503n. 61).A R Udefa
Germanword) is that particulamoisepeope produce normallyinvoluntarily whenthey have
eatertoo muchandtheairin the overwhelmedtomacHorcesits wayout upwardandout of the
mouth,i.e.,abelchaverypowerfulburp. Manywouldprobablybe happyto producebooksthat
wayas for ingance] amsureonefindsthisideasomewher@ oneof the novelsof the German
romanticwriter of the Goetheera,JohannePaulFriedrichRichter aliagpennameor Deckname
JeanPaul.S h e e IpiacaignetaR U | . Ratrento makeme look asstupd andhallucinatory
(Frits ¢ hoeMas@heatrg 6 MadmerOnly.Priceof AdmissionYourMi n dSheeldal016:
504])aspossibldt is welldondi well,all too well. Independentf its numerousabsurdallega-
tionsandmanipulationswith its tone, its digplayof seeminglyastknowledgeits know-all judg-
mentsabouteachandanyoneand-anythingits childishpride,its supposedlgcidicformulations
andinnuendosits gettingpersonalits frequentrepetitionsits obsessiowith unimportanissues,
its completelackof anydiscursivityandits machinegun( 0 Wr Wrorg™Wr o n bistsaf al-
legederrorsandothersupposeadditiesin my book (Fritschel999)andmy respons¢o his pa-
per on Faye(Fritsche2016)that altogetheunavoidablyvokesadand unpeasantmagef its
author® readerswill wonderhow the refereesand editorsat Universityof CaliforniaPressal-

arecombinedseeFritschel999:97-100,13640; Fritsche2016:431;Fritsche2016a587#88,59091).As a matterof
fact,in SeirundZeitHeideggeusesthe coreof an ethicsin which,justasin Hitler, the individualis essentiallfor
others(andthe Volk) (seeFritsche2016c)By the way Hitler madeall the mainpointsalreadyn thefirst volumeof
MeinKampfrom 1925.Thus,therewasenoughtime for Heideggeto recognizéhat with his vote for the Volksge-
meinschedfommunityof the peopleasthe Gemeinschafbe repeted (seemy section®-5) hewasin agreemenwith
Hitler.

3 Sincel hadexperiencethat manyAmericansveremisguidedboutHeideggebecaus¢heyhadno knowledge
of Germanandthe culturein Germanyatthattime,| relativelyoftenexplainedhe usagsof Germarwordsandthe
associationsomingto the mind of nativespeakerandsometimesadejokes(seeFritschel999:X1V) andpolemi-
calcommentsespeciallin the 124page®f endnoteswhichd o f rurgfram four to ninepagegachinsmallp r i nt 0
(Sheehan2016:484) (seeFritsche1999:229352). Treatingthesepassageas thoughthey cameout of a regular
scholarlpook,it is,of coursegasyo find phraseshat,takenout of contextsoundoutlandishSheehaadducesny
endnotesalmostasoften asthe maintext,andsayshatone o r e dos @adingthe notesis that you might find
thementertaining if, thatis, yourtastein humorrunsto (readediscretioradvisedjhe Germanslangfor havinga
hardon,awoody,or adrooper(Fritschel 999:310.8-311.3qend.10])or for defecatingindurinatingin your pants
(Fritschel9991 9 2 . ($hgehaR016484).

Asto thefirst of thesetwo passageB) a contributionto the researchnitiatedby Derridaandin the 1990gash-
ionable,on Geschledbéex sexorgan,generationasin 6 g e n e ofahe babyb o 0 me etcs) i |Heideger
(Fritschel999:188194),| quoteanoccurrencef aGermanexpressiofor anerectegenisin Heideggemvhichthe
Englishtranslatordeliberatelpr not, hasmadeunrecognizabléut whichHeideggeemploysn atalkaboutthetask
of the universityin the NationalSocialisstatein Novemberl933in T ¢ b i (agcerdindo the only sourceatany
rate,namelythe versionof the talk printedin alocalnewspapefseeHeidegge2000a823])in the contextof speak-
ing abouthimselfand his co-fightersin the fight for the realizatiorof NationalSocialismasd me radrdnsition,
merelyas a ¢ r 0 fwiausth & vtlasdodilyorganin thatpeculiastatein whichit 6 nlongerclingsto/ hangson
anythingof its own but commitsitselfto / fixesitselfon the rationaleof the existencé the foundationof the peo-
p | @htschel999:189.121,translatiorchanged). F., 307.44f[endn.1]; HeideggeR000a772.27f.)a serience
thatrequiresomecomment®nH e i d e Mpajoeicarilthe sociologicahspectsf someexpressionsn addition,|
pointoutthatH e i d e wogdengasditsappearedh the newspapewasperhapsa courageouactof subversiorof
the pompouslanguagef Heideggerand the National Socialiston the part of a typesetterof that newspaper
(Fritschel999:307.41309.18endn.1],310.26312.1endn.10]).(cont.of the noteon the nextpage)

The secondhassagdefinitelycontainano humorat all. Commeiting on the ratherold-fashionedsermanword
G e ma(someathinggomeonéasgemadproduced]malesexorgan.etc.)thatHeideggeusesn histheoryof pro-
ductionandtechnology giveasmy fourth exampleof the usagef the somewhatolloquialkeverydyverbmachen
phrasethat probablyall parentsuse:0 O bgbiesor childrend ma ckhiepi 6. nba cdiclkeimdie H o s that s,
urinateor defecaténto theirp a n {Fstschis1999:192)

Sheehaquotesme:0 6 mat snderstoodh n y t (frritschgl899:333.2627[endn.7 2 J(Sheéehal016:503n.
62).In the precedingsentencel saythat | imitate herethe styleof David Krell, whom | quotein that context
(Fritschel999:333f.[endn.72]).0Only 6 6 t wlosreunableto readandl i s(Frieschél999:340.37endn6] ) 6
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lowedFritscheto rambleon andon for 371pagesSheehadoesnot evenmentionthat,in sharp
contrastto his own dogmaticandauthoritaria procedure| develof (sincehe namegextsof
mineon Aristotle[Sheeha016:483,532,534;seeals0490f.])in the0 g oadddv a yofdhe Ar-
istotle commentatorsn late antiquityand the middle agesfirst the other interpretationspnly
thereafteoned ewnfi my interpretationsut of discussionsf otherreadingandthat| present
the theoriesof historyandpoliticsin Adolf Hitler (Fritsche1999:68-87),the earlyMax Scheler
(Fritsche1999:87-124),the late Max Scheler(Fritsche1999:14248), Geag L u k §Fdtsche
1999:149173),andPaulTillich (Fritschel999:173187)andcompareHeideggewith them.

After a generaintroductionandan overviewof my interpretatiorof A 7(8heeha@016:
483486), Sheeharclaims,as he announcesn five headigs,thato Fr i Ms sh e ans | at «
(Sheehaf016481,486,487,489,490)everykeytermin A 7(8heehaf016486492)andd Mi s -
interpreteshe Wholeof A 7 4Sbebhan2016:481,492504,52531;Fritsched | i tgetsnatHing y
r i g[Bheehar2016:492]in hisd u t tbd rzlajheehad2016:484]interpretation)Later,
Sheehamaddsa 0 Co OmF r i t Misttasslat®rof Bodenlosigkégheeha2016:507508)
andthreepage®f 0 N o t (8heehal016:517519)on me.| discusghe issue®f (1.)the mis-
translatiorof the terms(p. 4 [here19) andof (2.)the misinterpretationf A 7 régardinghese
termsthetemporakrajectoryandthe mainactorin thatsecton (p. 10[24] layout (3.)the prob-
lem of Gemeinschattmmunity)n BeingndTime(p. 14 [28] discusg4.) S h e e headingos

(Sheeha016:503)will doubt my interpretationasSheehaisuggests say.My texthasd a bdanénéto unabl e, 6
andheobviouslyh a sumdenstoodhe wholenote (whichhe adducegighttimes[Sheeha2016:499n. 41,499n.
42,500n. 44,500n. 46,502n. 53,503n. 60,518,518])anywayseeSheeha016:499f.),ashe turnsupsidedown
Fritschel 99928688 (endn62)(seeSheehal@016502f.).

In adecisivesentencén A 7 (deethe beginningdf my Sectiord), HeideggedeterninesGeschiglestinyasthe
0 Ge s ¢ hex@®emeinschaftlesV o | k(BTs3&4.32)Both StambaughndMacquarri@nd Robinsonmistrans-
latethe phraseby renderinghe seconddefinitearticle( ¢ d asartindefiniteone( 6 o ¢ ¢ wfthre eomouenity,
ofap e o @BT8:362.5]p t hisgtorizingof thecommunitypf ap e o BTRI:d36.18]Macquarri@ndRobinson
mistranslatéhe wordsthat precedehis quote[seeFritschel999:268f.{endn. 3}]). Whenl quotein my book from
1999the Englishtranslatiorof He i d e deteenindticrof Geschidhr the first time, | emphasiz¢he indefinite
article( 0 oconmeainitypf a{si¢ p e o p[Frissdh€l1999:13]),addalongnotein whichl point out the mistransla-
tion in both Stambaugland Macquarrieand Robinson explainwith referencdo an elaboratioron the difference
betweerboth kinds of articlesby Rosenzweithe significancef He i d e grigimalwérding (whilethe definite
articlewith Volk is usedby rightiststo excludeanythingand anyoned n eGermam from the GermanVolk [as
Heideggedoesin SeirundZeit{see my Section®-5; seealsoFritsche2016c}],the indefinitearticletransforms
Heideggeinto a multiculturalist’ la Herder),and saythat, from now on, | will quotethe Englishtranslationin a
modifiedform indicatingthroughcurly bracketsny changd ¢ id community of {the} p e o p (Frigséh§l999:
238f.[endn.17]).Whatevepnethinksof my commentsno onecandenythatH e i d e tgxyhasthé definitearti-
cleinfrontof 0 V o | &mktlsatin replacingd awitho { t h d b &liahgehe wordingof SeirundZeitbut rather
to the contraryi with two petwordsof S h e e lisaemydSectionl)i 0 f ue @ o r e t this@igiraldording
from underits mistranslatiom both Englishtrangations.ln myfirst paperon Sheehan, pointout that,in hispaper
on Fayejt is not, asSheeharlaims Fayebut ratherhe himselfwho misquotedd e i d e defingiondf sSeschick
(Fritsche2016:43031;seeSheeha015:379,with n. 40).Nonethelessn Sheeha@016he writeswithoutmention-
ing my first quoteof the Englishtranslatiorof He i d e ghoaseandngy long note andwithout anyfurther com-
mentbut with hyperventilatingalics:0 N o how Fritschechangtmwordingf SZ 384.32at Fritsche 2016:433n. 4
andin Fritsche1999:132.3940;140.1216;21741-218.2and218.242 6 (Skheehal016:517;seealsohisinsertion
0 [ ntbetc ® mm gastodghl hadsmuggledn thecommabetweerd Ge me i nanddda&¥fetl & a499n]
39wherehe,in addition misunderstandssentencef minein Fritsche2016:431),0bviousiyto makereaderdorget
thatl hadpointedoutthatit wasnot Fayebut ratherhewhohadmisquotedH e i d e ghgaser 6 s

For my attitudetowardUS- AmericangSheeha@016:519),seeFritsche1999:334(endn.72),Fritsche2014:2299
(seealsomy footnote23).Hopefully,everyinstructorwouldd h aap & o b (Sheeh@ad016:519)with the student
of CharlesScottandJohnSallisvhom| mention(seeFritsche2012282[endn.14§)i excepperhapsSheehartor,
aswill becomeclear he hasevenlessrespecfor the wordsof a textthanthis studentWhenSheehanealizeghat
his prejudiceabouta word in Heidegged o e ditnadidt he readsin his dictionarieshe just simplydeclaesthat
Heidegeruseghewordin aspecialvay.In the courseof the paper] will adducesomemoreof S h e e hbaundéns
falseallegationg-or someoneavho enjoyedny endnoteslongwith the book,seeBambact2001.
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GeschigHestiny)n A 7 (8. 17[30] presen(5.)my own interpretationof this notion (p. 23[36),

commenton (6.)hiso0 C o dpa26[39]) and(7.)summarizeny first paperon SheehafFritsche
2016 andthe currentone (p. 29 [42]) (In a postscripp. 33 (42)] | inform readersaboutthe

historyof the refusabf Philosopfigdayo publishmy paperjfor the bibliographyseep. 34 [46)

As | shallshow,relyingon aninterpretatiorof A 7thatis asbanalasit is philologicallyandher-
meneuticallyhollyarbitraryandfalse noneof hispointsis valid.Hence hiscritiqueof my book
lacksanyfoundation.

1.The English Translations of the Key Termsin A 7 of Seinund Zeit

Sheehasshouldhavesaid,more preciselythat Fritscheadoptsthe mistranslationsf Macquar-

r i @ndRso b i nEnglishifasslationthe only oneavailabléor mostof thetimel workedon
the book. For, afterpresenting list of twelveterms( Leitisnot6 t i $e@sn6t6 b ed[ & § ,
wiederhoisnot 6 tr @ p eaewe8aésaotd w hhasb e e [SHle@hal016:486f.])he contin-
ues:

Yes,the currentEnglishtranslationgMacquarridrkobinsonand Stambaug®chmidt)do
renderthoseGermantermsasabovebut in so doingtheyhavemisledscholargor over
fifty years(Sheehaf016:487)

Sheehamxplicatshisopinionon threetermsof hislist.

Macquarrieand Robinsonaswell as Stambaugienderii b e r dndUebfeerridsé f @ r un g
handd o waniio hand b wor® t r a d antrigltipsp. In everydayjanguagel b e r -
lieferungmostof the time usedin the sensef Traditioitradition).Any traditonorUb er | i ef e r |
tradieri b e r(transenitstgandsdown)somethingrom onegenerationo the next,andthereis
probaly in Englishno alternativdo 0 h a nd 0o wgndlo t r a d Actordingto. Sheehan,
howeverthistranslatiordo b e ttheiaphi®sophicameaningU b e r in A Zahdelsawheran
He i d ewogkdaesnat meand thandd o whut® tfreeup,to libe r a (SkeeéhéB016:487;
seeSheeha2015a181182).He adduceswo quotesfrom two textsof He i d e fgogn 955 s
In the first, Heideggesaysn the lecturecourseon the principleof reasonn S h e e headeré s

ing:

0 ébecaus®) b e r | is adfréemgupim the senseof liberargéo setsomethingree.As

sucha freeingup, Ub e r | bringbte fightrthg hiddentreasureof dasGewesen 6
(Sheehar2016:488;dasGewsen(epac&heehanhat whichwas/ hasbeen,i.e.,some-
thingin the pastor comingfrom the past;seebelowin thissection,).F.)

Sheehanlaimghat,in A 7 whenusingthevocabularpf U b e r | Heedgerdoesnogmeara
tradition but rather exclusivelyDaseininasmuchas Daseini b e r, thooses@ o f r e &
(Skeehar016:529andoften)a possibilitydo t ht avitl endeavoto live out authenticallyn the

lightof itsradicamo r t aalpdsdibiitythétit takedrom atraditionfromo i&isn hlkee g & e @ d
(Erbe (SheehaB016496;5ee49297,52531;seeSheeha015a17882).Whatevethe phrase

0 a @8l s e wdsgpposedo cover,t is clearthatShebanassumethattherearein Heidegger
usagesfUb er | arig b e rvineraie \wordmean tloi b ewitleottmeaning t hand
down. ¢
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To besure,S h e e lgqunteldoksasthoughHeideggewouldsaythatUb e r | inhgsf e r u n g
senséasonly onemeaningnamelyo t setsomething r etaethe éffectthat,whenoneapplies
thismeaningo A 7 dnemightgettheideathatnot anytraditionbut exclusivelfpaseini ber | i e f e
andthatDaseini b e r, freesapfsenrethinga possibilitythatit hasfoundin atradition.How-
ever thisimpressiors createdhroughthreemishandlingsf the quote.

1) In theyearof 1955 Heideggehadbeenfor morethantwentyyearsengageth hishis-
tory of Being,in whichtheissueof traditionis indeedmportantinasmuclas,with the beginning
of anewepochabodyof literatureandmanyconceptaretransmittedrom the old epochinto
the newone.Sheehaprobablydoesnot wantto saythatHeideggein thatyearat the beginning
of thelastsessiomwf alecturecoursadedicatedo animportanttopicin the historyof Beingall of
asudderreturnsto athemethatwasimportantto him within the frameworkof SeirundZeitand
of hisengagementith NationalSocialismAs a matterof fact,the contextof the quoteshows
without anydoubtthat Heideggers talkinghereabouttraditionandthat, in addition,he distin-
guishesdetweertwo meaningspr modes of tradition. SpeakingboutU b e r s(teahsiatiom),g
he saysthat the translationof a Grundwo(basic/ foundationalword) from one hisbricallan-
guagdnto anothersuchlanguageasfor instanceof the Latin word ratiol 0 n estsinek at i 0 6)
into the Germanword Grund. 0 n o tis vithougGrund )t the beginningof modernity be-
comesanU b e r | to eortieue:u n g

If [theU b e r 1] rigidifiess,a lagacgU b e r 1] camdegenenatingp a burdenanda
handicaplt canbecomethisbecausalegacyU b e r 1] is gehuinelyasitspamesays,
[eigentlichashr Namesagk,a deliveringLieferpin the senseof liberaref liberatingAs a
liberatingalegacyaisexoncealedchesof whathasbeende&aveaehinto thelight of
the day evenif this light is at first only that of a hesitantdawn.That Grunds [s€i the
translatiorof ratiomeango saythat ratichaspasseaverinto GrundDieratiohatsichn
derGrundi b e 1], alegadye b ¢ r |] which @readyeagyon speakswith a double
sense(Heideger1991:102= Heidegged997:153;0 s emigldt betterbe translateds
0 s hbael literallytranslatedthe subordinatealausereadsoratiohasdeliveredtself/
handeddownitself/ transmittedtselfinto/ asthe Grunjl

The abstrachounU b e r | darebé usadin twgways for the thing handeddown or handing
itself down (say fairy talesor, in this casethe body of Romanand Medieval atin literature)or
for the activitiesof the individualghroughwhichtheyhanddownthatthing (thetellingof fairy
talesor, in this casethe translatingf the translators)in the lastsentencetieidegyerdefinitely
meanghe former,sinceit is ratian the Latin literatureandnot the translatingf the translators
thattransmitstselfinto the GrundThereforehewill meanin the entirepassagthe traditionand
not the translatorsHowever evenif he mainlyor exclusivelyneanghe translatinghe will cer-
tainlynot saythattheymadea resolutedecisionn the sensef SeinundZeitbut ratherthat they
understoodheirwork asthe handingdownof abodyof literaturefrom onelanguageto anoth-
er oneandfrom the pastandpresentnto the future. Thus, he is talkinghereabouta tradition
andhowit istransnitted or transmitstself(viathe translatorsandnot aboutfreeingup possibil-
itiesinS h e e Bease.0 s

In addition heis talkingabouttwo meaningspr modespf traditionandnot justone,for
he distinguishebetweera modein whichtheU b e r rgigidifiesamda modein whichit liber-
atesThereforeto liberatds by no meanghe oneandonlymeaningf U b e r | buteodilyéparti n g
of) the meaningof one of its two modes.What, then, is the meaningof Ub er | foe f er un
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Heidegger®iost certainy, asfor everyoneelse,06 t handdown/ transmit/ deliversomething

for/ tos o me o tempvesomethingrom somewheréo somewherelsefor/ tos o meone 6
as,in the caseof the Latin literaturefrom Latininto Germanandfrom thereadersn the Middle
Agesto / for thosein thefuture.Thus,anU b e r | hoth ds@traditionthattransmitstselfand

asthe activityof thetransmitter®f thattraditionhandsdownsomethingandwithoutdoingsoit
canneitherliberatenor rigidify something.

2) In hisquoteitself,Sheehahasleft outthephrasep g e n uasits ames a ywdhicho
hasthe effectthat readersrepreventedrom gettingthe ideathat Heideggemighttalk in the
quoteitselfandits contextof severameaningsr modesof U b earung e f

3)In contrasto Lilly ( odae | i v Sheehafesélytranslateiefermamelyaso f r e e i n g
u p Heddeggecertainlydoesnot saythatliefermeansiothingbut freeingup, liberation Rather,
he will, asanyoneelse saythat liderrmeans d delivers o me t ¢r 6 hhgnaloversomething
to s 0 me oasamytraditionor anyLieferuraf a pieceof furnitureor a pizzathat onehador-
deredliefer{deliverssomethingo someoneLieferms justanothereverydaynamefor t b e, ge b e n
a u s h ainkde rgteidedivierdorhandover,to handdown, etc.)andassuchmeansan act of
movingsomethindgrom somewher& somewherelseln additioninH e i d e gpipienit ¢éas
happenin the caseof traditionsthat the Liefeungs a liberation.Furthermore he believeghat
somemedievalatin usage®f liberarandtheir Germantranslationsaslieferentitieoneto say
that the genuinemeaningf the Germanword lieferis, or was,0 tloi b e(asane carnseeal-
readyin the pertinentdictionaris, without beingin needto readthe textstheyreferto, in the
sensef 0 t poinctuallyhandoverto A somethinghatoneowesA, wagedo o n eefmoyees,
interestto 0 n eci@ditor,taxesto the churchor the landowneregtc.;i.e.,in a meaninghat hes
nothingto dowith S h e e IDaseirdrexeingup a possibility)In brief, he distinguishebetween
severameaning®r modesof lidgerrandprivilege®ne of them,but eachof thesemeaningss, or
impliesanactof handingoveror down.

S h e e hhadmissandlindhasthe sameeffectasthe secondandthe first one,namely
to preventreaderdrom realizinghatnot onlyin the contextof the quote,but evenin the quote
itselfHeideggetalksaboutseveraimodesof U b e r |. Biecéakthreemishandlingareneces-
saryand sufficientfor keepingreaderdn the beliefthat Heideggeis talking aboutonly one
meaningit seemainlikelythat Sheehamishandledhe quoteinadvertentlyThus,asin the case
of hissillyallegatiorthat| maintainthat HeideggecopiedH i t IMeinK@ngpéndasin numer-
ousothercasesnostcertainlyreadersvill haveto live with the shockingruth thatthe professor
atthe Departmenfor ReligiousStudiesat StanfordUniversityand,by courtesyprofessorat the
Departmentof Philosophyat the sameinstitution, ThomasShe&an, deliberatelyiolatesthe
basicgprotocolof anyacademigvork anddeliberatelgheatsor, ashe chargegayewith (Sheehan
2015),commitsfrauds.To be sure,Heideggedoesuseone meaningof Ub e r | buthi® r un g,
meanings not, asSheehamasit, 0 f r euepiliut ather,asanyother nativeGermanspeaker
understandtheword,0 h a n dowmtransmittingd e | i v la additrorghe dbesnot usejust
onemeaningf U b eferlinmut ratherdevelopswo meaningsr modesnamelya handingdown
thatrigidifiesandonethatliberateskFurthermorethe generaimeaninghatheemployss usedoy
commonparlanceaswell asby him for traditionsand not, as Sheeharhasit, exclsivelyfor
D a s eresnldteslecisionin the senseof his understandingf SeirundZeit In sum,Sheehan
turnsthe meaningaswell asthe referencef U b e r | upsidedewniSrh e e Isexondsote
andits contextshowthe same Thus, his examplesl o trbéarout hisclaimthatUb er | inef er u |
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Heideggemeansmore or lessoften 0 t feee u p Without meaningd t handd o w (Stheehan
2016487).

In addition,in 1955Heideggeexplainghe secondnode,obviouslybecauséeis aware
thatreadersv o nb@ that familiarwith U b e r | dslidbdrazandtimsgs whathe normallydoes
whenhe usesan establishedord in anunusuameaningNow, outsideof the chapteron histo-
ricity Heideggeemploysi b e r dndUebfeer rl i ®efruadZeitaxajusivelyn the usualmean-
ingofo hand o waré t r a dTogiveafewexampleghewordoccursfor thefirst time
iNnA 20:F u r t h the avesagegagueunderstandingf beingcanbe permeatedby traditional
[0 b e r ] theeriesand dpiaionsaboutbeing[é | BTS:4 = SZ:6). The nounfollowsjusta
few pagedater:0 | the historicaland humanistiaisciplineshe drive towardhistoricalactuality
itself hasbeenstrengthenedy the transmissiomndportrayalof t r a d i(BTM:@ r SA4 10;
or, 0 btietradition/ transmissiomndits presentatiomndtradition[durch) b e r | undddremr u n g
DarstellunmdTradition BTM: 8 = SZ:10).Probablyp | b e r | iceversherathings@uch
asthe oraltransmissionf, sayfairytalesp d e D @ n s t ehledollectinmg@ndpublishing)pf
thesefairy talesby the Grimm brothersando T r a d thelateoreprintsof the collectionbut
0! b e r u nngdhtalsomeanthe collectingtself.In the lattercaselJ b e r | mighfhave u n g
anaspecbf S h e e 1o & n @spiivasmuclasthe collectinghandsdown/ overthefairytales
to the publicandthusbringsto the attentionof peoplesomethinghattheyhaveignoredup to
thatpoint. Howeverijt is clearthatevenin thatcaseéhewordis selfevidentlyussdwith regardo
processesr activitief handingdownsomethingo someonendnot with regardo choicesn
S h e e lsemsemdthat the fairy talescouldnot be 6 f r & fdlr the public,or the Grimm
brotherscouldnot 6 f rtheneu p for the public(or themselves)yithoutthatthefairytaleswere
handeddownto the public(or to the Grimm brothers).

Heideggehastreatedthe problemof U b e r | alreaflye Beinumdyeit in the famous
A 60T heTaskofa DestructifDestruktion]of the Historyof On t o | (BT¢yld= SZ:19;re-
placementf dDestructuringith oDestructi@is mine,J.F.).Heideggewritesin thissection:

The tradition [Traditionthat herebygainsdominancenakeswhatit 0 t r a n [sibb et rs 6
gibd Folittle accessiblthatinitiallyandfor the mostpartit coverst overinsteadWhat
hasbeenhandeddown [dadJ b konmerjét handsoverto obviousnesst barsaccesso
thoseoriginaldo we | | soptofiwhichtheétraditionalli b e r ] categbrieandcenn
ceptswerein partgenuinelylrawn.Thetraditionevenmakesisforgetsucha provenance
altogethertfBTS:19= SZ:21)

U b e r ik heedeléevidentlyusedin the senseof 0 h a ndbwndrom one generatiorio the

n e xlh addition,Heideggeuseshe word for a casethatis the oppositeof the onefor which
Sheehaneserveshe word, for Heideggeusest herefor arigidifyingU b e r |, oneifi vehichu n g
thetraditiondoesnot liberatebut ratherproduce® ¢ o n ¢ e a(BTEROF tS&: ). Thusthe
taskof

the destructipbestruktion]of the traditional[l b e r ] dorgehtefrahcemontology
whichis to be carriedout alongthe guidelinehequestiarfbeingrhisdestructions based

uponthe originalexperiencem whichthe first andsubsequentiguidingdeterminations

of beingweregained(BTS:20= SZ:22;seeBTS:23= SZ:26;replacemerafo0 d e st r u c -
tur withgd e st riamine d.Foyn o
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This quote,too, showsthat Heideggeusesalreadyin SeirundZeitU b eferunfjiieb e rihthee f e r n
samewayasin S h e e lguntefdra 1955.Themeaningf U b e r i$ noteaSbaehahasit, a
liberationwithoutanyhandingdownbut rathera handingdown,andin the caseof traditionsthis
handingdown cantaketwo forms,arigidifyinganda liberatingone.In the chapteron historicity
itselfHeideggeat no point indicatesin contrasto the quotefrom 1955 that he would employ
thesewordsin anunusuaivay.Thus,it is unavoidablalsoin BeingndTlimeo translatehemas

0 h a nd o wigahdprobablejf not unavoidabletp assuméehatU b e r | is adsirely 7idn g

the first placea matterof the traditionandnot of Daseinchoosinga possibilityfrom the tradi-

tion.

How doesHeideggeusedasGewesef(Efe word is the nounto the perfectparticiple
(gewelenthe verbseino t boe andthusrefersto somethingn the past,asit clearlydoesin the
aboveHeideggeguotefrom 1955andin everydayanguagé 0 Y e s thewealtlewas/ has
been[war istgevgehb e a u toil t&@eédih mindeverythinghatwas/ hasbeenyesterdajalles,
waglestegewessh ,0 & v e r thatwas/ nhgsbeenyesterdajAllesgeste@ewesendll never
bef o r g o HeneeMacquparriandRobinsoraswellasStambaughendergewesandrelaed
words,with phrasegontainingd h a wieregn @b e endicatingthe past,andthereseemso
be no viablealternative Accordingto Sheban, however,n doing so they mistranslatehese
words.In the lasteightlinesof a shortparagraplof 14 linesin, asSheehahimselfpointsout,
the o p i v (Bheaha®016:491)A 6 & SeirundZeit Heidegler threetimesusesgewesand
twice GewesamnddetermineSewaerasD a s ed eni 6gs & wesieaschonw a r(Za325f.=
D a s ed onwnsndhsittalwayslreadyw a shati$,itsé h a b ie o Gedivese(BI S:299=
0 i awsmostd atwlreadyw afstbat is to say,its 6 b e[semdG e W} efBTM:N373]).Even
thoughHeidegerusesherewholly naturallythe imperfecttenseto explicatehe perfect tenseof
Geweseartcordindo Sheehathisphrase

refersnotto D a s epastirfasysensdut to its existentiahheadnesis Z u ktigkeibr
futurity.(Sheehaf016:491;seeSheeha015a171173)

All-knowing Sheehans surethat it neveroccurredto me, afterallano e x pneArti st ot | e 6
(SheehaB016490)thatH e i d e detpreninadicof Gewesmsareferencéo Ar i s matianl e 6 s
of U U a3 Us Sheeha016:490f.;0 t hveatwasto-b e faccordingo Sheeharthis literal
translations, of coursea falsetranslationSheeha@015a171)],e.g.0 t hvileatwasit for ahu-
manbeingto beahumanb e i n ldo%evgr.especiallyf thisis the caseSheb a rclaimis as
incomprehensiblasthe one concerning) b e r |. Aleddygatthe angl of the very paragraph

itself, Heideggeemployshe abstrachoun Gewesenfi8i:326= BTS:299[ 0 h abve enngd |
BTM: 373[ 0 Tdmaracteof havingb e e naddh¢ doesso clearlyasthe abstractnoun to
gewesamd GewesdBewesenhaitvever Heideggeusesn A 6iGelfandelsewherasthe tech-
nicaltermfor thatecstasyf the primordialtemporalitywhich correspond$o whattraditionally
hasbeencalledthe past(e.g.,0 F u t[Zukueft havingbeen[Gewesenheihd presenfGegen-

wart [5Z:328= BTS:302= BTM: 377).Otherthanthat,he hasalwaysisedGewesenbatiy for

a pastthat claimsto reoccurandcan,andshall,do so (seeFritsche1999:28485 [endn.57] or
Heideger1998:100118). Thus,HeideggeusesgeweseasGewesenéa)d Gewesenhéiaysn
thewayit is alwaysisedin everydajanguagajamelyto referto somepastor somethingn the
pastandnot to anyfuture.
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Finally,Macquarri@nd RobinsonrenderWiederholuamgd wiederholerA 7 (8Z:385.19
386.26= BTS:352.28353.19= BTM:437.12438.21ps0 r e p e andat troe p éSsaintiaugh
haso r e t r dnel \adodttheir translationalsobecausen Germanthe noun Wiederholusg
mostof thetime,if not alwaysusedn thesens®f 0 r e p e tAdcardingmSheehamowever,
this is a mistranslationfor ever sinceRi ¢ h a rbdak édramd 1963 scholarsknow that
He i d e giederinoB®rsloserto 0 t foe t in thedsenseof 0 t gw gets o0 me b andhenke
shoudl be translatedaso r e t roi cerveat| (8hehan2046:489f.;seeSheehar2015a183).
Sheehamloesnot mentionthat, right at the beginningof my discussiorof this issue| quote
Macquarri@ndRobinsornwho, in a note,saythe samething asRichardondoes(Fritschel 999:
15f.),and| discusshis suggestiorin addition,| d o nn@etfrom the word Wiederholutsglfbut
ratherfrom my interpretatiorof SZ:385.24386.9(= BTS:352.29853.5= BTM: 437.18438.7)
thatHeideggeistalkingin A 7ot therepetitionof the havingbeenof the Germancommunityof

the people(seemy nextsections)Furthermore Americaninterpretersiormallyignorethato t o

f e t isnotdolen.. wieddyut simplyholerandholen.. wieden thesensef 0 tfoe t veohldbe
0 t fetchb a c th retéevefor onesellsomethinghat one hadhadat somepoint but thenhad
lostor givenaway(thus,thec h i | derseopn@i syasamift) is given(asa gift), wiederhoJand

not justholenl.F.] is theft [Gescheng&tgeschenkiederhoistgestohleh Tthéreforep tfoe tas h 6

a translationpr explicationpf WiederholusagimplywrongwhetherWiederholuisgisedin the

sensef arepetitionor of holen.. wieden addition,evenwiederholarihe sensef holen.. wied-
erof 0 tfetchb a c ikarepetitionnamelythe repetitionof, or thereturnto, the statein which

onehadalreadyhadthe item that onefetchesback,0 r e p e inthésersedf® b r i bagk
(to life) somehingthathadd i s a p pasopposediodsay,singingwithout a breakthe same
songover andover again(seeFritschel999:7-28, 37-68, 83f., 134f.,173f.,32%31 [n. 70],and

often). In sum,Sheehaiis wrong (andh a sleathédanythingin thesematterssincehe began
readingRichardsord s o fiftg yearsa g ¢Steehar2015aXl]). For, one must not translate
Wiederholuasp r e t rbutrathesasdd epet i ti on. 6

2. The temporal Trajectory, the main Actor and the key Termsin A 7 of Seinund Zeit

Regrdingall threenotionsdiscusseth the precedingection Sheehamakeshe samemistake,
namelyto claimalaterphasegr activity,asthe exclusiveontentof the notion. A Geveenheaisa
pastthatshallreoccurdoesindeedapproachusfrom out of the future,or is our futurity, but only
becausd is a pastthat callsupon usto re-realizeit in the future. Similarlya traditionor U b e
lieferuigandsdown possibilitieso DaseinandenablePaseinto takethemover.Sheehaoes
not giveanyexampleof D a s efrieeingup of a possibilitythatit takesfrom somewherenamely
from atradition.If he hadthoughtaboutjustone,hewouldhavequicklyrealizedhat suchfree-
ing up is impossiblewithout an activity of movingsomethingrom hereto there,for Dasein
moveghis possibilityfrom somewhereahetradition,whereit belongedo someonelseor to no
oneinto its owndomainandfrom the pastor preseninto thefuture. Thereforenot only atradi-

4 Asl| pointedout, the Englishprefix re functionsdifferentlyfrom the waythe Latinre andthe Germanwiededo
(Fritschel999:28586 [endn.58], 33435 [endn.72]). Seesomequotesfrom this contextin Sheeharf2016:490n.
18).Anxiousthat they misswhatseemso bethe pett o fthis philosophicereligiouscareerSheehartranslates
for the readersSt. Au g u s tvivene®i@esdo 0 6 ha v te dSheela® @l 6:496]) and lengthilyreferenceshe
guote.Otherthanthat,he constantlypoastsvith untranslateébreigrlanguagehrases$utis obviouslycluelesgven
in thefaceof alittle bit of amateuriskinguisticcoffeetabletalk.
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tion andthe activityof transmittinga tradiion but evenS h e e laaityoisfreeingup is, or
implies,anactof handingdown somethingandit is simplyimpossibldo cleans&J b e r | df e f er ut
the aspeciof handingdown. Sheehambviouslydoesnot noticethat, both in the caseof the
Heideggequotesfrom 1955andin the contextof A 7 of SeinundZeit,U b e r | dsahfinglingu n g
down accountseasilyfor the aspecthat he labelso f r eupd Bvegyoneunderstandsvithout
anythoughtthe phrasethat a tradition G b e r (handsdovenj pbssibilitiedor Daseinto take
over,andeveryoneequallyeasilyunderstandehenone describeghe activityof Daseinthathas
beenmadepossibldy the work of the traditionby sayingasHeideggedoesin this context(SZ:
385;BTS:360),thatDaseini b e r(handedbwa takesover)apossibilityto / for itself.If one
likes,onecancertainlyjtabelthis activityandthe oneof thetraditionanactof freeingup possibili-
ties.Howeveronemustnot ignore,asSheehanoes thatthis freeingup would not be possible
without a traditionanda Daseinhandingdown possibilitiesn the senseof carryingthemfrom
somewheréo somewherelse As to Wiederhotyit is the sameaswith Gewesenhg&ipastthat
displaygepeatabl@ossibilitieenablePaseinto repeator fetch back,thesepossibilitiesand
withoutsucha pastDaseirwouldnot beableto do so.

As will becomeclearin the followingsectionstegardingschicks@hte)andGechicKdes-
tiny), Sheehamakeghe samanmistaketo declarehe lastphasepr the activityof Daseinhaving
beenmadepossibleby somethingelseprecedingt, asthe exclusivecontentof the notion.
Throughthis consistenyl repeatednistakean exemplangubjectivistnisreadingf Seirundzeit
andof Germarwords,Sheehagstablishethe individualsasthe only actorsin A 7 ahdasthose
who individuallyfreelyforgetheirindividualfatesandcollectivelyheircommondeginy. Despite
his clamorthat MacquarrieRobinsonandStambaughaved mi sdhaaddor overfityy e ar s 6
(Sheehar2016:487)and despitethe seemingdf deepd o r i g ithat 8Heéhamyeatesn his
book MakingSenseHeidegghis readingof A 7ig, asl alreadypointedout (Fritsche2016:431),
justafurtherexamplef whatl labelledhed A me r interpratadiorof authentidaseinwhich
onefindsalreadyn the early1990sn BirminghamCaputo Fynsk,Guignon,andotherswhose
interpretation in all their differencesharethe commondenominatorof turningHe i degger 0 ¢
0 G e r maatiadnaf 8chicksahdGeschickpsidedownandpresentingndividualDaseinasthe
creatorof its Schicks@d.g.Caputoo D a sgweadtselfaf a {Fet€chel®9:283f.{n. 51}]), the
postmoderrversionof the proverbialAmericarselfmademanwho takeshis fateresolutelynto
his own hands.In addition,with the exceptiorof S h e e klaimrégardingsewesdahgeseau-
thorsmake with no or hardlyanydiscussin, similarlywrongclaimsconcerninghe meaningpf
the wordsin A 7 (deethe summaryFritsche1999:20®15 andthe indexof names)In brief, to
renderasSheehadoes0 | b e r | iasdf eexr cul nDgadé eaetitrityos freeingu p 0 Ge-we
sen(e$)asoexclusivelD a s efi intdwsorio IS h & andéos@d soc aisb e k 6 | mg/i vel y
our forging,freelyandby myself/ ourselvespf my/ ourf u t is asgaddassayinghatsince
sunlightmakest possiblgor plantsto grow, sunlightis by definitionnothing but the growth of
plantsor thatsincestarsareavailabldéor navigationstarsareessentiallgothingbut navigation.

Both Sheehamand| regardA 7 a&,in hiswords,0 t Bngphaticlimaxof BeingndTimé
(Sheehar2015:381) as a whole (seeFritsche1999:2967, 27479 [endn.25]; more concisely
Fritsche2012:25866, Fritsche2014:57-70),but our interpretationsf that sectioncould hardly
differ more.For him, the actorsarethe individualsanda communityplaysonly a passiveole
while,for me,the communityturnsout to be the mainplayerln addition,for him the pastoc-
cursonly asapool out of whichDaseinfreelychoose®neor the otherpossibilitywhile,for me,
the pastcommunityasthe main playerclaimsto be re-realized(seeSheban 2016:492497).
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Thus,we seedifferenttemporalrajectoriesn whichfor methe past,for Sheehaandthe entire
AmericannterpretationhoweverthefuturehasprimacyAs Sheehaputsit:

Oblivious of the fundamentapatternthat Heideggehad laid out in A A 4irl which
Heideggeusesnoneof the threetermspresentedn my precedingsectionJ.F.] and65
andthathebuildsonin A 7 Britschemakesesolvento its exactoppositelt is no longer
amatterof confrontingo n emdrtalfuturendreturningto the presetd freeup anavail-
ablepossibilityInstead Fritscheclaimsthat Heideggeot a f ftheprimacyof thep a st 0
[inasmuclasDestinyappeal$o Daseinfo stefpackronthefuturg¢ ¢é tp[thepasiin order

to pressforwardinto thepresento 0 r e p[ eéa pudeVolksgemeinsctifitehaf016:
498f.)

As to the threetermsfrom my precedingsectiongeweseccursfive timesin A 7 Bei-
deggetalksof 0 deinthatasfuturalisequiprimordidigvingbeen][ g | e i ¢ hchgewespnd, n g
(SZ:385= BTS:352).0 Eq u i p r isind 6a@hdeiséwheréleideg e tedndor the equi-
primordialityof the threeecstasiesf primordialtemporality(SZ:329= BTS:302),with Gewesen-
heitaswaspointedout, asthetechnicatermfor whattraditionalljhasbeencalledhe pastIn the
nextparagraplhe sayghatthe repetitionthat Daseinperformsis the movebackto 0 t possibil-
itiesof the Da-seinthathasbeen[deslagewesddaseirjs (5Z:385= BTS:352);that Daseinper-
formstherepetitiond oafpossibilitthathasbeen[geweseBexi st e nz @oO.3PI=iBCh k e i t
352);andthat this repetitiond od possibilitythat hasbeen[einegeweseMed g | ] didtlkses t
0 t Paeseinthathasbeenthere[daslagewedeasein (5Z:385= BTS:352)in acertainway.In
all four of thesequotesit is not the repeatingdaseinbut ratherthe possibilitythat this Dasein
chooseghat is calledgewesand which is in the pastor comesfrom it. In hisdo Se nthye nc e
Sentencdnalytc OutlineandParaphrasti€ r a n s [(ShaehaB01652531)of A 7 daking
the samemistakeasthe oneregarding) b e r | dnette etheoworgs,Sheehamendershese
wordsin the spirit of the Americaninterpretationarbitrarilyand falselyaso a &dyaev ai | ab | e €
(Sheban2016:529)andaddsa notein which he tacitlyacknowledgethat Heideggeuseshere
gevesdor the pastandnot, asin S h e e lgemeraklaim,the future (Sheeha016:529n. 100;
comparevith 530n. 103).

In a summarytowardthe endof A 7 Heideggeattributesto 0Gewesenhéied u ni q u e
priorityof whatish i s t qBT$:352=IB®M:438[ 0 p e c puivilegedrositignin the histor-

i c &ISH:386] 0 ei g e nYogangimn @ehseanh i ¢ hdr $ayshahtreed 6 ¢ ¢ ceofr e n
authentichistory hasits weightin havingbeen[GewesenheaiBTS:353= SZ: 386f.).In other
words,in historicityGewesenheitinot,asSheehaandthed A me r interaretadionn general
hasit, thefutureor the presentsthedominantdimersion.ln hiso S e n thyeSerteacAnalytic
Outline and Paraphrastid r a n s loflA 7 &heebarexplicitly admitsthat Heideggemuses
Gewesenlneite 0 i its traditionalsenseof whathasbeerandstilkiso p e r a($heehas2016:
530n. 103).Thus,in the entireA 7 Heideggeusesgewesarits everydayisageo characteriza
pastandnot D a s efuturity. Sheehawnloesnot commenton what,for him only andnot even

for the otherpromotersof thed A me r interpretafiorof A 7 i$ gninconsistencgetweerthis
sectionand A 6 dn the part of Heideggewith regardto one of his life-long pet notions,and
Sheehadoesnot explaireitherin what,accordindo hisinterpretationthe priority of Gewesenheit
in the historicakonsistsindeedit is difficultfor him inasmuclas,accordingotheo Amer i cané
interpretationDaseinmovesbetweerthe future andthe presentand usesthe pastin principle

just asa pool of possibilitiesnone of which hasanyobligatoryforce for Dasein(seeFritsche
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1999:7813 20015,andpassim)By contrastaccordingo my interpretationsuchsentenceare
averyappropriatsummary.

Onehashereastrikingexampleof S h e e lalsurdiesmeneuticarrogancer incom-
petencehe predicatesisinterpretatiorof A 7 oh the assumptionhat,in A 7 Heideggemakes
Daseirenacta notion of Gewesenttgt fliesflatly in the faceof the wayGermansisethatword
and which Heideggehas,Sheehammssumegresentedn a very short passagén A 6 &ndhe
acknowledgeat the sametime that,in A 7 HeideggeusesGewesenirethe oppositemeaning,
the one everyonas familiarwith. Probably Sheehanvill admitaswell that everywherelsein
SeinundZeit includingA 6iGelf, HeideggeusesGewesenieihe meaningamiliarto everyone.
Thus,he maintainghat,in SeirundZeit HeideggeusesGaveenhdiequentlyandthathe doesso
alwaysn the meaningamiliarto everyoneexcepioncewhereheusest in ameaninghatis the
preciseoppositeof the usualonewithoutindicatingthis in anyway.Still, accordingo Sheehan,
thismeanings operativen A 7(dndalreadyn H e i d e djsgussiodf sesolutenesandthe call
of consciencgSheehar2015a:158178]) eventhough in that section,too, Heideggermses
Gewesenhrethe wayfamiliarto everyoné.

It addsto the incomprehensibilityf his claimthat,asthe interpretationsf Birmingham,
Caputo Fynsk,Guignon,andothersshow,the® A me r interpretadiorof A 7 dbesnot need
S h e e hradergiasdingf the term Gewesenferitdhed i dnediltb makeanyadoaboutthe
otherwordseither.Perhap, he felt the needto groundthe notion of historicityin the structure
of care(Sorgdetterthan,hethought,Heideggehimselfhaddone.In the processhe completely
cleansedi e i d e ggabutaosits 0 G e r maamtenttdok out a certainwit that one can
find in somevariantof thed A me r interpretabionandremovedmotifsin othersthat could
still,in away,remindoneof the politicalandculturalconflictsatH e i d e tyng @ whickwere
the philosophicahndpoliticaloptionspursuedy leftistsor otherantipodeof Heideggersuch
asWalterBenjaminseethe summaryFritschel999:20015 andthe indexof names)The result
is an unsurpassablyoringinterpretatiorof 60 t bnephaticc | | nf@heeba015:381)of Sein
undZeit Indeed it canhappenthat, in the courseof someexistentiatrisis( 6 c o n f o roend@ g
mortalfuturé [Sheeha2016:498]),onethinksaboutwhatonehasbeendoingall thetime( 6 r e -
turningto the presenfSheeha016:498]),andgivesup o n gob t® engagén anactivitywhich
one got to know in onewayor the other( 0 freeup anavailablep 0 s s i [BHedhar0}6:6
498]).No oneneedgearf studyingHeideggeto comeup with sucha banalitythatlookslike a
deepinsightonly if oneis obsessedith finitudeandmortalityandentertaing caricaturef the
notionof themodernsubject.

Accordingto Sheeharl) b e r | is perfoenedaxclugivelpy Daseinthe actof freeing
up anavailablgossibilitySheeha016:48%489).By contrastfor meit is,asin the Heidegger
guotesfrom 1955andin everydayanguagen thefirst placethe past.l developthe first stepof
thisU b e r | in aninterpretatiaqgof the paragrapin whichU b e r bccuesbrehe fivst time
in A 7ahdwhosemainactoris, in my view,somethinghatdefinitelycomedrom the pastname-
ly Erbg(legacyheritagefSZ:383.31384.14= BTS:351.13832= BTM: 435.1837)(Fritschel999:

5 In contrasto me,adherentsf thed A me r interpratadiorhaveto explairvhy Heideggeconfinesherepeat
ablepossibilitieso thosecomingfrom the pastwhyheissoo ¢ r i df theTady,andwhy Daseincannotinvent
possibilitiesHowevertheyignorethesessues.

6 Foramorerecentreatmenpf Ar i s tationbf @0 dhanthe onesSheehaadduce$Sheehal016:
491n. 22),seeFritschel 997 whichcouldhelpSheehato curehimselfof hismirageregardingsewesenheit

7 Seealsomyfootnotel16.
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47-65;in the spiritof thed A me r interpretadiorStambaugkurnsthe decisivesentenceip-
sidedown[Fritschel999263{endn.32}). Sheehaignoreghispart.

He rathertargetamy interpretation®f the passagen the communityof the peopleand
destiny(SZ:384.29884.38= BTS:352.210= BTM: 436.1423) andof the one on Wiederholung
(repeition) (SZ:385.24386.9= BTS:352.34353.5= BTM: 437.22438.7)1 infer my interpreta-
tion of the repetitionof the communityof the peoplefrom both of themand,in the final step,
from the lasttwo sentencesf the passagen Wiederholutige oneson erwideandWiderrufSZ:
386.46 = BTS:352.42353.3[ resporaland odisavowiak BTM: 438.14 [ reciprocatigmind@r
andodisavowal whosedecisivamportancd havestressedrom the beginning Fritschel999:
IXf.) andwhich| discusswith even morethanthe notoriousGermanGr U n d (thorough e i t
ness)Fritschel999:7-28,65-67,83f.,134f.,173f.,32%#31 [endn.70],and often) becausé¢ was
awarethat in particularthe mistranslatiorof the first of thesetwo sentencegwhich Sheehan
adops [Sheeha015a180n. 89])wasanexpressioof thed A me r interpretadiorof histo-
ricity andstronglyreinforcedt (for a particularlystrikingconfirmationjn additionto the authors
| discussn Fritschel 999 seeFritsche2012276[n. 21]).

The first passagé treatmorein detailin my nextsectionsAs to the secondSheehan
claimsasalwaysvithoutanydiscussionthat my mistranslatioof Wiederholyngpetition)eads
to

the utterly bizarremeaning[Fritsche]hasto torture out of erwdern Erwiderurag SZ
386.46 = BTM 438.14 (submittingto FateandDestiny!)to getthemto danceto the
choreographgf hisd D r afrHestoricalD a s g$heehai016490)

He shouldbe alertedhat,in anarticleon the questiorof HeideggeandNational Socialisnin a
handbookon Heidegge(thatis, in a genrein which one is not supposedo developdo f ancy 6
thoughtsbut to presenthe stateof the debateandreliablenformation),oneof the two or three

major authoritieson Heideggelin contemporar Germany,Dieter T h o na®native German
speakeandin nowayao f ookthiethinker,refersonceto mybookii preciselyo myinterpreta-

tion of erwideto reject,asl haddone,whatl hadlabelledhed A me r interpretadiorof A 7 4
(Thont 2003:14546)

3. Gemeinschaf{fCommunity) in Seinund Zeit

Sheehaglaimsthat my interpretatiorof A 7 igwrongbecausghe notion of communityoccurs
only in this section(Sheeha2016:493)and becauséieideggeshowsin it 0 h owme can[ € ]
forge a commatestiny,a Geschigk (Sheehar2015:381).Both claimsare false.In his lecture
coursefrom the summerof 1925,in the chapterthat correspondso the oneon beingwith-one
anotherandthe Theyin SeirundZeitHeideggesaysexplicitlythat on the basisof beingwith-
oneanotherin the world Daseino ¢ aeavelopthe variouspossibilitieof community[Gemein-
schgfaswellasof societyGesellschafHeidegget 992:241).As a matterof fact, relyingon the
sectionsdeforeandanticipatingsomepointsfrom A 2 Reideggejust summarizem A 2i6 his
own vernaculaand a variationof H e g evdcadbslaryne strand,the more radicalone,in the
literatureon communityand society namelythat, historicallythe premoderncommunitiesthe
historicallyfirst mode of beingwith-oneanother,werepushedasideby liberalismthe second
modeof beingwith-oneanother,andthat, asby no meansall of the then communitarianss-
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sumedthe socialdemocratiavelfarestate the third mode,is justanintensificatiorof liberalism.
At the sameime,Heideggedevelops fourth modeof beingwith-oneanotherthe anticipation
of a rightist revolution(seefor A 2 Fritsche1999:274279 [endn.25], Fritsche2012:25861,
Fritsche2014:60-64).FurthermoreHeideggeclains thatthe vulgarunderstandingf the call of
conscienceterpretst asthe voiceof universateasonandhe presentssthis vulgarinterpreta-
tion of the callof consciencatheoryof modernsocietythatwasalsocommonplace thelitera-
ture on comnunity andsocietypnamelythatmodernsocietiesrebasedn arithmeticajusticé
the justiceof businessactivitiesand businesexchangés and institutionalizedprocedureof
discussiomsopposedo the proportionaljusticein communitieg T ° nIP57d8=T° nni e s
1979:163,Fritsche2012:264f.[endn.33, Fritsche2014:66-68).As a matterof fact,theissueof
communityand societyevendetermineshe whole structure or choreographyof SeirundZeit
with its culminatiorin the scriptfor arightig revolutionin A 7 (deeFritschel999:229-67,27479
[endn.25];moreconciselyritsche201225866, Fritsche201457-70)2

Heideggealsoadoptsthe thenusualcharacterizationd communityandsociety Schéer
talkedof the 0 p r i mfcsunpniate®Summenprifjzi@sthe principleof modernthinking ac-
cordingto whichsocietyandeverythinglseis nothingmorethanthe meresumof its partsand
thusdependenbn themanddeterminedy them.Accordingto Schelerthis doesindeedhold
for societybut not for organism&ndcommunitiesEachorganismandeachcommunityis a to-
talitythathasalife of its ownandorganizesanddeterminests parts,eachof whichhasits exist-
enceand peculiarcharactefrom the totality of the organismor community.Scheledevelops
wordily how societyemergedvhen,in modernity,the integratingpowersof communitywere
weakenedby the risingindividualisnor egotism(seethe long quoteFritsche1999:113f.).This
distinctionbetweersocietyandcommunitywascommonpaceamongthe thencommunitarians.
In the classidbook on the issue,GemeinschaftiGesellsch@bmmunigndSocigtyrom 1837,
Ferdinandl ° n nekpeessethe samedeawhenhe saysfor instancethat a societyis 0 ane-
chanicahggregatandartifa ¢ ¢ © °© n 19578%= T ° n nlbB7®:4),a0 m e qo-existencef
personsndependentf eachother [bl®edNebeneinandareinandeabingigdtersorie T° nni e s
1957:34=T ° n nlPR7®:4; replacementf 0 p e o pvithéd P& r ssanins, HF.); tha are
0 n eskentiallpoundtogether obligatedo eachother[wesentliotrbundebut essentiallgepa-
ratedfrom eacho t h € T ® n 1079684, to be addedbefored H o w e[véelnitingf act or s 6
[ T° n1957658);noneof whomgrantsthe othersomehing,or doessomethindor the other,
unlesshe getsbackin returnanequivalenor more( T ° n1057865%= T ° n nlB78:34);and
amongstvhomo h o s tarehaturtalanéosly veiledand,for thatreason| € freakoute asi | y o
( T° nidbb7d & trarslationchanged).F.]= T °© n nlB78:343)becaussocietyis a matter
ofbegot { $¢ nI®B/R8S=T ° n nlD78:852)individualsi.e.,persons in brief,soci-
etyis 0 me ralstragteasonthatreasonn whicheveryrationalbeingquadefiniion partakes,
inasmuctlasthis abstracteasoris conceivedo bewillinganda c t { M & @X957F1s= T °-n
nies1979:39). By contrasta communityisao | i o g g nN(iTLmMAERSG7685=T° nni es
19794)andassuch

8 Sheehamafter all a professorat a departmenfor religiousstudies, claims,without referenceand falsely that
Fritscheregardssthe realissuen SeirundZeitthed Ma n i strluggleo@tweersocietyandc o mmu 1iShebané
2016:485),a remarkwhich betraysa deepmisunderstandingf my wholebook and perhapsalsoof the whole of
Heideggeinasmuchas| emphasizevhatwasH e i d e gagi@noti¥ein SeirundZeitand throughouthis entire
careernamelythe anttManicheamotion of a beginningand a falkawayfrom it (andthe coveringup of the fall-
away:0 f omgdf aft o r g e[Fritschal®39:204 and often]) (seeFritsche1999:2967, 27479 [endn. 25];
Fritsche201457-105;seealsoFritsche2016a585f.).
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awhole[ é thatis[asin cortrastto asociety,).F.] not put togetheiby the parts but ra-
therhas/ maintainghesepartsasdependenbn it andasconditionedby it; [ € there-
fore, it itselfis asa whole,thusasform realandsubstantigiGanzes € }weathesichtzon
denTeienzusammenges@tdjsondesiealsvorsichablingiginddurclsictbedingktat{ € }
alsesselbaisGanzesjithiralsFormwirklichundsubstanties] 6 T © n197958f

At theendof A 208 SeiundZeitHeideggewrites:

In that Da-seinisat all, it hasthe kind of beingof beingwith-oneanother Beingwith-
oneanothercannotbe understoodsa summativeesulfsummativieesulthof the occur-

renceof severabd s u b j Eacounteringanumberof 0 s u b jitseléistpassibleonly by

treatingthe othersencounteredh their Mitdaseinmerelyasd n u me This husnbeds
discoveredonly by a definite being with and toward one another.0 Rec k|l es s 6
[ 00U ¢ k sOi beimgwith b 0 8 e kvithrothays| rechriemitderAndeerh without seri-

ouslyo ¢ o u rort ti negon évenwishingd t haveanythingto d o \ith them. (BTS:

11718 = SZ: 125 replacemenbf 0 i n ¢ o n switldcerr ead kisl éens, 3. 6.; for

He i d e mptpeaf Reshneeerritsche2016b)

As will becomecleaer in the followingsectionsHeideggeis herenot talkingaboutseveraindi-
vidualsforginga commondestinyin S h e e lsemsednadheis not justtalkingin generahbout
beingwith-oneanotherRatherhe useshe samdormulaasScheledoesin orde to identify,in

thed s p iofthewhdleof A 2 #ed r ebaihgwith-oneanotherandcommunityandhe offers
hisformulafor the emergencef societythe modernindividualthe personor subjectno longer

hasthe concernthat membersof a communityhavefor eachother,namelythed [ c] oncer nf
takingc a roedt a lcdarenfgc o n ¢ BTH1d6;thed [ s] ot boceromm® ncer nf ul
sol i c[BTMuléld;6f ¢ r s oBegseonrdgee m& s o r gre;ir dsedB4gla4));the
modernindividuakatherrecklesslyeckonswith theothersj.e. treatshemandthewholesociety
asmeremean®f its own egotismandselfpromotion(sed-ritsche2016b}?

9 Loomistranslate® #otalitywhichisnot amereaggregationf its partsbut onewhichis madeup of theseparts
in suchamannethattheyaredependentiponandconditionecdy thetotality,andthat suchabodyasatotalityand
henceasaform possesse®alityands u b s t (@ T reID586& My literaltranslatiorof the first phraseof the
guoteisimportantbecausef He i d e lgnguagéeahe beginningf my sectiord).

Two furtherremarkamightbe useful:1l) T © n ndbesnst saythat,soto speakontogeneticallyphylogenetically
or systematicallyhe entitiesthat becomeopr are,pats of a communityarefirst independenof the wholeandthat
lateron, however the whole makeghem dependenbn it. Ratherthe whole hasalwaysalreadykept the partsas
conditionedby it. 2) T © n nuseshsrethe vocabularyf Aristotle.An organisnconsistof its essentiaorm (say,
to-be-a-humanbeing,somethingmmaterialandits materiaparts(say the head the legs the arms etc.,eachcon-
sistingof flesh,bonesetc.asmatter).Whatis a communityJustthe essentialorm or the compositeof essential
form andall the materiaparts?l ° n nignet geryclearon this issuebut seemgo sayhereandelsewheréhatit is
justthe essentidlorm (whichcanbelabelledhed [ t w lu @ [giaceitds the essentidiorm that determinesvhich
makerialpartsthe entireorganisnasawholehas).To sayso makest mucheasieregarding@noptionin the debates
abouttherevitalizatiorof communityamongrightists(seemy footnote 2 andmy sections). In modernitythe parts
of the communitychangs(i.e.,the individualdbecomeegotistsin the first place)to the effectthat the community
disappearandsocietyis establishe(the formulaof Hegel[who wasby no meansa communitarianfor this process
wasthatthe accident®ecomesubstances).o saythatcommunityis in thefirst placethe essentigbrm enablesne
to saythattherevitalizedor repeatedcommunityneednot necessarilgaveall the partsthatit hadwhenit wasfor
thefirsttimerealandthatit canhavepartsthatit did not haveatthattime (seemy sectiorb).

10 Whensayingcloseto the beginningof A 2 that the othersare encounteredrom the world in which Dasein
dwellsandnot from discriminatingg n eowWwnsubjecfrom othersubject§SZ:119= BTS:112) Heideggedoes not
denythat a world of subjectds possibleandreal.He just saysthat this world presupposesesourceshatith a s n 8 t
producedandthatit deniegSZ:124f.= BTS:11618).Schelesaysn the long quoteFritsche1999:11 3f.that the
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4. Sheeharon Geschick(Destiny) in A 7 of Seinund Zeit

In A 7 Meideggedeterminesseschiasthe doccurrencgGeschehefthe community[deiGe-
meinschaftf {the} peopldde¥/olkel BTS:352= SZ:384} andcontinues:

Destinyis not composedf individualfates[setzsicmichauseinzeln&thicksalensam-
mehnor canbeingwith-oneanotherbe conceivedf asthe mutualoccurrencef several
subject§ZusammenvorkommeérerBubjekté Thesefatesarealreadyguidedbeforehand
[imvorhinesthogeleilgh beingwith-one-anotherin the sameworld andin the resolute-
nesgEntschlossahfor definitepossibilitiesln communicationMitteilurfjgandin battle
[Kampfthe powerof destinyfirst becomegree[In deMitteilungndmKampivirddieMacht
deseschiclarstre]. (BTS:352.510 = SZ: 384.3138; the phrasedsetztsich nicht aus
einzelnerSchicksalemusammaenis literallytranslated d onetgput itselftogetherout

of singulaf a t ieegitds avariationof the first, negativepartof T © n ndefenitiod of
anorganismandof communityquotedin my precedingectiond mu t lasnb equiva-
lentin the Germantext,andmightbe misleading-deideggerefersto the contracttheo-
riesin earlymodernphilosophyor justto subjectsn generatheykommerusammeoron

the samespot,i.e.,theyarespatiallyn the sameareaandcan,assubjectsform, through
contractsa societybut theyd o m@akeup 0 r eb&ihgwith-oneanotheracommunity;

in otherwordsHe i d e @ g @ ¢ & sfisevaratubject§togetheronthesames pot ] 6
isequivalento T ° n nformdadf scciety,quotedin my precedingsectionasad me r e
co-existencef peoplendependendfeacho t her . 0)

0 Oc c u r isamapprapdateranslatiorof the word Zusammenvorkonmi¢re i d e ghiager 6 s
0ZusammenvorkommeamehrerelS u b | et &satradslatio of Gescheliertdeid e g gde-r 6 s
terminationof Geschigk 0 o ¢ ¢ u@Gescheahah ¢he community[derGemeinschadf {the}
people[des/olkel BTS:352= SZ:3 8 4it)igiprobablytoo pale(Maguarrieand Robinson
haved h i st dBTM:Z236]hGeschelireverydajanguagesthed h a p p /etakingplgce
comingo u bf&omethingandHeideggeuseshe word herein this verymeanindor the com-

ing out of destiny(seemy sectiorb). In addition heidentifiesGeschiehd Gemeinsclaaftiin the
secondstepi pac8heehanyhoin hisobsessioffor dictionariegSheeha@016:487n.10[ o

, 0 ¢],490n.20[ 0 6 1505n.65[ O 0 ]s@¢emdo be unterbelichigtderdeveloped)
whenit comego grammarpreciselyhroughthed a p p o Sheéelan@016617)of therespec-

tive wordgi Gemeinschaitd the Volk. Both stepsare his answerto the main questionevery
rightisthadto answerpamelyywhichcommunityit is thatshouldberepeatedn thefirst step,he
mostprobablyimplicitlyfendsoff theologicallyor otherwisan atranscendemhannergrounded
conceptf history,suchasin Schelerandin the seconche declareshe Volk, the Volksgemein-
schafto betherelevantommunity Geschickthe comingout of the (primaryor only)communi-

ty, (namely i.e.)theVolk (andneitherS ¢ h e Cathalidogecommunitynor anyotherof those

pariahof commuity havedestroyedommunity Since at that time, he wasstill a rightist(seemy footnote2) and

assumethatthe Jewshadestablishedapitalism{Fritschel999:10624),he will meanthe JewsasHeideggeproba-

bly also,or mainly thinksof themwhentalkingaboutthe recklesslyeckoningdasein(sed-ritsche2016b)Referring
to Fritsche2012:260A.1213 Sheehasaysthat | saythat A 2 of BeingndTimeds aboutcapitalisn{Sheeha016:
519),while | only maintainthat, by the first characteiof the Theyin A2 A b s t & rfdestangiatitg)iHetdegger
meanscompetitivebehaviorin capitalismand not, asmost or all Americaninterpretersassumeg¢onformity and

conformism(Fritsche2003: 75f.; Fritsche2012:258.45260.14) SheehariranslatedHeidegges 8Man (the They)

whollyinappropriatelpso t trevds e (Sheghaf015a144).

11 Replacemertf 0 p e 0o ithe@ d t b e $ psimme&J.F.; seemyfootnote3.
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that havebeensuggestety other communitariang)Fritsche1999:97100, 136140; Fritsche
2016430631;Fritsche2016a52%8,5901) (seealsomy sectiorb).*?

Sheeharaccusesne of turningH e i d e gogceptob Geschiakn its head(Sheehan
2016:493).For, accordingo him, Heideggeshowsin A 7 hbw an individualfreelychoosests
own individualdestinyjts fate,(Sheeha015a18284; Sheeha2015:382n. 49)ando h owe
canalsoforgeacommalestinya Geschigk(Sheehaf015:381):

Farfrom meaning d e s asiFritsghé@would haveit, [the term Geschickefersto the
commonfuture,the Geschigkhat a communityfreelychosedor itself (for examplein
ratifyingthe U.S.Constitutionof 1789)(Sheehaf016:493)

Accordingto Sheehanit is in the three quotedsentencesn destiny(BTS:352.510 = SZ:
384.3138) that Heideggedevelopshow severalndividualsforge a commondestiny(Sheban
2016528).Thereareten problemswith hisinterpretation.

1) The supposedctorsthe authentidndividualdorgingtheir destinyd o roéctratall,
neitherin the heading 0 tcdméngout of the communitythep e o prorandhesethreesen-
tenceghemselvessinceHeideggeuseshe notion of the subjectfor the modernindividualand
modernphilosophyof subjectivityandnot for authentiddaseinsor, if indeedtheyaremeantby
0 s u b j tleegoccsirnab asagentsand actors,but only to avoida possible misunderstanding
regardingheir statudn relationto destinyandbeingwith-oneanotherBy contrastthe supposed
productof the activitiesof the individualsGeschicis the only subjectof the headingandis in
thesehreesentencesvicethe subjecbf the sentenceandobviouslyhaspower.

2) Accordingto Sheehantieideggeshowsin A 7 alsohow an individualproducests
own individualdestiny jts fate (Sheeha015:382n. 49; Sheehai2015a18284).However,n
the quotefateoccursassomethingguidedoy whatis certainlynot the individuawhosefateit is.

3) How is Heideggereasoningneredn hiso S e n thyeSerteacénalyticOutlineand
Paraphrasti€ r a n s (Sheeha®0n6652531)of A 7Sheehaparaphrasdhethreesentences
thus:

A Geschick s th@stimtotal of individualSchicksdjsistassocialexistence s thegtu-
ing togetherof individualsubjects)RatherjndividualSchicksalsealreadyguidedby our
socialexistenceour living togetherin the sameworld of meaningand choosingcertain
possibilitiesogetherThe Geschickf acommunitygetsfreedup onlyaswecommunicate
with oneanotherandstruggléogether(Sheehaf016528)

It is only herethat Sheehasubstantiatesis claimconcerningseschickrd he obviouslyregards
his paraphrasasa sufficientvalidation sincehe leavest withoutanycomment.Thus,he does
not saywhetheranindividualfateis herethe onethatanindividualfreesup for itselfor whether
anindividualhasafatealreadyoeore it freesup its individualfate.In both casete wouldhave
to explainwhy Heideggenvhensupposedlyalkingaboutindividualdorginga commondestiny,
doesnot addresshis issueexplicitlybut rathertalksexplicitlyaboutsomethinglifferent,namely
the individualfates.In addition,he saysof them somethingthat is difficult to squarewith
S h e e klaimtiiasaccordingo Heideggem the verysameA 7 dn,ndividualforgesits own
fate. Furthermore Sheehamoesnot explaineitherwhatthis guidancen the secondsentence

12 Seanyfootnote?2.
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meansandwho, or what,is guidingthe individualfates.The only candidateén the contextof the
secondsentencés destiny However,accordingo Shebanthisis not possiblesince according

to him, destinyis producedtreelyby the individualsandassuchcannotguidethem,at leastnot
without further explicationon He i d e gad. i raddision,Sheehambviouslyassumeé 0 R a -
t h ethatihe factthatthe individualfatesarealreadyguidedrulesout that destinyis composed

of individualfatesputhed o e sxplaireitherthiscompositiorandwhatits absenceneandor
destinyandthe individualfates.Finally,he doesnot explainwhato [ studgled o g e mighe r 6
mean,neitherin generahor regardindhis exampleof the Americanconstitution. He seemso
emphasizéhe cooperatiorof thosewho conductthe Kamptut the primaryaspecof a Kampis
thatit is directedagainssomeoneagainsthefoe.

4) Sheehamloesnot noticetheseunclearpointsandinconsisteriesor is willing to pay
themasthe pricefor hisintroductionof 6 u asbhe only actorsanintroductionthat requiresa
gravemanipulatiorof the text. Eventhoughnoneof the threesentencesontainsU b e ruhgi e f e
neitherasa nounnor asaverbor participle eventhoughnoneof themcontains u tetalone
0 u asactorsandastheonlyactorseventhoughthe subjecof thefirst andthethird sentencés
destinyandits power,andeventhough,in the secondsentencandividualfatesand,by implica-
tion, the individualghemselvearenot producinganythingbut aresaidto be guidedby some-
thing, Sheehasmugglemto the third sentencéis falsetranslatiorof G b e r dndlliefdiinehis n
petword, 0 t feeu p—6to turn the passaggrammaticallpn its headandpresentd u sisihe
exclusivenitiatorsand agentsin the communicatiorand strugglein which we freelyforge a
commondestinyHoweverthismoveisfor sixfurtherreasongmprobabler impossible.

5) Sinced ¢ 0 mmu n iobveuslynmakegmost,if not all, Americaninterpretersin-
cludingSheeharthink of the backandforth of suggestionandargumentshat individualsex-
changeit is afalsetranslatiorof He i d e wagdéviittéilend-or, if Heidegierhadmeantsuch
exchangese couldhaveeasily}chosersomethindgrom arich list of words,eachof whichclearly
and unambiguouslgonveyssuch interactionsnamelyAuseinandersetzBaegdund3esprechung
DebatteDialogDiskussiore r 0 r ,tGes rp u MenungstasschRedeindGegenredimterredyng
Verhandlungr evenBeratunbloweverhe useghe word Mitteilungnda Mitteilungn generaand
alsoin Heidegge(SZ:162,168= BTS:151f.,157)is primarilya oneway communicationn
which personA informs B aboutsomethingor makesB sharé or, asHeideggesaysat some
point, 0 c0h afirsentethinghat A alreadyhas.Especiallysuperiorspeoplewith power,ad-
ministrationsandbureaucraciegeliverMitteilungéim Mi t t e i |),orhhassedvhedtheyfie r n
someond O H e r kteddhbemmjt[inform you]thatyouaref i r eaksesdwhichtherecipi-
entis not supposedo starta discussiorfseeFritschel999:34751 [endn.24]). Otherwise at-
mospheresmoods,or other thingsthat are not humanthoughtsteilersichmit (communicate
themselvespreadhemselvesut) to humansas,for instancethe solemnatmospher®f this
memoriato everyvisitor,or God to the humanghroughhismiracleandotherdeeds.

6) In addition frewedens normallynot usedfor somethinghat hasbeencreatedn the
proces®f becomingreebut ratherfor somethinghathasalreadyexisteefore Whenonesays
that, throughthe burstof a nucleareactorradioactivityin this tumultuousmeetinga lot of ag-
gressiomor disagreemente animathathadbeencaptivatedthroughthefall of thewallin 1989
the citizensof the former GDR wird/ werdeineior freigese&veryoneselfevidentlyunderstands
that the respectivesubjectsverenot producedin this eventbut pre-existedit andjust change
theirstatudé andnow areactedout or canactaccordingo whattheyare(seeFritschel999:47-
65).
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7) Sheehanvill perhapssaythat, sincethe constitutiond g dreedu p (8heeha2016:
528)by the individuals,it hasalreadyexistedn a certainwaybeforeits ratification. Evenif this
mightbe the casefor hisinterpretatiorto work Sheehahasto assumehat Heideggenvithout
indicatinghisin anyway,useghe notionsof SchicksahdGeschit& meanthe preciseopposite
of their usualmeaningdgr-or, both thosewho 6 b e | in fateanaddestinyandthosewhod o n 6 t
do soassuméhatindividualsl o rpi@ducetheir Schicksat GeschicRatherGeschiedSchick-
salpreced¢hem,andmakethemselgsat somepointin timein onewayor anotherknownto the
individualsAccordingto rightiststhe individualshallacceptisor her Schicksaincedoingsois
demandedby it andis in no wayfatalistidout, to the contrary redeemsndennobleshe individ-
ual (Fritschel999:322823 [endn.57], Fritsche2015:433)}* while otherssaythat acceptingt is a
matterof prudencesincei|f it is reallyfate,one will not be ableto escapet. Or, in a broader
senseanythingd i n e s cia, pssSbhelapdt it, ofaté not choice[Schicksal nichtwah] 6
(Fritschel999:143).AnythingSchelerHitler, andHeideggesayin sentencewith Geschiend
Schicksae&neasilybe understoodn the assumptiorthat theyusethesewordsin their everyday
meaningand the relatedones(seeFritsche1999:71687, 89392, 131636, 14®41, 143,28%92
[endn.66] et passim)In the caseof Schickséheehamxplicitlyacknowledgethatin orderfor
his interpretatiorto work he hasto assumehat HeideggeusesSchicksal this pervertedvay
(Sheeha2015a183;seeFritsche2015:432f.). Whenemphasizinghat Geschiak A 7 dbesnot
meano d e s {Sheeha®016:493),he obviouslyacknowledgethe sameregardingGeschick
sincein his list of twelvetermsallegedlymistranslatéin both Englishtranslation$ie hassaid
thatoGeschicknotd D e s (supeanvgningiecessargndi n e v i (SreedhhB@16487)

8) Thosewhoare,accordingo Sheeharthe exclusiveictoran thesethreeshortsentenc-
eson destinynamelythe reoluteDaseinsd o roécurat allin them.Heideggeuseshe notion
of Geschiak a privatelanguage whichit meanghe preciseoppositeof its meaningn everyday
parlancewvithout indicatingthis fact in anyway,and he usesthe vocabularyf a oneway com-
municationand fight against foe that is the oppositeof the to-andfro of the discussiong
which severaDaseindreelyforge the commongroundon whichto live togetherHow could
Heideggeassumanyonewnouldunderstanavhathe wassaying®r, for that matter,how could
he himselfbe surethat,whenrereadinghe textatalaterpoint, hewouldknowwhathe hadsaid?
Did he write the text intentionallyin sucha waythat only USAmericanpostmodernists the
1990sand twentyyeardater,Shebanwouldgethispoint?

9) Whilethe role of facingo n amrsalityis pretty obviousin the caseof anindividual
Daseinforging its fate, it is lessso regardingseveraDaseinsforging their commondestiny.
Sheehamloesnot offer anycommenton this issueeither.However,no matterwhat he would
comeup withii hisinterpretatiorof fate alongthe linesof a midlife crisisis asa whole utterly

13 Accordingto rightists,submittingto destinyandthe Volksgenmechafélievenefrom the burdenof autonomy
(seee.g.,Ti | lobservatiogFritschel999:174f.])andopensup a beingwith-one-anotherin trust,love, etc.for
the otherDaseinsandthe Volksgemeinschbé i d e lggics @ @gicnot of recanciliationor of dialecticamedia-
tion butratheroneoft r a n s f i(Fitsahel299:383peddn.57];seealsoFritsche2016c)a characteristiof Sein
undZeitto whichthe promotersof the Americaninterpretatiorof A 7 ahdeventhe professorat a departmenfor
religiousstudiesaredeaf.The sentencavith erwide(seehe endof my Sectior®)isoneof He i d e fgroqndatidhs
for suchredeemingubmissionandsois hisformula,d0 D[ & gich¢ b e r | iEenft esrcrhd e Z3&8ReRL i t 6
= BTS:352.2B80[ 0 Re s o that]t €fardstselfd o w nFag&heehafiSheehal016:489),in the contextin
whichit appeargveryoneainderstandthis formula(seerritschel 999:1519,46-65)whileno onewouldunderstand
Heideggerif he meantasSheeha claimsthat the resoluteDaseinfreesup, this time aroundnot a possibilityfor
itself, but rather itself for choosingan authenticpossibility (Sheehar2016:489). From the early 1930son,
He i d e petoverdfdr thattypeof submissiomvill besichf G i @hacallof the Anfangbeginning]Beingetc.).
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trivial, and so is at leastthe first half of his interpretationof destiny.Why doesHeideger, if
Sheehaiis right, not just saysomethindike: 0 Awe all know, the citizensof a statecangive
themselvea newconstitutionandthe foundersof arabbitbreedersssociatiostatutesl sayof
themthattheyd f r fergethgir Geschiclkince jn my opinion,the Germanimotion of Geschick
hasto be pervertecbecaus¢ € Note, howeverdearreaderthat,despitehesereservationge-
gardinghis Germanianderstandingf Geschickwill for reasonsghat! will neverexplainusein
my historyof Being,whichl will startto developin aboutfive yearsagairthe Germaniaotion
of destinyandfate,whichonemustnot, of coursemix up with the Asianone[seeFritschel999:
14042, J.F.]).In themeantimdet meaddthat! amsurethat suchformationsof acommondes-
tiny will, justasthe creatiorof anindividualfate,finallywork out onlyif, sayall therabbitbreed-

ersor asufficientiargenumberof them,atanyrate hasauthenticalljacedtheirmo r t al i t y .

10 FinallyafterHi t 0 & e ©o&puor wedleideggehimselfclaimedhat he hadantic-
ipatedin SeirundZeitthiso n a ve a (seefritsche2014:20%11),andhe saidin 1936in Rome
to KarlL © w thathisnotion of historicitywasthe basif hisengagementith NationalSocial-
ism (seeFritsche1999:21618)* Anyonewho claimsthat SeirundZeithasnothingto do with

14 Accordingto L © w i thekigbfsemptydecisionisnfrom 1939 the absencef criteriafor resolutenesanddeci-
sionin SeirundZeitmadeHeideggen conformistand assuchcollapsento NationalSocialismin 1940,he wrote
thathis critiqueof Heideggewasalsoa selfcritique As a matterof fact, hisinterpretations a projectionof thevery
idiosyncraticightwing radicalisnof his youthonto HeideggerHis superficiatextson the issueof Heideggeand
NationalSocialismparadigmatiexample®f guilt by associationyould havecertainlygoneunnoticedwithout his
reputationasoneof He i d e gerydistingushedtudentsin 1948 he calledhis critiquefrom 1939in a private
letterad d e f & Kl e B d e §§ wasadeféncanasmuchasL °© w ihad arguedthat emptydecisionisnwasthe
logicaloutcomeof WestermphilosophyandhenceHeideggefandhe himself)its legitimatevanguardin addition,in
thatyearhe publishedn the United State®f Americaapaperlin whichhe presentedthetemplateof thed Ame r i
interpretatiorof SeirundZeitandits A 7 Zhis interpretationshareswith the emptydecisionisninterpretatiorthe
assumptionsf the absencef criteriain BeingndTimeard that the existentiahihilismis the vanguardf philoso-
phy.Howeverthis nihilismno longercollapsesto NationalSocialisnhut is the onlylogicallycoherenphilosophi-
calpositionthat livesup to the conditionof modernity namelysheercontingeny. As one seesthe stepfrom the
emptydecisionisminterpretationto the 6 A me r and postmoderninterpretationis very easy.one just hasto
regardthe absencef criteriaasthe successfuksultof He i d e lgeieeffdit & leadthinkingout of metaphysics
andthe rule of universalsaninterpretativanovethat one couldverynicelyobservan the 1990sn the American
literaturewhen,say,CharlesGuignonexplicitlytook the emptydecisionisninterpretatiorasthe startingpoint for
his postmoden interpretationandothersdid soimplicitly (seethe summaryFritschel999:20%15,21618).In this
way,L ° w i(wthdhadtaughtfor someyearsn the United Statesand whoseworkswerepublishedherebut who
wasalsoveryinfluentialin Germanyin the 1950sand1960svherehe taughtatthe universityof Heidelbergpbecame
theo f o u i dit rbofghe ndostinfluentialline of critiqueof Heideggeand,atthe sameime,of the mostinfluen-

cano

tial line of celebrahg Heideggensthe heroof postmodernityBoth linesreston the samefalse( 0 i ndi vi dual

premiseshoth ignore the radicalversionof a communitariarethicsthat is operativein SeinundZeitand that,

Heideggeassumedyould be realizedn NationalSocialisrm{seealsoFritsche2016c)Throughouthislife,L © wi t h

was,politicallyand philosophicallya rightwing reactionaryr conservativelhe matureL © w isporteda philoso-
phy of historythat hadthe samestructureasH e i d e kisgoeyof Beingandwasbasedon the astoundinglaim
thatthereare,in additionto H e i d e exigtentiaditsilism,only two cohereniphilosophicapositionsnamelythe
(premodernpre-Socraticosmoghinkingandthe (premodernJudeeChristiarbeliefin creationAsL © w himndelf
saidin 1939 ,duringthe WeimarRepubliche wascompleteldisinteresteth concretepolitics,d i dewefreadany
newspaperlndc o u | irdagibebeforearound1935that Heideggés philosophycould haveanythingto do with
Nazism.Throughhisreadingthe convinced\ationalSocialisHeideggebecamehe conformistNationalSocialist
Heideggeand from therethe hero of postmodernityand singularizatiain a compellingexampleof the power of
prejudicen G a d a nsensedrsboth sidesof the Atlantic.By contrastanotherstudentof He i d e \ghg wast® s
becomea philosopherQtto FriedrichBollnow,gotin the 1950<he basicf A 7 ahdprobablyalsoits detailsright
(Fritschel99: 326).It mighthavehelpedhim thathe hadbeenJike Heideggera convincedNationalSocialistGiv-
enthewordingof L © w i reporabouttheir conversatioiin Rome,HeideggeandL ° w imbstprobablydid not
discusghe notion of historicity . Thus,theydid not noticethattheyhadverydifferentideasaboutit. For all this,see
Fritsche2009= Fritsche2014270300;seealsoFritsche2014:30129.
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NationalSocialisnwould haveto showwhy oneis entitledto dismissHeid e g goe/m ag8sss-
ment,whichSheehadoesnot do.

Sheehamassumehis paraphrasd o e si@edanyadditionakexplicationjustificationor
argumentThisisin line with hisgeneratlogmatiandauthoritariaprocedureHowever n this
caseheremightbe afurtherreasonfor his sparseneskor, in hisbook, Makingsens#fHeidegger
hetalksonly aboutSchicksahdnot aboutdestinfpeeSheeha@015a17883).Thus,it is possible
thatthe differencebetweerSchicksahdGeschitlasescapetiim throughouthe fifty-four years
he hasbeenreadingHeidegge(seeSheeha015aXl) andthatit neededhed ¢ a n (&heehén
2016:486) of the FrenchmarF a y lgoékgo open his eyes.Overwhelmeddy his discovery,
ashamed@bouthis ignoranceashis defaultreactionor just for the fun of it he thendenieshis
shortcomingandprojectst onto someonelse for he blamesnefor ignoringthe differencebe-
tweenSchicksahdGeschi¢sheehaB016:485n. 6,494}i eventhoughhe himselfquotesasen-
tenceof minein whichl diginguishbetweerthesetwo notions(anddo so,in thisrespecandin
thisrespecbnly,in the samewayashe doeshamelythat Schickspértaingo the individualand
Geschitl the community)Sheban2016:501)andeventhoughl do so at otherplace aswell
andnevemix themup.

5. Geschick(Destiny) in A 7 of Seinund Zeit

In myview,S h e e Waenidarseadingf the threesentencesn destinyandof A 7 aéawhole
is ruledout by theseten problemsgespeciallgincethereis a differentinterpretatiorthat not only
is not afflictedby anyof thembut evennaturallyandwithout anyeffort honorsthe criteriafor
interpretationmpliedin them.In the note 7 atthe endof thefirst of the threesentencesn des-
tiny, Heideggerefersto A 2 &ngdhe certainlydoesso to indicatethat now he deliverson the
rightistrevolutionhe hasanticipatedn A 2 He.presentsn the threesentencea keyelemenbf
the rightistnotion of history,usedn this contextthe vocabularyf the literatureon community
andsocietyandcankeepall this so shortbecausée is awarehat he justsummarizesvo com-
monplaceamongrightists.As | haveshownwith Hitler and Schele(beforehe turnedto the
centel’) asexamplegjghtistsatH e i d e tymg &ssumethat modernsocietywasa downward
plungeawayfrom communitybut that at somepoint in this fall, the main playerin historyi
somecallit God, othersfate,destinypr providenceandstill othersuseseverbof thesenamef
havingbeensilentuntil thenandcoveredup by societywouldraiseits headandvoice,enterthe
stageof history establislitselfasits ruler,anddemandhatsocietybe demolishe@ndcommuni-
ty repeatedFritschel999:68-124).For instancethe RomanCatholicSchelepublishedshortly
after the beginningof World War| a book of almost500 pagesPerGeniuseXriegamdder
DeutscltgiedThe Geniusof Warandthe Germanwar),an enthusiastioymnon the warwhich
God hadsentto cancekocietyandre-realizehroughthe Germanghe Catholicovecommunity
(seeFritschel999:87-92).UsingSchicksalhereHeideggehasGeschidke first sentencef this
bookrunsthus:

When,atthe beginningf the month of August,our Germanfate[unsedeutsclishickgal
took its standbeforeus [vorunshintrgt like a singleimmensedark questionand shook
eachindividualto the cordi the samédatethatonly afew weeksagolaybeforeuslike a

15 Seanyfootnote?2.
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straightandweltbuilt pathandthat simplyembracedis without beingnoticedandwith

the insouciancandselfevidencef the spacearoundudi it wasjust one singleanswer
thatechoedrom all Germansouls[nureinéntwortdieausallerdeutsch®eelenu r g kt 6 nt
oneraisecarm:Forwardto sword andto victory!(seerritschel 99991)°

This sentencetoo, clearlyshowsthat fate or destinyis not producedoy thosewhosefateit is;
thatit ratherprecedeshem;that without beingnoticedit embracesr guideshem;andthat at
somepointit makestselfknownto themandraisesiemandshatshallbe obeyedin this caseo
launchawarin orderto re-realizeéhe Catholidovecommunity(seealsothe contextof the quote
[Fritsche1999:9092)). It wasa commonplacemongrightiststhat beingwith-one-anotherin
generabr 0 a u t hkeingwith@rieanotherin particulamwasnot a matterof subjectsof indi-
vidualsas personspf society(e.g.,T ° n nlR5y:87-40,6467= T ° n nl97®:3-10, 3436).
Fullyin thisvein,Heideggesaysfor ingancejn aspeectin May193406 ¢ o mm (isprioduged
through]allegiancehe binding of oneselfto the will of the leaderi.e.,Hitler, J.F . &ndnot
througho s o casaaunityeckonedogetherout of singulargdieausEinzelnemusammengerechnet
EinheiderGesellschafiHeidegge2000a:284; seeFritsche2014:314)" In addition,it wasa
commonplaceéhat destiny the main playerin history,is certainlynot dependenbn individuals
andtheir fates.Heideggemakeghesetwo pointsby usingthistime arounda variationof T © n -
n i #omndlafor community( O d roEpstitselftogetheoutof [itsp a r T 8 h &g ieassput
togethetbythep a r seany sectior3 andthe beginningpf my sectiord). Destiny(or, asSchel-
er saydn the quotedpassagédate)is not dependenon the individualsto the contraryit guides
their fate$i just asin Schelerbefore and after it makesitself known to the individualgd as

16 Sheehamakedunof F r i t fanghagad the o ¢ afldéstiny f a t(She&éhan2016:501;see485,490;0 ¢ a | |
for h e lispndo waymy mainformula).lt hasobviouslyevadedim that,accordindo rightiststo callis whatGod
anddestinyhavebeendoingin Germanlanguageand historyi so muchso that one neednot sayit explidgtly. For
instancethe assumptiorhat fate,whenit teiltitselfmit callsis presupposeih the abovequotefrom Scheleby the
phrasep t tsimplyembracedis without beingnoticedand[ é ] (hedaus¢his sentencempliesthat, beforethe
beginningf Augustfatewassilentanddid not talk)andby the phrase9 j oresingleanswethatechoedrom all
Germars o u foranadswepresupposeasnutteranceo whichit answers.

In hislist of the memberof 0 t bherusof ¢ a | [(Sheelsa@016507) in A 7 8heehaignoresmy analysisf
the differentstepsin A 7 (Britschel1999:1-28, 37-68; seethe summaryl24142) . He maintainghat A 7 fdllowsthe
sametrajectoryasthe call of consciencén the sectionon conscienc¢ A 266)doesandis its last step(Sheehan
2016:49498, Sheeha2015a158188).However,ashe himselfnotes,the word 6 ¢ adbdsndt occuratallin A 7 4
(Sheeha016:494).Thus, it is possiblehat the callof destinyin A 7 (&hichneednot be explicitymentionedout
whichisacknowledgemh H e i d e spgtencedttsoerwider{seethe endof my section?]) is wholly differentfrom
the callof consciencedoweverasl pointedout, A 7igindeedthe laststepwithin oneandthe samenarrativeand
thereforethe call of consaénceandthe one of destinywill not be unrelatedo eachother and might evenbe the
sameat differentstagesf the narrativeS h e e lawthenfi®aseins concerneanly aboutitself( 0 D aisbeingn
loyaltonothingthetharitselfits owrexsistnae[Sheehar2016:496]).In his utterlyn a pbe@ysexclusivelhris-
tian-Augustiniar{with a dashof Sartrepf course)interpretatiorof anxietyyunningforwardinto (andnot anticipa-
tion of) death(seeFritsche1999:1-7 and often; Fritsche2014 30129),andthe call of consciencén SeirundZeit
(Sheeha2015a15878), Sheeharompletelymissesll thosefeaturedy meansof which Heideggemakesclear
thatrunningforwardinto deathandthe authentiaunderstandingf the callof consciencepenupnotonlyDa s ei n 6 s
own authentigossibilitiebut alsothoseof the other Daseinsandareindeeda first step,but a stepinto the com-
munityof the peopleln the 1930sHeideggeadducedisexamplesf hisnotion of runningforwardinto deaththe
Germansoldiersn World Warl who, in his view,foughtfor NationalSocialismThis is the non-rivial sideof his
theoryof deatharightwingcallfor solidarityagainsthed | e aagr@ements arrangements settlements stipu-
lations[e i f eenVeralcedungedd the liberalsandthed t a | katetnizingeedseligére r b r (] doéa thedeft g e n
(BTS:274= SZ:298;additionof thethreewordsbefored s t i p uid nane, . ) (sedéritschel 999236f.[endn.
17],Fritsche201226266,27274,Fritsche201457-70,30129).
17 For thelife-longfoe of democracyliberalismando A me r i cHeideggerthe ratificationof the U.S.Consti-
tution of 1789wasmostprobablyanexamplef the constitutionof asocietyandnot of acommunity.
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Heideggesaysin the secondof the threesentencesn destiny,anothercommonplacemong
rightists(seethe beginningof my sectiord) 2 Finally,at somepoint in time destinyteiltsichmit
communicateselfto Daseinandentersopenlythe stageof historyto callthe individualanto
the KampfThus,it andits powerareappropriatelyhe grammaticadubjectof the first andthe
third sentencgandit is for manyrightwingersselfevidentlythe actorin the secondsentence)
andnot 0 w eagin Sheé a rpénsersiorof the wholepassagén this casetoo, onesentences
enoughbecauséleideggecanrelyon thatatleastthosewho know the relevantiteratue know
whathe is talkingabout,especiallgincein the nextstepof the narrativehe elaboratesn this
Kampit is an Erwiderunig the sensef compliancavith the commandf the Volksgemeinsdbaft
re-realizet by adestructiona Widerrybf socetyi or, morepreciselyto re-realizeéhed s p ofr i t 6
community(or, in T °© n n Aristatedeanvocabularyits 0 f o ¥) mrdd the destructionof the
0 s p i(orof the@ f o rohsoc)ety(SZ:386.46 = BTM: 438.14; seethe endof my sectiorn?);
in otherwords, Heideggewas like Hitler and Schelea revolutionaryightist,onewho claimed
that the repeateccommunitycould, and should,integratepartsthat, historically had emerged
alongwith society,n the first placemoderntechnologyasopposedio nostdgic rightistswho
wantedto repeatthe communityin the way it had beenwhenit wasreal (seethe summary
Fritschel999:124142;for 6 s p iseeHritschel999:XIl, 1821,70,12729,134f.).

In brief, Heideggesummarizetiere what rightistsperceivedas the kairossituationof
World Warl andthe WeimarRepubliclt fits into the picturethat,duringhistenureasrectorof
the Universityof FreiburgHeideggefrequentlyusedthe word Kampfor his activitiegseeg.g.,
Fritsche1999:189with 308[endn. 1], Heideggef000a96, 98,99, 114,772)and said,for in-
stancein aspeechn May1934 almostexactlyoneyearafterthe so-calledB Gherverbrenniineg
burningof the bookswritten by Jewsandof othero u-@e r m kiterabureon May 10,1933,in
twentytwo Germanuniversitycitiesor -towngi that everythingelatedto the pseudeworld of
theWeimamRepubli®@ m ukeburnedallthewaydownto the lastandmosthiddenbranchegbis
in seinketztenndverstecktedtenausgebrgnifHeidegge?000a282).In addition,” f & Weas, d
battle, contest)in He r a cffagmentB 38 is, as Heideggerclaimsin 1933/34, not about
of rieppmad rylunabaattheo f fFeinfl dhe foe within a peopleis muchmoredanger-
ousthanafoe outsideof the people,andthe Germansaveo t launchthe attackon alongterm
basiswith the goalof the total annihilatiorfv 6 | etinightujngf thef o &thisfoe beingmost
probablythe Jewsfor Heideggetheincarnatiorof society(seerritsche2016b).

In the lecturecourselntroductiagaMetaphysinossummerl935,he formulateshe same
ideaof arevolutionthus:

AsthebreachBreschier theopeningup [E r ¢ f] 6f Baingirgbeingd aBeingthathas
beensetto workii the Daseinof historicahumanityis anincidenthe incidentin which

18 Sheehariinds my talk of heritagedestiny,or the Volksgemeinscpadtidingd s | ot tkedndividualsweird
(Sheehaf016:501).It goeswithoutsayinghatl d o nm@anthat Heideggeassumethat destinyguidespr deter-
mines.everysinglestepof anindividual Ratherjt is a matterof, say thatonebecomeswarenvhetheronebelongs
to the two or three philosophyprofessorghat alone,accordingto Heideggershall be kept in NaziGermany
(Fritschel999:142)or to which of the threeserviceshat Heideggedistinguishes his rectorateaddres®ne be-
longs Sincedestinyis not atthe mercyof individualsandtheir fatespac8heeha(Sheehal015383,Sheehal016:
508n. 76) Fayeis right whenhe saysasa paraphrasef the first of the threesentencesn destinythat it doesnot
repossurtheindividualfates.

19 Seanyfootnote9.

20 Martin Heidegger SeinundWahrheitl. Die GrundfragerPhilosophe Vom WesederWahrhei{GA 36/37)
(FrankfurtamMain:Klostermann2001) 90f.
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the violent powersof the releasedlosgebundgrenessiveriolenceof Beingsuddenly
emergdaufgeeand go to work as hisory [insWerkalsGeschicleiemgeje(Heidegger
2000174= Heidegget983:172)

Daseinashistoricahumanityhasnot freelyforgedthis Being.Ratherjn IntroductisoMetaphysics
andin He i d e gngrehistorgof Beingfrom its beginningaround1932until the end of his
careerit is Beingitselfor Geschitkat deliversa revolutionanda newepoch,andit doesso,as
the passagen Geschi@ndthe entireA 7 show,alreadyin SeirundZeit T h a wh§ leidegger
canshortlyafterHi t 10 szeréas p o w esaythatnow,ashehado a nt i citiinpSaimureld 6
Zeit 0 o understandingf Beingis thoroughlychangingrom the groundu p (6leidegge001.:
255)or thatnow 0 o0 Daseinhasbegunto grounditselfin a differentwayof B e i mamelgn
0 c a (HeideggeP000a205)(seeFritsche1999:20710).1t is0 B e i h g(EldidegyeR000:
174= Heideggefl983:171)that aufgelgichmitteiltsicte r & or insWeerkalsGeschickiagehll
thesephrasedeingvariation®f the noun Geshehéhathe usesn SeirundZeitfor the happening
of the revolution.Thewordo | o0 s g e Hlitenallg,@ un d b dftom tthe shackledy whichit
hadbeenbounduntilt h e mpliés)justlike the expressiomwirdfrej that Beingandits excessive
violencealreadyexistbeforethe momentin whichtheyarereleasedn SeirundZeitaswell asin
IntroductioeMetaphysarsdH e i d e lystpe/af Beingin generalit is Scheifseemingihatin a
o f or goéaftoir goe(Fritschel @PH:204andoften) keepBeingbound.In SeinundZeitin
particularHeideggeemphasizésjustasSchelehaddone(Fritschel999:1068)i that Geschick
or the communityof the peoplealreadyannouncegselfin somescatteregpphenomenandsilent
callsunderthe suracewhichthe They,seemingor societytriesto neutralizendrenderinsignifi-
cant(seein the summaryFritsche1999:130632) beforeit finallyd ¢ o n s itselff putséssif
t 0ge(SAEEBIt au mbaiphhdrss t [BTu3b614tudngin the spiritof the Amer-
icaninterpretatiorof A 7 the sentencaipsidedown [seeFritsche1999:263{endn. 2}]) out of
thesephenomenand establisheiself asthe mainplayerin history,withd c onsit t sast £ 6
anothemamefor the Geschelodithe revdution (seerritschel 9994 3-67).

Beinge r Osiclandmakedaseinits agentandexecutorasHeideggeelaboratespon
in IntroductiooMetaphysifterthe citationwith the breachin aninterpretatiorof 3 6 s{{appre-
hensionanda- f o (Bgfsn ParmenideandHeraclituslf onereplacesn his summanyof this
line of thoughtandof his interpretatiorof Parmenideand HeraclitugHeidegge2000:185=
Heidegged983:182)0a- ) 2devith 0 h e r [Erbda .0 @ batherednesd Being[Gesammeltheit
desSeir]s @vith 0 a u t hhestorizingof the Germanp e o pdSelectieg | e gausleserydé
‘L ¢ saetmoErwideruramd Widerryf 6 B e [Seitg ith 0 t BermanVolksgemeinschéftd
0 s e e [Bchdmguith o | | kreldemadcraticGesellschathe summarys anexcellenabstract
of A 70t SeinundZeit(seeFritschel 999:199203fi standat attentionSheeharR ® g Bginjles
Decknaneelookingatyou (or | agirt U[sesdetsiregards]jseealsoFritsche2014:20%#210and
Fritsche2016c¢).

6.S h e e hoaChoddaad® N o t @nsridsche
Sheehamloesnot discussanythingin thesetwo sectionseither.Rather,asthoughhe werean
automatiqouppetor a shootingmachinehe justsaysp wr o (Slgeeh@2016:517f.)followed

by a negtionof my claimor arepetitionof hisown opinion.One of theserepetitionshowever,
is very longwindedand comesin severakteps,the one on the translationof the word Boden-
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losigkefaibsencef soil,groundlessnessyhichHeideggeusesn Seirurd Zeiteighttimes.In my
first paperon Sheehan, haveshownthat he is wrongin his claimthat Heideggealwaysneans
thegroundlessness aphilosophicabosition.Ratherpnejusthasto look up therespectiveen-
tencedo realizeat first sightandwithoutanythoughtthatin five or evensevercasesieidegger
usest asthelabelfor whatheregardgo bethe uprootednessf the (modern)Theyandthathe
usest only oncefor the groundlessnesd a philosophicaposition,at which point, in additian,
he qualifiegsheword ( 0 | o antologicafoundation[ontologis&tuelenlosgkeiBT 412n. 19 =
SZ:320n. 19),quiteobviouslyto indicatethatthis is a specialsaggFritsche2016:43440).In
addition| arguehat,asit evadesheeharthe occurrencesf Bodenlosigkeitwurzelufgproot-
edness)and B o d e n s {(tldehavinggfle-Brm-standon-the-Bodenthe oppositeof Boden-
losigkeiin SeirundZeitmarkthe intrusionof rightwing parlancento the philosophicalocabu-
lary (Fritsche2016:43440).Finally,l supportF a y Frefchtranslatiorof Bodenlosiglksiabsence
desol(absencef soil) whenthe word occurs,asit doesin Heideggerin politicallyrightwing
texts(Fritsche2016:44042). Sheehawloesnot presentanyof thesethreepoints,let alonedis-
cussthem.Ratherhe continueslike a cornerecthild, his senseledtrade begunin his paperon
Faye(Sheban2015:38486),aboutan instanceof Bodenlosigkeia citationfrom CountYorck
(SZ:401.2= BTS:366.3) asthoughthis sentencef that Countwouldbe of anyrelevancéo
whataccordingo Sheehahimself(Sheehaf016:482)is at stake namelythe relationbetween
He i d e pghilpsoph§asdhisNatioral SocialisnandantiSemitism.

Sheehawlealsn the paperfrom 2016with Bodenlosigkertthe first timein the parton
P ® gwhgrehe repeatdis chargesagainstaye(Sheeha2016:505f.)and ascribeso me the
opinionthat,in thetwo occurrencesf Bodeim volumesl7and18of He i d e Gepmtaudgabe
thewordmean® t baethasarables o (She&ha016506),eventhoughl haveatno pointin
my paperfrom 2016or anywherelsetalkedaboutthesetwo instancedHe refersasproof of his
claimto Fritsche2016:438.39(Sheeha016:506 n. 69) where however| referto usagesf
Bodeim which the word definitelymeansd t bagthasarables o iinlaépeectof Hei degger 6 ¢
from 1925andin a passag@ his BlackNotebooksom shortlyafterHitl e o § s iokpuavee r 6
both of which| had quotedearlier(Fritsche2016:435).In addition,he sayswith referenceo
Fritsche2016:437.2837 that0 [ e JFntseheaccept g r o u n d (SbeelsaBR0465050.0
65) asthe appropriat€englishtranslatn of BodenlosigkeiBeirundZeit The strategi@aspecbf
this remark becomesobviousin his secondtreatmentof Bodenlosigkeito 2 . Qoda20On
Fr i t Mistdarslatisiof BodenlosigkégheehaB016507).

Herehesayghatl amo i r r e dvere anfsiekhp016507)aboutthe citationfrom
CountYorckin SZ:401.2(= BTS:366.3)andthis on four accountsfor thereisd a b s orliout el y
evi dd)haté éle i dusedBodenlosigkeillin A 7 2)Ythathed u sBadknlosigleeiy-
wherein SZto meand a b sof o1 @ id)) thabhe 0 u sBodknlosigleaiywheren SZ asa slur
againstl e wand4) thato C o WPautYorck von Wartenburd € lisedeitherBodenlosigkeit
bodenlos A 7 asa racialslur directedat Jewsfor their allegedackof & r 0 o t ia thesseosisl 6 6
(Sheeha016:507).Thus,if 0 [ e ] tveeativespeakeof German Fritscheaccept® gr ound -
| e s s asthasappyopriateEnglishtranslationof Bodenldsegin SeirundZeit the Frenchman
P ® g sthgulddo so,too; andif P® g mand Fritschehaveto recognizehat Bodenlosiglhkeithe
guotefrom CountYorckdoesnotmeano a b s @& @ i®1®,ga@amdFritschehaveto admitthat
theyarewrongandthat, rather,Sheehais right with his claimthat Bodenlosigke#ansevery-
wheein SeinundZeitd g r o u n d Ithe graumdiessress@ddition,of a philosophicaposi-
tion. Sheehanoesnot giveanyreferenceao anytext of mineexceptin a note atthe endof 4):
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0 Fr i gosssolfaeasto sayd t doig[!] of BeingndTimeasv °© | k FrigschbBl899:XV. 29 . 6
(SheehaB016507n. 74) Thissentencef eightwordsis hisproof thatl entertainl), 2),3),and

4) andnot only that but evengo further.Readersf pages<Vf. in the Prefaceof Fritschel999

will seethatl d o Mmakiethereanyclaimregardindd e i d e gsagefr Bodenlosighkeitthat |
compardhe decontextualizingeideggemterpretationafterWorld Warll andin Deconstruc-
tionismwith gardenera/ho arbitrarilyrelocateplantsin order,for my part,to pleafor aphilology

of humilitythatstudieghe plantsin their nativehabitat.

Sheeharannotgiveanyreferencédecausé haveneversaidanyof thesethings.First, |
mentionin Fritsche2016S h e e ll@sessiamvith the quotationfrom CountYorck (Fritsche
2016434)butl d o ri8cusstanypoint, neitherin Fritsche2016nor anywherelsethis quote
or anyotheraspecbf A 7 Thus,it isimpossibleéhat| saythat1) HeideggeusesBodenlosigkeit
A 70r 4)thatCountYorckusest in A 7 agaracialslur(Sheeha@016:507).Secondin Fritsche
2016:437.2837 andits contextl quotein Ma ¢ q u amdR D b D atmmslatidrshe passages
containingBodenlosgkeiprobeS h e e dlaanthéat Heidegerusest alwaysn the sensef the
groundlessnesd a philosophicaposition As | alreadymentionedpne seesat first sightand
withoutanythoughtthat Sheehars wrong.In addition,oneseeghis withoutbeingin anywayin
needto decidewhatBodeim BodenlosigketheseinsiancesneansFor the severateasonshatl|
adducel saythatit is probablethat,whenHeideggeusesBodenlosigkeitthe They,he private-

Ilyii oro e s ot e(Friisahe2d16489§ thinksalsoor evenmainlyof not-beingrootedin-the-
soil,but| d o redydanywher®)thatHeidegged u sBadenlosigkeiywherén SZto meand a b -
senceof s 0 i(Shéeba@016:507).In addition,| quotein Fritsche2016a remarkof Heidegger

in his BlackNotebooks the Bodenlosigkéithe JewqFritsche2016:435f.) but| d o rsddtany
point, neitherin Fritsche2016nor anywherelsethat 3) he usedBodenlosigkeiywherén SZas
asluragainsg e wW(Shéeha016507).t speakshyy theway,neitheragainsauthoranor against
interpretersf, in suchcasestheyd o nwaritto, or cannot fully specifythe meaningf a word.
Everyone&knowsthat,in everydayife, the humanitiesandin politics,awordthatis usedpolemi-
callyoftengetsridiculousf its meanings highlyspecified

As though thesetwo rounds were not enough,Sheeharreturnsto the issuein his
0 N o toemeayrecyclegour timesthe Yorckquote(Sheehaf016517,517,518,518) andcites
me:0 6 S h e@es$nat tell uswhatHarriessaidaboutthe meaningof Bodenlosigke({Sheehan
2016:517;1 haveo r e a chat © 8 $Filtsche2016:440])My sentenceefersto Sh e e lmea n 6 s
markin his paperon Fayethat,in a privateconversatiomn the contextof a conferencen the
BlackNotebooks New York in SeptembeR014,0 P r o f Karstenblarries, who is a native
speakeof German ¢é bointedout the meaningf Bodenlosigke a yaadithusdo d e mo |l i shed
F a y dadnsaboutd a b sdaf & o @nle@mentaryhilologicalg r o u (SHeehar015:383).
Sheehamanagegvenwithoutsayinganythingalout the weatheon thatremarkableveningn
Midtown Manhattanjo spenda quarterof a pageinformingreadersaboutinessentiadspectef
thatconversatioff 0 d i ahonSetB4T i1 at (19DIVWid4h& t [Sheéha”016:517])to con-
clude:d F durther detailsFritschemightwantto contactkarstenH a r r (Bheeha@016:518),
followedby H a r rpostladilressn Connecticutindeed,it wouldbe interestingo hearPro-
fessorHarries,not the leastbecaud® to engag®n my partoncein that sort of nitpickingthat
Sheehaseemdo loveandin whichhe getssomuchwrongi Sheehaseemdo havemisunder-
stoodhim. Whilein S h e e Ipaperdn Faye Harriesexplained t Mmeaningf Bodenlosigkeit
(Sheeha015:383),in thepaperon P ® g Ragtierandmehejustpointedoutthatthed c or r e c t
t r an s ¢f eBoderdgketSZ:401.2[the CountYorckquote J.F . Jsp gr oundbneds snes:
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noto a b s & v ¢ Ehee2haR®016:517).Anywayscholarship la Sheehameansbviouslyto

pervertHe i d e Gegramvoécabulanandtext,to pervertsecondaryiteraturethroughomis-
sions,manipulationsandabsurdallegationsandto insultandridiculeauthorswhoi in contrast
to hisauthoritariarprocedurewith the supportof argument$ offer somehingthatliesbeyond
hishorizon.

7.Conclusion

As | explainedn the precedingsectionjn my first paperon Sheeham haveshownthat all his
claimsregardindd e i d e gsageof Bodenlosigkeid relatedssuesn SeirundZeitin his paper
on Faye are false (Fritsche2016:43442). As to A 7 df SeinundZeit Sheeharmisquotes
Heideggermndhasa backfiringapparitionof Goethe.ln addition like almostall Americaninter-
preterssinceR i ¢ h a rbabkflom 963 heclaimsjn thed s p iofrthie Andericanselfmade
man,that Heideggesayshat Daseincreatests own Schicks@hte).Sheehats awarethat such
usagdliesflatly in the faceof its normalong for in everydayarlanceschicksalusedfor some-
thingthatonebetier acceptsinceit isinescapabl@nd for rightiststo accepb n dabeselieves
Daseinfrom the burdenof liberalautonomyandopensup aword of trust,love,etc.,theworld
of the Volksgemeinsdbaftimunityof the people]) Sheehatriesto smoothawaythis oddity by
claimingthat HeideggeusedSchicksalith the word schicklidgh view. However,he obviously
doesnot understandhis word (Fritsche2016:43034).In sum,sinceeachof the pointsSheehan
adducespeaksagainshim and for Fayehis critiqueof F a y ietdrpsetatiorof SeirundZeitand
therefor@ accordindo hisownassessme(fheehaf015:383;seeFritsche2016:443n. 2)i of
F a yb®dkasawholelacksanyfoundation.

Heideggeusesn A 7 Sthicksaith regardo the individualandGeschi¢klestiny¥or the
community Geschigkthe comingout of the Volksgemeinsasifte mainplayerin history,andit
demandshatthe Daseinsancebkocietyandrepeatre-realizethe Volksgeischaftn my current
paperit turnsout that,accordingo Sheehafwhomighthavebeenalertedo the notion of des-
tiny only throughF a y ldk} Heideggealsosaysthat the Daseinsfreelyforge their destiny,
theircommonfate.In this casetoo, Sheehars awarehat suchusageis the oppositeof its usual
one,in which Geschickeansjust asfate, somethingnescapabldyut this time aroundhe does
not makeanyeffort to softenthis peculiarityWhatis more,asin the caseof SchicksahdGeschick
basedon aconsistently s u b j entisreadingfdHte d d e gogabutadtsmt turnsit upside
down he claimsthat Heideggeemploysot just Schicksahd Geschidlut alsoall the otherkey
termsin A7@ b e r |, GevesemdWiederholyingwaysthat arethe directoppositeof their
everydayneaningsr otherwisénighlyunfamiliaii eventhoughHeideggeusesalltheseermsin
SeinundZeitoutsideof A 7id their everydaynderstandingndeventhough,in A 7 Hejndicates
atno point thathewoulduseanyof themin anextraordinaryashion.Thisis extremelymprob-
ableor simplyimpossibleln addition,evenif onegrantsSheehaid e i d e prigatelangsage,
hisinterpretatioris, asl showedwith referencéo the threesentencesn Geschidk A 7 dlsofor
otherreasonsighlyunlikelyor impossibleBy contrastmy interpretatiorof A 7 dbesnot require
anyprivatelanguagenH e i d e padandfulfils all the othercriteriaregardingvhichSheehan
fails.(In addition,l pointedout someof S h e e mumerdussbsurdinsinuationgegardingny
interpretatios and his (mostprobably deliberatenishandlingsf quotes.Hence beingwrong
aboutalltheissuefieadducedqiscritiqueof mybookis entirelyoid aswell.
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As to theissueof translationMacquarrieRobinsonand Stambaughave pac&heban,
properlytranslatedhe termson his (in part, incorrect)list (Sheeha2016:486f.).In fact, they
havemistranslatedh the spirit of the selfmademansomesentencein A 7 ahdtherebypaved
thewayfor itsd A me r interpretationHowever,n thesecase$Sheehaxid not interferebut
adoptedheir mistranslationsiasSheehathroughhis own translationsndinterpretatiorguid-
edscholarsut of the darkinto whid, in hisview,MacquarrieRobinsonandStambaugb h a v e
misled[them]for overfifty y e a(Shee&hal016:487)7n no way,to the contrayfi unlesone
sayghat, with hisinterpretation of fatealongthe linesof a midlife crisisandof destinyasper-
taining to issuessuchasthe foundingof a rabbitbreeder@ssociatigireaderdiavereachedhe
end of the woodpath of trividity whereone canno longeravoidthe thoughtthat this cannot
havebeenwhatthe epochalthinker had reservedor, asSheeharsays,the 6 e mp hcd tiinta x 6
(SheehaB015:381)of hismostinfluentialwork.

As Sheehamformsreadersn the Forewordof MakingSens#fHeidegghkisthreesons

suggestethatit is abouttime thatl moveon beyondthe narrowconfinesof Heidegger
scholarshipnto the widerworld of philosophicatiscoursendinto the arguablymore
pressingssuel economicsocial,and politicafi that callfor o n eaffestion.(Sheehan
2015aXIlll)

Havingfinishedhischetd 6 T useverafjve yearold Sheehafeelsup to thetask:

| agreeBut| wantto be surethatwhenl movebeyondHeideggelif isHeideggbatl am
movingbeyondandnot a caricaturef hisphilosophy(Sheehaf015aXIllIl)

To honor the impactof William J. RichardsonsS. J.,on him Sheehn adaptsAlexandePope
( 6 NadandNrag ulLaveslaybidin Night/ Godsaidd L Metvtonb edndallwasl i ght . 6) :

Heideggeandall hisworkslayhid in night.
Godsaidd L Rithardsom e andallwaslight.(Sheehaf015aXl)

Hereis anotheradatation:

Heideggeandalltheworldlaydeepn sorrow.
Godsaidd L 8heehanome,
andthingswill befinebyt o mor r ow! 6

Sheehanontributeswith thefull forceof italics aninsightto thetheoryof interpretation:

HavingGermanaso n endtigetongueis not alwaysanadvantagwith Heid e g gphi+ 0 s
losophyandit canevenbe a disadvantag@verandabovea commanddf Germanpone
must also have a philosophicedderstandofgwhatH e i d e tpcheicali@rens denote
whentheydivergefrom their ordinaryGermanmeaningsAnd thatunderstandings pre-
ciselywhatFritschdacks(Sheeha@0164875%

21 Sheehamakeso effort to explainhow herecognizesthenH e i d e gsagefradverd differsfrom common
parlanceGiven his blessedermeneuticahcompetencandarrogancehe would probablynot be ableto sayany-
thingreasonablen thisissue.
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As oneseeshisthreesonshave hermeneuticallgpmethingnoresubstantiato offer: whenone
knowsonly onething,oneknowsnothingi neitheroneselfor the Theyin whichoneis living??
nor the authorto whom one hasdedicated n epffessionalife and of whosework one has
producedatrivialo ¢ a r i (SkeehaB0E5axlll), astrawmamf o n ewnprejudgments.
Being,asthoughhe werethe mostn a panagtigohilosopheimaginablecompletelydeafto the
problemsthat in particularthe internationallyweltknown philosopherand Heideger student
HansGeorgGadamehasdevelopedn hiswritingsnoneof whichoccursin the bibliographyof
MakingSensefHeidegg&heehamakesun of Fritschefor allegedlyassuminghat againwith
italics,0it wouldakeovesevenygarseforethe true meaningpf SZ wouldfinally[ € $pringfully
formedfrom theforeheadf ProfessoF r i t (Slieba@2®16:503).Asto the politicalaspects
of SeirundZeit | haveaddressethis issuein an articleon Karl L °© w# andsuggestedome
more aspectsn GeschichtlichuedNationalsozialisnmideidep e Seinund Zeit (Fritsche2014:
299300).I d o rM@rttiontherethe mainreasorregardinghed m a diligents ¢ h o (Skeehsrd
2016503)in the UnitedState®f Americanamelytheirlimitedhorizoncomprisingpnly authors,
suchasDerridaandNietzsche(or, for that matter,JesuChristand St. Augustine)but without
thetypeof literatureoneneedso knowto discusghe politicalimplicationof He i d etgxse r & s
Sheehars acasean point. Theaggressiveelfcomplacencthateachpageof hispaperdreathes,
his cheatingn the cheapesandsilliestwaysandthe otherfeatureghat| mentionecat the be-
ginningof my papercertainlyd o rélfi it is sadto seeanold mancloseto the endof his ca-
reerruin whatevereputatiorhe has.

Hopefully,Sheehaiis deliberatelyying with all his falee accusationagainstayeet al.
(To varythat FrenchbormofSheeha@016:516],bettera scoundrethananidiot.) Streetwalking
( fairdetrottoi’ [SheehaR016514n. 90]as,accordindo SheeharRastiedoesfor FayeYor the
Nazi andanttSemié Heideggeandcynicallyrelyingon that hardlyanyonecheckscitations he
simplywantsto discredifayeet al. andadministetwo heavydutyfeelwell shotsfor all thoseof
hisfellowHeideggeriangho aredistressetby the politicalconviction andracismof their hero®

22 |t hasapparentlyevadedSheehalfiseeSheeha016:519)thatthe ideaof the selfmademanis ingrainedn the

Theyof the United Statef AmericaHe ratherseemdo assuméhat Heideggewasthefirst to articulateéti from

the viewpointof atheologywellestablisheth somearea®f the AmericanThey,in the theologicallgorrectfashion,
namelywith speciakmphasi®n the finitude and mortality of Daseiifi andthat he, Sheehanis (with somehelp

from RichardsorjRichardsor2003:90-93],to whom he alsoowes the perversiorof the notion of Schicksfdee
Sheeha016:493]),thefirst to recognizehis brilliantthoughtof the thinker.Sheehais mostcertainlynot aware
eitherthatthe ideaof the 0 u gAlmye r ifi ofavhich,judgedaccordingo his paperson Fayeet al.,he is certainly
anexcellenexamplé iswidespreath manyTheysoutsidethe United Statesk-or instanceherein Istanbulmy wife

andl aremostoftenthe onlyonesto defendthemandsaygoodthingsabouttheircitizens.

23 Beinga professorof philosophyonly by courtesy Sheeharthecksthe professionapedigreeof 6 T hTeenty

On ¢(Bheehal016:524)whosignedR a s t 0 fe@pént e t (RastieR016)thereareprofessor®f semiotics
etc.but only four professor®f philosophy{(Sheeha@016525)Two of them,FritscheandQuesadajavewrittena

book on Heideggerput are incompeteni{Sheehar2016:525),and 0 n e i Rerhagsnor A z z a&asd book on

He i d e(®hepehal016525).Thus,inS h e e headowedtalics,0 nneof themhaspublisheda philosophio#in-

ographon Heideger, i.e., a book that would passmusterasp h i | o s(8hpehar2016:525) To work on

Heideggeonehasto havewrittenabook on him, a philosophicabne,andhavereadhim throughouto n eifes-
sionallife. Obviously Sheehais incapabl®f acknowledginthe adviceof hissons.In Germanpnewouldcallhim

aFachidioteanexpertidiot, anidiot of anexpertor somethindike that. Moreimportantlyjt hascompletehevaded
him thatthe letterwasin thefirst placeaboutsomethingelse nhamelyaboutacademiconductor civilizedbehaviour
in generalSheehawill declarghatonehasto havewrittena philosophicabook on Heideggeto saysomethingn

thisissue.

24 Seeamyfootnotel14.

25 In apaperfrom 1995, showedhat Heideggewasby no meanssilentaboutthe Holocaustut rathertried in

0 T MeestionConcerning’ e ¢ h n 1984 )Py & | |Aasohwitzs | | e(Fritsdhel 995:155).The BlackNote-
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For anyimpartialobserverS h e e twa Imo6rishandfraudulenpapersare ethicallyandschol-
arly, certainlyunteallerSau(extremelyad;literally,beloweachandanysow),a disgracdo any
seriougournal.Neverthelesshe editorof PhilosophgdayPegBirminghampublishedhem,the
secondalreadyn the sameassueasmy paperto whichit respondssheinitiallyrefusedo publish
aresponsef mineto his secondpaperandif Sheehawishesso,reader®f Philosophpdayvill
haveto endureafurtherpaperof his.l, for my part,will mostprobablynot respondo anyfuture
text of Sheehan Fayeet al. unlesshe honorsproperacademiconduct.Sheehatabelso t h i s
importantd e b gBirmildghan?016427)0 L 6 &F & w(®héehal016481).t shouldbetter
be calledo T haHfaireSheehart Bi r mi migrihomas$heehanthe toothlesspit bull and
Donald Trump of AmericanHeideggerianisn@, for the professoiof religiousstudiesandex-
pertattheologian the HeideggeriamwastasonemorePopeknockoffandin vindicationof his
propagatiomf hisideaaboutF r i t scatdlogiédRimor®

He i d e NSpedaniSemitism
laydeeplyhid

until FF andothers

removedhelid.

Godsaido S* * * |

| &éntimygorgeougpit-bull team

andH e i d e fgryvallrhd@ppilyb e a m. 6

To endon apleasanhote,ReinerS ¢ h ¢ r wasatongwith Derrida,the onlytruly cre-
ativeamongsthe Heideggeriansind he had ashe told me once,his opinion aboutShebaan:
ShanneéMarksis producinga documentaryon S ¢ h ¢ r (warkingtitle: 0 T r aot Remer
Sc h ¢ r manyanéwho thinks they could contribute somethingmight contact her at
kylemore38@hotmail.com

Postscript

After the publicatiorof S h e e Ipagerod Baye(SheehaB015 in Philosopihgda$9(3)(2015),

the editor,PegBirminghampublishedn Philosophpda$9(4)anopenletterby F r a nRastiér s
etal.(Rastie2015 andin Philosophpdag0(2)(2016)G a + P ® g megpdrseo Sheeha®015

( P®goigyandF r i t sespbnsdd Sheehar2015(Fritsche2016. In the sameissue she
alreadypublisheda paperof Sheeha(Sheehaf01§ with hisattackon Fritschel999( Fr i t sched
book on Heideggefrom 1999)andhisresponséo Fritsche2016,P ® g2036 andRastie2016

SinceF a y regpansdo Sheehar2z015wasalsoscheduledor Philosopfyday0(2)(seeBir-
mingham2016:427), Sheeharand Birminghammost probablythoughtthat, in Sheehar2016
Sheehawouldrespondot onlyto Rastieetal.,P ® g angFritschebut alsoto Fayeand,in this

booksonfirmmy argumentseeFritsche2016b) Accordingto my experience;leideggeriarenddeconstructionists
areincomparablynore proneto (consciouslyishandleand evenpervertquotes.The latestconfirmationof this
impressiorone owesto PeterTrawny the editor of the BlackNoebookand,justlike Sheehammo s i ll iesit ener [ s ]
(Sheehar2016:517)to the conversatiorin which Harriesd d e mo I[ ié $edethentaryphilologicalg r ound s 6
(Sheeha015:383)F a y aafinsegardind3odenlosigkdiéideggewritesin the BlackNotbdookaround1938/9that
hisinsightinto hisdeceptioraboutthe essencandhistoricalole of the empiricaNationalSocialisnof hisdayshas

led him to the recognitiorof the 0 t r tinelesSNationalSocialismln otherwords,in 1938/9 he discovere the

0 t r NagoaalSocialisnrandbecamehe true NationalSocialistTrawnypresentshispassagasHe i d eabgne r 6 s
donmentof eachandanyNationalSocialisnfseerritsche2016a59394).

26 Seamyfootnote3.
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way,havethe lastword. However this plandid not work out sinceF a y rej@nslerto Sheehan
2015wasnot readyin time (seeBirmingham2016:427)andwill be publishedonly in Philosophy
Todag0(4).In July2016BirminghanrefusedF r i t sequestodosgblisha responsef histo
Sheeha2016 aboutwhich he informedthe memberof the editorialboardof Philosopfipday
andher colleagueat the Departmenbf Philosophyat DePaulUniversity the official publisher

of Philosopfgdayin AugustsheallowedFritschearejoinderof 14 pageswhenhesentherthe
currentpapercut downto 10,700nvords(andwithoutdo Bi r mi i ¢thatilensherefusedo
publishit unlesshe shortenst by 2,000wordsandi in light of her editorialnote (Birmingham
2016:427), a clearcaseof censorshifp completelydeletests lastparagraplf 6 Hop g € dtl | y
kylemore38@hotmail.cainwith 0 | e a aniddatogeddurea third paperof his on whathe la-
bel® in the placeof 0 ¢ 0 n v iardbfid ¢ emdurea further paperof his.l1, for [ € (Birming-
ham2016:4 2 7apdihe notesandthe phrase® a accordind € F a y @iterdlly,] € $ow 6

0 Ofor[ éBb e a ra@dd éhe[ € ¢ n casldteraddition¥ Subsequentlgherejectecaswell

his suggestioito publishthe 10,706word paperwithoutthatlastparagraphAt theendof 6 t hi s
importantd e b gBirmiighan016:427),P ® g RagtierandFritschewill eachhawe onepaper
only( P ® god6Rastie016,Fritsche2016, withoutthe opportwnityto respondoShee han d s
responsé¢o them,Fayewill haveonepaperonly aswell (nanelyhisresponséo S h e e REH® 0 s
to be publishedn Philosophiwday0[4]),Sheehaasalreadytwo, namelyhis attackon Faye
(Sheeha015 andhis responsdo P ® g Rastierand Fritsche(Sheeha016, and Philosophy
Todaywill, if he wishesso, publisha third paperof his, his respmseto F a y espansdo
Sheeha@015(andto whomeveelsehewantsto responcbncemore).
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[ll. The Affaire Sheehan / Birmingham II:
Frit ske¢hepbsse rHe i d Beggana Tonge

Johannes Fritsche
(BoKazi - University, |l stanbul)
September 10, 2017

AbstracPhilosopigdayublishedn 2016my replyto ThomasS h e e lpademigagainsEm-

manuelF a y lmodékon He i d e daji@nal Sosialism(2009;FrenchOriginal 2005)andi

alreadyin the sameissué S h e e heapora my paperand his polemicagainsimy book
HistoricdDeshyandNationaBocialismH e i d 8angrdTimed 999;Germanedition 2014).

He claimsthat| geteverythingvrongregardingd 7 4 Beimd and TiB&cePhilosopfigdaye-

fusedto publishmy responséo this paper,| haveuploadech muchlongerversionof it on my
accountwith academia.ediseealsothe webpagef my department)p The Af f ai re She
Birminghamil Prsietde ¢ lBeng gnd Tates22,00 words),in whichl show
that,relyingon aninterpretatioof A7 4 t hat i s as banal as it is
wholly arbitrary and fals8heeharmyetseverythingwrong.In addition,| point out a few of

S h e e mamerdusin partutterly bizarreallegationsind manipulationsvhich are,hopefully,
consciouslyraudulentln the currentpaper(~ 5,000 words | summarizeéhe paperof 22,000
words,andaddsomenewpoints.

KeywordsBeing and Tjraemmunity, historicity, Johannes Fritsche, Martin Heidegger, National
SocialismR U | , gloomas Sheehan, society

Sheehan and | agree in that A74 f oBemgand he 0
Time However, our interpretations could netrbore differentBeing and Tigansists of two

divisions. | argue in Fritsche 1999, 2014, and various papers (e.g., Fritsche 2042¢Hhhait,

the existentialia in Division One, Heidegger presents modernity as a decay jraAd2tiGat he
summarizes the theories of community and society of his time, including the normative claim
that the replacement of community with society in modernity is a downward plunge (and he adds
an anticipation of a rightist revolution). One of the twordiimg themes of Division Two is,

How to get out of this decay? I n A74, Hei de
at some point in the downward plurigeschigkliestiny) raises its voice and demands the de-
struction of society and the relat@ion of community, for National Socialists\tbisgemein-
schaftommunity of the people). The individuals have to &esphiekd act accordingly, and

an individual has to accept its individual destiny as vgdhidkséhte), for rightistde prom-

ise to be released from the burden of bourgeois autonomy, egotism, and loneliness. Heidegger
usesGeschiandSchicksal its conventional meaning in German language: only foolish people
try to evade destinyfat@mod €éhoece®s( SedheFert g
Heidegger makes clear that he belongs to the revolutionary Rightists, those who, in contrast to
nostalgic Rightists, maintain that the revitalized community can incorporate achievements that
have emerged simultaneousth wociety. In addition, he inserts a vote for the community of

the people.

As most of the other American commentators, Sheehan sees no specific theory of histo-
ry inBeing and TimAecording to him, Heidegger develops in Division One, among other issues
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the theory of the They, and in A74 he shows
chooses his or her individ@&idhicksahd several individuals th@eschictheir common fate.

Thus, for Sheehan the individuals are the only actorsfarhitee, destiny and the community

turn out to be the main players. In addition, for him the past occurs only as a pool out of which
authentic individuals freely choose one or the other of the possibilities while, for me, as the main
player it claims toetrerealized (see Fritsche 2016d2,(1417).

In this paper, | summarize in Part 1 my first paper on Sheehan (Fritsche 2016), in Parts 2
and 3 my second (Fritsche 2016a), and i n Par

1. Summary of Fritsche 2016:8lre handés <critique of Faye

I n his paper on Faye, Sheehan displays a tr.
a frightening inability of understanding even simple phrases. He claims that Heidegger means by
the word Bodenlosigkalisence/lackf ground/soil)in BeingndTimealwayghe groundlessness

of aphilosophicabosition.Howevergveryonseestfirst sightthatHeideggemeansn atleast

five of the eightoccurrencewhathe regardgo be the uprootednessf the (moden) Theyand

in only onecasea groundlessness a philosophicatheory,wherejn addition he indicateghat

thisis a specialisagef Bodenlosigkdibreover suchblindnessn the faceof the textcanobvi-
ouslyhappenbecaus&heehaseemdo beignorantof the basicof the politicalvocabularat

He i d e tymedtrh@sevadechim that the words BodenlosigkEiitwurzeluigprootedness),

andB o d e n s (th&aoppbsitepkBedertlosigkeitis,havingafirm standon/beingfirmly root-

edin that partof the surfaceof the earthwhereoneis living) in BeingndTimeandelsewhera
Heideggemarkthe intrusionof rightwing parlancento the philosophicalocabularyFinally,

sincehe is cluelessegardinghe politicalvocabularyit is beyondhis comprehensiothat Faye
hasapointwhenhetranslateBodenlosigkekieideggeasabsendesolabsencef soil).

A's t o Bding dnd GiiBkeehan has learned some fifty years ago from William Rich-
ardson that Heidegger says that, aftepisig out of the They in which it had been living up to
t hat point, an authentic Dasein o0freely and
fate, and perhaps also that this usa@elutksties flatly in the face of everyday German. At
some pot, Sheehan has come up with a device to smooth away this oddity, or already Richard-
son had told him: Heidegger uSekicksaith the wordschickighas Sheehan assume
in the sense of that authentic Dasein choses a possibility that fits him or her) in view. Sheehan
gives no example of this usagsatiicklichle cannot, becausehicklicheans in everyday lan-
guage and in Heidegger as wehe first place precisely the opposite of what Sheehan suggests,
namely that it ischicklich accordance with custom/with the respective They to do a certain
thing. Other than thatp refute FaySheehan mi squotes H&okdyegger 0
meinschdfas a backfiring apparition of Goethe, and makes a false statement about a passage on
Geschiethich | discuss in Part 3.

2. Summary of Fritsche 2016@p. 413 [here 128]Sheehan on Fritscheos
translations

S h eehan 0 wnisinnosvaymewe Hegust reiterates what one finds in most of the Amer-
ican | iterature since Richardsonds book fro
Macquarrie and Robinson (whose transchokti on |
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ars for over fifty yearsdé (Sheehan 2016: 48
cording to Sheehan Hei degger Schskskditewzty otheh e de c
key termaswellinawaythad i ver ge[ s]r yrGenr han Sheelmma0icma] 6
487).However, Sheehan can make this claim only because he severely misreads or manipulates
Hei degger ds texts.

The translators rendetb er las f@ruadi ti ond or ohanding
language, it is in the first place a traditionttiate r somethihge frotn one generation to the

next. According toula erefiraeRausivaiotovtbesaetrin,whichan A 7 4
auttent i ¢ i ndividual chooses its own fate or,
possibility it takes out of the past. Sheeh

1955. However, he takes this quote out of its context, omits atpartdmmistranslates a word.

Once one reads the full quote in its context, one sees immediately that Heidegger talks about
traditions and distinguishes two kinds, one that rigidifies the past that it hands down and one
t hat does not eamshandings dbtheeqaoteane Hesesstari as evell as sufficient
to claim it for his thesis. He does not mention that Heidegger ésesgrand Timaside of

A7Wb e r | in the usualeveryday meaning, distinguishes already at that point tiastwo ki

of traditions, and does not indicate in A74

Gewesenheit, das Gewesenefagewesaryday Gernfajust asvergangenheits Ver-
gangenergangeto a past or something in the past. Hence, the translators render these words
with expressi orseemddnt(eei.ngi.ng BoThSavi2ZmMgP) or obe
Sheehan, however, these words refefrutaumratt ytéo
(Sheehan 2016: 491; see Sheehan 2013&3). Me takes this meaning from a short comment
of Heidegger in the 0 pmiexenthoagh éleideggdr birasklfauses i 0 1 6 :
this comment the imperfect tense to expliGateeserven tbugh, as Sheehan acknowledges in

one case explicitly and in the other ones implicitly, in all occurreGemsesen(tieity A7 4 it
refers to something in the past or the past itself; even though, as Sheehan does not mention, in
the short paragraph withe c omment i n A65, i n thatBeiegnt i r e

andTimeut si de of A Géwesenhedimbiguguglyeas teahsical $erm for that ec-
stasy of the primordial temporality which corresponds to what traditionally hasdaeérecall
past, oii as he will do until the end of his cdiegs the name for a past that, as opposed to a
Vergangenheliaims to be repeated and shall be repeated; and even though he does not indicate
i n any way any unusual usage of the word in
Finally, Macquarrie and Robinson rendiederholuargdwiederhokers or epet i t i or
Oto repeatd ¥488g21 BRAM4A]337ahd Stambaugh as
465f. [index]). For, in German the ndrederholuagnost of the time, ot always, used in
the sense of oOrepetition. 6 According to She
thing |like o0to fetch.o6 It evades him that,
word as Orepetition/to repeat. o
In Heideggera traditionll b e r, and &éwegertbkims to be reealized in the future,
and only because of that can an individual make an authentic decision for the future. Sheehan
removes the tradition a@kweseniretrder to establish the individualshasonly actors. This
subjectivist mi sreading of Hei degger ds basi
passage d@eschickn A7 4 .
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3. Summary of Fritsche 2086 pp. 1729 [here 3138 Sheehan and Fritsche orGeschick
(destiny)

I n a very important pasGesciiegs in A74, Heidegge

das Geschehen der Gemeinschaft, des Volkes. Das Geschick setzt sich nicht aus
einzelnen Schicksalen zusammen, sowenig als das Miteinandersein als ein Zusammen-
vorkommen mehrerer Subjekegriffen werden kantm Miteinandersein in derselben

Welt und in der Entschlossenheit fg¢r best
im vorhinein geleitet. In der Mitteilung und im Kampf wird die Macht des Geschickes
erst frei. (SZ: 384.32B)

The note refers to A26, the section in whiec
community and society and anticipates the rightist revolution. Stambaugh translates thus: Destiny
is

the occurrence of the community, of a people. Destiny i®smpbsed of individual
fates nor can beimgith-oneanother be conceived of as the mutual occurrence of sever-
al subjects. These fates are already guided beforehand-witheinganother in the
same world and in the resoluteness for definite possibilitcommunication and in
battle the power of destiny first becomes free. (BTS:1852.5

Her translation contains, as | will discuss below, the same two mistakes as already Macquarrie
and Robinsonds makes, but iteirsot her wi se as f a
Sheehan believes that he is the first of all the readers of Heidegger, including the native
Ger man speaker s, to realize that Heidegger
private even withiBeing and Tiitself. In addition, he is convinced that, through our mistrans-
|l ations, the translators and | have omisled
duces neither in his book nor in the papers on Faye and me the German original of the decisive
passage on destiny. He does not even give an English translation. As will become clear, he takes
over both mistakes in the existing translations, and just declares, as always without any further
comment, thaGeschick not destiny; that is, it is not,avhargue it to be (see my introduction).
RatherGeschickr e f er s t o t h eGesclhighthatarconimunityufreety ,choges fer

itself (for example, in ratifying the U.S. C
As a matter of fact, Sheeltes offer something. For, close to the end of the paper in

an appendi x c orbt-Rd mtienrgec & AArSaelnyt teincc eOut | i ne an

of A74, he renders the three sentences on de

AGeschick sndt t he s unschickedlshusof asndioci dlalkxi s
ing together of individual subjects). Rather, individhatksalse already guided by our

social existence: our living together in the same world of meaning and choosing certain
possibilities togetheFhe Geschickf a community gets freed up only as we communi-

cate with one another and struggle together. (Sheehan 2016: 528)
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No comment, no explication. Hence, he does not explain, for instance, what the first sentence is
supposed to mean, and whyHéidegger wants to show how individuals freely produce their

destiny, these actors occur only in the | ast
his paraphrase convincing. I n any cawe, as t
in two steps.

Sheehandés paraphrase of Hei deggerds seco
wholly inconspicuous one. What does oOsoci al
tions, Heidegger uses here one of his technical terms forstaatiale of beirgith-other
Dasei n, and where Sheehan has oO0choosing cer

his technical terms, namélgtschlossenfiegoluteness). Resoluteness, however, is in the first
place a state of being open, aatly, for decisions but not the activity of deciding itself. More

i mportantly, it is Heideggerds technical t er
as though Heidegger were talking here about the They or, at any rate, not about duithentic in
viduals. However, Heidegger talks exclusively about authentic individuals or about them and

i naut hentic ones as wel |, and Hanoss @opably,t hat
by that which the entire passage is about, n@esthickhus Heideggesayshe preciseop-

positeof whatSheehamakediimsay( Si nce Sheehands two maneuve
upon in point 3 of my list of ten objections against his interpretation of the passage on destiny,
they should be added as two furtiigections [Fritsche 2016:23])!

Hence, one can dismiss Sheehands case al
tences. Still, Sheehan maintains that Hei de
assumed that Heidegger usessctdsenhéiere for inauthentic individuals whose fates, it might
be said, are guided by the They while the authentic individuals, through communication, break
with this guidance and produce their own fates and their own destiny, as Heidegger says in the
thirdsentendei n Sheehands paraphrastic translati on.

Sheehan | abels my book Fritscheds o0Magic
sion Your Mindd)o6 (Sheehan 2016: 504), and i
as oneds nataiways antadvantageavithcHeigger 6 s phi |l osophy,
be a disadvantaged6 (Sheehan 2016: 487). Whil
ing the second sentence have a certain elegance to them, for the interpretation of the third sen-
tence Sheehan enters the stage with a butche
leaves no word alive.

I n Hei deggerds three sentences on destiny
actors, let alone as the only actors. ForireHpid er 6 s second sentence tl
thing, most probably geschicknd in the third one they are completely absent, as the transla-
tors rightly translate in both cases. All the same, turning the entire passage upside down Sheehan
removes theuat hent i ¢ i1 ndividuals from Heidegger ds
Hei degger 0sidespite thalr cosnpletet abséimdhat sentenéefor the first time

1 Sheeharould havelearnedalreadyfrom the Americanliteraturein the 1990ghat thereis no needto claimthat
authentidndividualgproducetheirfatesandtheir destinyin the passagen destinyTheycando thislaterin the text
(seghe summaryritschel99920%215).

2Bombardingeadersvith untranslatedoreigrlanguag@hrasesandevenlining up Chinesecharacterasproofs
thatthe translatorandFritschearewrong(Sheehaf016:487n. 10,490n. 20,505n. 65),Sheehawouldsayhere:
inabsent{&atin).As a mdter of fact,anxioughatreadersnightmisswhatseemso be (alongwith the quote from
CountYorck,containingBodenlosigksiemy Part4]) his obsessioim hiscareedownhereon earth( 6 r anabi- ¢ a |
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onto the stage where, i n the cl| eampagegasof Sh
trate Geschicknd enthrone themselves both as the major grammatical subject of the third sen-
tence and as the only actors.

As the translators rightly transl at e, t he
power of De sntyigrangmatical subjectj asnd ittishnet dedermined by anything else.
Rather, as the only agent it is, as one can expect from something with power, an active agent
since, as will become more clear in what follows, the verb is in the active voice. |naaddition

one can see in the translations, owed dondt
mi nd, Sheehan cuts out the oOoOpower o6 of destin
in ous, 6 and brings 0 uschwith aaverh i the dcteve voicel we gr a
freely create oBeschick We oO0struggl e together 6: guite ob
our common goal to produce our dest Kampf. How
( O WhKam@ 6 Me i n Kia forpevety mative German speaker, including all those who

mi ght have never heard of Hitl erds book, i n

least according to Heidegger after 1933, has to be completely annihilaeschiioE g e t s
freed upd by us: She dhan dhere ih the massivet voice bhesdusetthie o n
authentic Daseins free it up. However, Heidegger does not ugebhere. Ratherf reersays
that the power of destirwird freithat is, as the translators ght |l 'y transl at e,
When somethingird freihowever, it is understood that it has not been produced in this event
by something else. Rather, it precedes this event, and now has found by itself, and not as our
product, a venue to come autd get active as what it is and in all of its power; often against our
will as, for instance, when in a tumultuous meeting a lot of latent aggression or in the explosion
of a nuclear plant radioactiwitid frei

How can one pervert a text that wagabably, the two mistakes of the translators have
gone overboard with Sheehan. oCommuni cati o
Sheehan, apparently exclusively think of the back and forth in discussions and conversations.
However, this is a falsarslation oMitteilung | f Hei degger had meant

sion, 6 he could have c¢ hos aiteilinopcontrasisingem-g | i st
eral and also in Heidegger primarily awaye communication. Superiors sbhtieilurento
their subordinates, and t he | aetletirmen fidarne n ot

you] that you are dismissed from your posit.]
(ol hilmmenemittéikerh at y o ur Gthemhan tisat, atreoaptiere§, )noods, or other
powers that are not human thougkiten sich ftdommunicate themselves, spread themselves
out) to humanas, for instance, the solemn atmosphere of this memorial to every visitor or God
to the humans thrgh his miracles and other deeds.

Thus, what does Heidegger say? Having ide@##schicicemeinschafid theVolk,
and, in doing so, having cast his ballot foMtiiksgemeinsdiaait not, say, for the Catholic
S ¢ h e Liebesgeseinsduaitmunity of love]) Heidegger reiterates in the first sentence the
standard formula of the communitariddsschiak a Gemeinschafinore than the sum of its
parts, for it has a life of its own over and above its parts. The basic flaw of modephplslio
of subjectivity is, as Hei degger -vhtaotheral r ead
Dasein to relations between autonomous subjects or persons. In the second sentence, Heidegger

t al @ myi, i Sheehandakeoneexceptin andtranslateSt.A u g u s dviverseriemdw 6 | meo et al | y d 6
(andreference# with muchaplombaccordindo the venerabl®atrologiating (SheehaB016:496).
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reiterates as well wh at n@& awonoynous; cathgBeschick ar i an
Gemeinscleafioraces us and guides us, and this is precisely what the individual recognizes when
he or she becomes authentic. In the third sentence, Heidegger lays out what every rather radical
rightist had hoped fort gome point in the downward plunge that modernity is (for instance,
with the beginning of World War Geschidt Gemeinschhtiving been silent up to that mo-
ment,wird freibreaks all the barriers that society has erected to prevent the pasictrom re
ring, enters the stage and goes openly to work as what it has always already been: the main playe
in history.

After 1933, Heidegger will say tGatschick/Schicksad specifically Germanic notion
and must not be mixed up with the Asian notioatetAccording to the latter, one cannot, and
need not, do anything by oneself, for what fate has ordained will happen anyway. Not so the
Germanic fate. First, when it becomes active, it does not do so Mittelumngvithout com-
municating itself antsimessage to the ones concerned. Second, it demands our active work for
its realization; that is, it calls us intokhenpfinto theKampfor the destruction oBesellschaft
and the raealization of/olksgemeinschaft

At this point, the second mistakf the translators comes in, which Sheehan has taken

over as well (Sheehan 2015: 381). Th\Wok have
(6des Vol kesdé) with an indefinite one (0a p¢
She han, take this as a sign that Heidegger ds
aspect. However, Hei degger ds definite articl
cry of the oppositi on dinnolk thhoee dbes notrkeaw th6R wa s ,
text, one would translate this as, O0We are a

a s, i gowim WesGermany and we in EgSermanii are (not two, bugin einzigéslk, a
numerically onfolk. 6 Todatys @mpudtiteer righti st seinin Gel
Volkk6 nor , eioaheigeaMdlk. Rat her , t h dagthe}Volid y t6: meWer i aarge
course, as al r eadyWedratheipeogle, &d monyaurlibeRls, jewk €té. c : 0O
getout of here. 6

Heidegger can keep this passage so short, because he can be sure that those interested in
these matters know what he is talking about, and because it is already the fourth step in the cho-
reography of A74. iflthe passeevithErwiflerand Widerrgfwhich In a | on
discuss with even more than the proverbial German thoroughtedsgger presents the an-
swer of an authentic individual to the demar@esichickuthentic Dasein obegswidgrand
engages into the fight agafBssellsch@fiderryif(see the summary in Fritsche 1999142}

Sheehan ignores my arguments regarding the structure of the ®hivlg ahd Tiamel
the contribution of different sections to the drama of historicity, ignores as well my analyses of
the first three steps in A74, messes up, as
without any argument, my interpretation of t
484). He does not mention that, in a handbook on Heideggea ¢genre in which one is sup-
posed to provide solid information), one of the few major authorities on Heidegger in current
Ger many, Dieter Thom?2, refers precisely to n
done, the OAmaticmandf i AT £maddanme whp takes/hés fateine| s e
his own hands.

3Whileseverabf the otherinterpretationslongthe line of the selfmademanhavea certainwit (seethe summary
in Fritschel999:207215),Sheehamneduceshe issueto a midlife-crisis.Hereis anotherexampleof the powerof
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In sum, being completely wrong alideingand T®d@ eehandés critique o
according to his own criteria (see Fritsche
and not just oBeindraad/Taisveid.t en pages on

4. Sheehandés methods (here€0l6ad)d t here address

According to Sheehadfei degger wuses at the decisive ste
language in which all but one even mean the precise opposite of their everyday meaning, even
though, as Sheehan in part admits, Heidegger usesrthedaBeing and Time&tt si de of A
and even within A74 itself in their everyday
tion of any unusual use. Il n addition, Sheeha
require massive manigibns of the texts. | have never encountered such hermeneutics any-
where else.

In addition, as Sheehan does not mention, | argue at length with other interpretations,
and give reasons for my own ones (and compare Heidegger with Hitler, the Schedd:0sf the 1
the | ate Scheler, Luk8cs, and Tillich). By ¢
neither in his paper nor in the respective passages in His book.

Furthermore, his paper is full of impudent and boorish remarks. To give just two exam-
ples, he calls mlgpseBhacechbphi 20s6phb0aln. 61
Or, with a homesexistAltherrenwifthe kind of jokes someold maiea k e ) : o0 What wou
tivate any setespecting scholar faire le trottbio r M. Faye?6 (Sheehan 20

What is worst, his paper contains numerous, in part utterly bizarre, false allegations and
denials of the obvious. For instance, accotdimg hi m | ma i n Hedegger top-at , a
i ed vol umeMeid KampfSheéthan RP046G: 485; for a list of a few of his misinterpreta-
tions, see Fritsche 2016a: 2f., n. 3). Or, the evidence of the quoisirigpand Timieh Bo-
denlosigk@iee my part 1) every fifjrader would immediately accept. Not so the Professor for

prejudgmentn G a d a nsensasimonCritchleywrites:0 T my mind, the systematiconnectiorbetweerfun-
damentabntologyand nationalsocialismwasconvincinglyestablishethy PhilippeLacouelabarthein hisd Tr a n -
scendenc&ndsin P o | i(198%insTgpograpiambridgeMA: HarvardUniversityPressand alsoat greater
lengthin his (1990)Heideggénrt andPoliticdrans.C. Turner, Oxford: Blackwell.The sameargumenthasbeen
statedmuchmore polemicallyandin extraordinangcholarlydetailby Johanneg&ritschein (19®) HistoricdDestiny
and\ationaSocialisimHeideggdBsingand Time, BerkeleyUniversityof CaliforniaPressAbout the discussiomf
historicity,Fritscheclaims:6 .Section74 of Heidegger'8eingndTimeis asbrillianta summaryof revolutimary
rightistpoliticsasone couldwishf o(p.& i i(QritchéeyandS ¢ h ¢ r 20@8r1.50n. 8) Anyonewith justoneleg
outsideof the postmodernorbit recognizest first sight that my argumenthas nothing to do with Lacoue
L a b a rin ddditidrsanysuchreademvould (rightly)guesghat the authorof Fritschel999belonggo thosefor
whomLacouel a b a rbookigadisstancef the effort of somanyHeideggerians stylizethe NationalSocialist
Heideggeasthetragicheroof the Westto whomalonewe owethe liberationfrom metaphysics.

4S h e e Ipaperi$usiquein the philosophicaliteratureln its toneandorganizationit lookslike the reportof a
megalomaniasubalterraccountanincapableof anydiscursiveeasoningr like the list of a furiouspopenailing
the heresiedownto theirlastletters As thoughonehadopenedacriticaleditionof a medievatext, thelonglist of
contentgoesjn the parton Fritschedownto level1.3.2.2.5 1.3.2.2.4my editionof ThomasA q u i corapgeté
Summtneologiceonesinglevolumehas2849pagesncludingthe seventypagef thelist of contentaratio of the
latterto the formersmallethantheonein S h e e fittie papes|it goeswithoutsayinghat,in contrasto Sheehan,
ThomasAquinasalwaysivesargumentpro and contrathe thesishe supportsand discursivelylisapproveshe
latter]).The introduction,the bibliographyandthe appendixwith S h e e Ipaapliastitranslatiorof the entire
A 7tdkel7 pagesln addition,a list of allegednistakesn Johanne&ritsche HassarGivsan,G a + P ® gy hiwa,
Profeti,JulioQuesada; r a nRastiergndErnst Tugendhats 9 pagedong.(In the courseof his paperSheehan
repeatghe samepoints up to four times.)Thus,thereareonly 2 pagedeft for Rastier9 for P ® g and21 for
Fritsche No spacefor anyargumentjust statementsf S h e e lwnrodinsonsand machinggunsalvodeclara-
tionsof the otheropinionsasfalse.

55



Textd Textestculturesol. XXIV, n A 2019

Religious Studies. He reacts like the current President of the United States of America, Donald
Trump, facing photos from t \Weadedabaewsd wr dtSihcere h
2016:517]) to launch the fourth and particularly impudent round regarding the occurrence of
Bodenlosigkeit a quote from Count Yorck in A77. 1In
t hat Fritsche and Fayenadbdleg omohgor (&Sbeebhans
that quote (see Fritsche 20168298 even though | have at no point in any of my publications
talked about it.

While | am just incompetent, Faye is, Sheehan suggests, fraudulent. However, unless he
had a fulminannental blackout, it is rather Sheehan himself who is fraudulent, obviously relying
on that hardly anyone checks references and gulistesethically and scholarly utterly dis-
graceful and outrageous papers. Nonetheless, the edituloebphy TodeggBirmingham,
published them in her jourfiadnd refused to publish a response of fine.
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IV.Hei degger ds Nati onal Social i sm:
A note on Emmanuel Faye and Thomas Sheehan
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AbstracReader s interested in Heidegger might r e
al Socialism from 2005 (English transl ati on
Letter by Rastier et al ., and spectivelyepubtishege r s |

in Philosophy Tadag015 and 2016. Here is a brief chronology of the events with some com-
ments on Faye and Sheehan. $thdesophy Tadidynot want to publish (a slightly shorter ver-
sion of) this note, | have uploaded it ordewcaa.edu.

Key wordBeing and Tjnttmmanuel Faye, Martin Heidegger, National Socialism, Thomas
Sheehan

In 2005, Emmanuel Faye published a book entitled, d egger , | > introduct:i
ophie: Aut our 13B8835(kSagen200b)dranslaes into BEnglidliHekjegged: &he
introduction of Nazism into Philosophy in Light of the Unpublished-B85({frape02Q03B In

summer 201FRhilosophy Tquayb | i shed a pol emic of Kkemi-mas Sh
tl ed, OEmmanuel Faye: The I ntroduction of F
book begins with an introduction (Faye 2008: dnd a chapter on Heidegger before 1933
(2009: &88), which contains a passage on an occurrence of thBoseliasigkgiabsence of

soil) BemgaAdlTAME®f0 9: 12) and BeindamohTjteeasgceor onon A7
historicity(2009: 14 8) . The main topic of Fayeds book,
ters 28 (2009: 3242) followedby a chapter on some of Heidegg
1935 and 1949 (2009: 243%), a conclusion (2009:-324), and appendices, notes, the bibliog-

raphy, and an index (2009:-3356).

Sheehan has nothing to say on chapers2 t he topic of Fayeds b
ohad | earned some notable things fromdé Faye
any comment or justification, that, since Faye is wrong in his interpretati f Hei degger G
of historicity and his usageBddenlosigkeito much of [ Fayeds] book <co

his recent edited collectibhe i degger , | e 6s o(l2 0 U5a: c3p8&BMU naeud é3
around 2010, | had juskimmed some of the chaptes8,2 did not have anything to say on
them in 2015 either. However, since Sheehan

and all the occurrences BddenlosigkeiBeing and Tjnhavrote a paper on these tvesues,

published in summer 2016Rhilosophy Tagl®dy: 2 ( Frit sche 2016a), al o
on Sheeh2016). (oRlhg in the very same issuehilosophy Taelx, Peg Birming-

ham, the editor dPhilosophy Togaylished a paper 8heehan in which he responds to these

two papers and to an Open Letter (Rastier et al. 2015) and, in the first place, attacks my book on
Being and Tiared National Socialism from 1999 (Fritsche 1999), since, as he puts it, with
OFr it sche o divedir FRitscher 1899]ewe ara at tgstream at the pristineo$dhece
rushing torrent that i s sweeping Heidegger 0:
2016: 504). Birmingham refused toomRUb(keesh a
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Fritsche 2016b: 33). In Fritsche 2016a, 2016b, and 2017, | show that it is not, as Sheehan claims,
me but rather he himself who (in the most banal version of what one has been reading in the
American | iterature sificend Riaphlar dosfo nlo°swiftah
1963) gets everything wrong regarding Hei dec
on Geschidkdest i nyBeingamd Thne4a ndf rel ated t eRengand f or
Timg In addition, Ipr esent ot her aspects of Sheehanos
every criterion of academic conduct and even indulges in what, hopefully, is conscious fraud.
Fayeds pl anned rPailssophnTsty was noSfihighedhnatimee(sen
Birmingham and Moore 2016: 427), and has not been published thereafter either. More or less
many readers will probably assume that reacting to a polemic only three years later or even not at
all just proves that the author of the polemic was right.iEdlgpsimce Sheehan has nothing to
say on Fayeds treatment of Fayeb6s topic, it
respond to Sheehands paper from 2015, since
to speak, in my first paper amater on, in the other two papers on Sheehan. In addition, it
woul d, or would have, further corroborated h
2015 but to the one from 2016 as well. As a
is, or was, obliged to respond to Sheehan, since not only Faye himself but rather three other indi-
viduals as well had been attacked by Sheehan, individuals who had intervened in support of Faye.
In addition, without a response by Faye, read@fsilobby Todado not know that the editors
of Philosophy Toddiysed to publish a response of one (or perhaps even more) of these three
individuals to Sheehands paper from 2016.
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This partcontainghe list of contentof a shortbookin progressanddraftsof section2, 3,4.1,
6.16.4,andAppendixs, andapreliminanpibliography

List of content

Preface

1 BeingndTimeits contextandits differentinterpretations

1.1  Thepoliticalconstellatiomluringthe WeimarRepublic

1.2  GemeinscljetmmunityandGesellschatficiety)

1.3  AA26and27 of BeingndTine the beingwith-of-the-others, Gemeinsch&ksellschafid
thecoreofHe i d eghice r 0 s

1.4  GemeinschattsellschaftdH e i d e ethicsafte@singndlime

1.5  Fritscheon BeingndTimeits structureandits A 7 4

1.6  AmericarscholarsincludingSheehargn BeingndTimeits structureandits A 7 4

2 S h e e paperjts featuresndstrategypl

2.1  Sheehatheoriginatorof four newparadigm§1

2.2  Theouterappearancef S h e e pagperaddits agend®?2

2.3 Theabsencef anyagumenin S h e e paa168 s

2.4  Theabsencef anycommenty Sheehanon his(false}ranslation§3

2.5 S h e e birutaiSandwiclstrategp4

3 Ub e r | intkefleeturenonrgeThePrinciplefReasdni955/6)65

3.1 Ub e r I:iradiioe/mandmgjownor a t freeu p 65?

3.2 Ub e r | andGesehi¢liestigy)n ThePrinciplefReasdii955/6)66

3.3 SheehaonUb e r | in EhéPenciplefRgas@y

3.4 InterimsummarySheehathefraud69

4 Ub e r | dndEfbgheritagegpgacyin BeingndTimerZ0

41 Ub e r | in/ &f BeingnaTgner0

42 Ub e r | in/ TokBeingndjime

43 Ub e r | dneEfbgheritagapgacyin A 70t BeingndTime

5 Bodenlosigkegwesent@aschehBohicksaViederholyggwiderungndWiderruf

5.1 Bodenlosigkgibundlessnesa)sencef soil)

5.2 Gewesenlisitvingbeen)n A 6ds BeingndTimeandelsewhere

5.3  Geschelfeappeningyccurrencegvent)n Beingndlimeandthereafter

5.4  Schickséhte)in Beingndlimeandthereafter

5.5 Thecallof conscience

5.6  Summary

5.7  Wiederholgapetition)Go e t he®m 6 s
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5.8  ErwiderurfgubmissiordndWiderruidisavowal)

6 Thepassagen Geschi¢llestiny]SZ2384.3138= BTS352.410)71

6.1  Its Germanoriginaljts EnglishrenderingsandS h e e thesis/d s

6.2 0 T h dategare alreadyguided[ € in the resoluteneskr definitep o s si W$Zl i t i e s
384.3837= BTS352.79) 73

6.3 0 | communicatiomndin battlethe powerof destinyfirst become$ r €S¥ 884.3738
= BTS352.910)74

6.4 0 De s is noh gomposedof individualfates|[ é jogetherof severalSu b j €S2t s 6
384.3234= BTS352.57) 77

6.5 Thenouno o c c u rirr0eW thigtérmwe designatéhe occurrencef the communi-
ty,of ap e o {32884.3132= BTS352.45)

6.6 Thephrased ¢ o mm uwhaip te Y ,dnl 60eNd thidtermwe designatéhe occurrencef
thecommunitypf ap e o (32884.3132= BTS352.45)

6.7 Thewholepassagen Geschick

6.8 Theimmediateontextof the passagen Geschick

7 S h e e ffraudsandobscenities

7.1 Theerrorsandfraudsn S h e e pagper 06 s
7.2 S h e e Altherrénsvismdotherinsults

7.3  Thesociologicahspectsf S h e e pagar 6 s

Epilogue

Appendixl:H e i d e gsggefrthéterns DaseiandWelt(world)

Appendix2: SeiundZeitandthetwo majorphasesfH e i d e ldisioeyof Being
Appendix3:theHeideggereceptiorafter1945

Appendix4: fraudulenHeideggescholar®therthanSheehan

Appendix5: Heideggeandothermortalscholar®n Aristotleando t G e e e’k s 6

Preliminanpibliography/9

2 S h e e hpaperdts featuresand strategy
2.1  Sheeharthe originator of four new paradigms

HeideggehaskeptSheehabusyfrom earlyon in hisacademicareerFor, the laterprofessoof
religiousstudieshadbegunreadingHeideggealreadyn 1961(Sheeha015xi). His colleagues
aswellashisthreesonsaresurethat he hasspentwaytoo muchtime on this Germanphiloso-
pher (Sheeha015:XI11'). Still, it took him 54 yeas to publisha book on Heideggera book
with a veryambitioussubtitle:MakingSens#HeideggérParadig®hif(Sheeha015) Sheehan
labelsmy book from 1999(Fritschel999)ad R ¢ | [(ShexemaB016:503n. 61) i.e.,abelch A
R 0 | ip ssrmaatier of two second®r, if oneaddsthe time of the dinner,anhour.Indeed,given
that| hadnot spentthat muchtime on Heideggebefore the four yeard workedon my book
(andotherthings,whilefully teachingat the Graduate~acultyof the New Schoolfor SociaRe-
searchn New York City, one semestesabbaticalarejustaR (i | osymaredo Shee bAa n 6 s
yearsbh4 yearsput the bibliographyof his book containsonly one ophilosophioaynographon
Heideggeri.e.,ab o o (Skieeha2016:525) publishedessthan fifty yearsago,Daniel Dahl-
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s t r enondgaptrom 2001(Sheeha015 331)to which Sheehamefersjust oncein a note
(SheehaB01562n. 143).
In his paperon Fritschel1999 he quotes,in eachcaseonly one or two words,fourteen
translation®f SeirundZeit includingChenrWa n gliinesene(e.g.Sheeha2016:487n. 10).
As to secondaryiteratureon Heideggerhoweverhe refersonly to textsby, ashe often says,
0 FageCi gSheéeha2016:486)andthe famousbook by Richardsor{Richardsori963)to
whom he hasdedicatedMakingSensefHeidegg&@heeha2015:n0 pagefvi]). Still, in this case,
too, he seemgo believewith his interpretatiorof A 7td havebroughtabouta paradignshift.
For, he claimsthat, by mistranslatingverykeytermin A 7 the translatorsf the two English
translation®f Beingndlimé@& Macaiarrie, Robinson(BTM) and StambaugkBTSfi andl have
0 h amiskedscholargor overfifty y e a(Bheaehaf016487).
As to Makingsense#Heideggethadreadthe chapteron H e i d e gpaceptofthistoricity
in A 7 of BeingndTime( 0 C h &.BécemingOur O p e n n[8heeh#&2015:155185])and,
mostrecentlythelastchapte 0 C h 4(QritecalR e f | e §Sheem@®0$5®@71294]) Oth-
erthanthat,| haveonly skimmedafew pagesereandthere.lt wouldnot comeasa surpris€o
meif Sh e e lo@mad ssdciijgsticamsistedn boilingHeideggedownto the mostcommon
andtrivialdenomnator.No onehaseverdoubtedthatboth BeingndTimeandH e i d elgstpe r 0 s
ry of beingareaboutmeaningmeaninghat,in BeingndTimethe existentialand,in the history
of Being Beingor Geschi¢kestinyyive.lt is similarwith A 7 Bor, asl havepointedout, whatl
labelledthe 6 A me rii nctaenr p ofelt7 &ksheenastablishethy Richardsorin his book
from 1963 thisinterpretatiorturnsthis secion upsidedown andS h e e mt@rprétatiorof A 7 4
isthe mostbana versionof it. In Appendix3, | will addresshe phenomenonhat Sheehasays
thetranslatorandl 0 h amiséedscholardor overfifty y e a(6reehaf016:487)eventhough
hisinterpretations not differentfrom thoseof thesescholars.
Sheehagivesd~ayeandmecredit,Fayefor beingo t tinehallengedoride x p emrsonme
0 mi menaissandei g u(Sheeka®016:514),mefor beingd aexpertin Ar i s taoex-l e, 6
pert,though,who hasmissedvhato s h dchavebéena pieceof ¢ a kfa@a Bim (Sheehal016:
490f.).Sheeharfpr hispart,is the authorof abook on afigurenot minorthanwhichonly God-
Fatherandthe Holy Spiritare,abook on Jesu€hrist(Sheehat986) Giventhe content of this
book (seehere p. 77) and givenhis ignorancesvenof literatureon HeideggerSheehamost
likelythoughtalreadyn 1986to haveestablished paradignshift. In anycaseif otheracademi
cianswill adoptthe styleof S h e e Ipaperdesantruly claimto haveestablished newpara-
digm, a new paradignof academiaevriting. For, S h e e Ipaperdbsundsof bulletlists, other
lists,tablesjnsults,obscenitiegrrors,andfraudsregardingne aswellasHeideggerandit does
not containasingleargument.

2.2 The outer appearanceof S h e e hpaper@rl its agenda

S h e e papertdkeadifty-five pagegSheehaf016:481535),andconsist®f threepartshame-

ly aparton mybookfrom 1999(Sheehaf016481504),a parton theemployeesf Faye& Co.,
includingme, (Sheeha016:504525)andan appendixwith a 0 Sienceby-Sentencé\nalytic
OutlineandParaphrasti€ r a n s lofét7 of 8ein@ndTimgSheehaf016:525531)followed

by the bibliographySheeha016:532535).0f the fifty-five page®only fourteenared r @am-d o6
es,pagesvithoutbullet or otherlists,tablesanalytioutlinesor paraphrastitanslationsf texts

by Heideggeor myself(Sheeha016:484,485,491,493,496,499,502,503,508,512516).In
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the secondpart, SheeharreatsP ® g (Sheeha2016:504506),Lee (2016:506507),Fritsche
(2016:50%508),P ® g (2016:508513),the 21 signatorieof Rastier2015(2016:513514),
Fritsche (2016:517#519), P ® g (2016:519520), and TugendhatRastier,Profeti, Quesada,
Givsanandthe 21 signatoriesf Rastiel2015(2016521525).All thesesectionsarejustlistsof
guotesfrom the respectiveindividuals,or S h e e hparapbrasesntroducedby the word
o0 wr o angdfoéllowedby S h e e hopimon, a rhetoricalquestion,and/or somethingmore
wordily;listson which he repeatghe sane pointsagainandagainup to four times.The third
partdoesnot containanyargumengither.

The list of contentis verydetailed 0 1 . Regeneratio®Repetitionof a Nazi Volksge-
meinscl@afaindhas35 headlines of whichbeginwitho F r i Mistranslates Mi si nt er pr et
(Sheeha2016:481482).The introductionis a bulletlist with eightbullets(Sheeha2016:482
483).The nextthreepagesared r @agéabddintroducethe parton my book. Paget84setsthe
tone:F r i t Bterpretaiicrof A 70f BeingndTimén hiso wa b o pikodu t tbeé rzlaig r e, 0
hisnotesFritsched | &ishairdownandrambleon aboutthisandt h aahdhedisplays pe-
culiaro h u m@reahar2016:484) Page485consistf two passageshich| will addressn
my section/. On page486,heannouncekisaim:o | demolishind- r i t mistdareslatisnand
misinterpretationsf SZ A 7 14lestroyoneof the foundationapillarsholdingup the canardhat
is F a y Keiilegg@helntroductiaiNazisnintoPhilsophy .(Sheehai2016:486) As pointedout
abovepnehasto waitseverabages$o encountethenextd r pamd. 6

2.3  The absenceof anyargumentin S h e e hpaperd s

S h e e Ipaperddesnot containanyargumentywhichis, needlest sayunusuafor apaperin
aphilosophyjournal,especiallginceits authorarguesgainssomeonavho,in hisview,0 | i t er a | |
getsnothingr i g(8heehaf016:492)in the interpretatiorof the text at stake Other thanin

his tablesand translationsSheehamusesexpessionsndicatinga reasonor an inferenceonly
eighttimes,in noneof thesecase$o marka stepwithin hisown reasoningn five instanced)e

use s i rod d e r ie drdenfoe idstanceto infer from hisown opinion,presentedvith-

out anyargument,that Fritscheis wrong(Sheeha016:484,485n. 6,491,497,498).In two of

the threeoccurrencesf 0 t h Sheehéduplicates reasoningf Richardsonwhichhe adopts
(Sheeha016:489,493).Thethird 0 t h imtedceswhatshouldhavebeenado pi acfc @ k e 6
(Sheeha016:490f.)for me,namelyto recognizea supposedeferencef Heideggeto Aristo-

t | mofiosof DzDapa®m d$heehal016:491).1 haveshownthat Sheehais utterlymisguided

in all threecasesandwill comebackto themat laterpoints.A furtherabsencenSh e e lpaa n 60 s
perl presentn thenextsession.

2.4  The absenceof any comment by Sheeharon his (false)translations

As wassaid,accordingo Sheeharthroughour mistranslationsf all the keytermsin A 7 ahd
ekewheren BeingndTime MacquarrieRobinson Stambaughand| 0 h amistedscholardor
overfifty y e a(Breeéha®016:487).Probablyall four of ushavetakenasarule of thumbthat,
wheneveHeideggedoesnot indicateotherwisehe usesan ordinaryword in its ordinaryevery-
daymeaningandexplicitlyaddsspecificationd, he thinks,theyd o nbécbmeobviousin the
context). However thisis preciselyur mistakepecaus&heehaglaimsthat, alongwith several
otherkeytermsin BeingndTing noneof thosein A 7k e thgcsnventionameaningt hasin
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ordinaryG e r m éShegéha201%: 486).Rathertheyall 0 d i vfem their ordinaryGerman
me a n i (8hgehai®016:487)ashe saysn the contextof a hermeneuticahsightaboutthe
possble or, asallegedlyn my caseactualdisadvantagesf 0 [ h ] &ermanago n enatise
t o n g%heebal016487)whenreadingHeidegger

One would expectsomeonelaimingsuchdivergence® explainalittle bit how herec-
ognizeghem.Sheehamakeso effort in thatdirection.In addition whenonebelieves phrase
hasbeenmistranslatedyne shouldexplainandarguefor o n eo@rstranslationSheehamever
doesthis either.He justgivesasthe only justificationof his claimhis supposedIgorrecttransla-
tion of aquotefrom Heideggem quotewhosecontexthe neveraddresses.

Sheehanloesnot denythat Heideggedoesnot indicatein A 7id anywayanyusageof
privatelanguagdn my view,thisfactalonerendersS h e e m&rprétationmplausikte. As,for
instancethe elaboration®n the notionsof Schuldguilt) (BTS 261= SZ 283)and Sorgécare)
(BTS179f1.,183ff.= SZ192f.,196ff.)or similarpassagem othertextsshow,Heideggenormally
comment®n wordswhichhe usesn anunusuaivay None of thetermsat stakein A 7igin any
way unusualand severabf them evenbelongto the 6 ¢ oof the® Ge r meod p @ wefr , 0
thereis suchthing.lIronically it is preciselyhe otherwayaroundthanSheehaassumes:or, the
translatorhavetranslatedll the termsSheehaadducegroperly with the exceptiorof one.In
addition,they havetranslatedalsely,or in too vaguea way, other phrasesTheseflaws have
stronglycontributedto what! labelledthe © A me rii nctaenr p ofelt7 @Bkeehannadnot
noticedanyof them.

2.5 S h e e hcacald@r-sandwichstrategy

Sheehawffersno argumentor anyof his claimsandhe doesnot commentin anywayon his

allegedlgorrecttranslationsHow canhefill 55 pagesThreemeand havealreay mentioned,
thebulletlistsof allegednistakedhisrepetitionf the samepoints,andhisinsertionf lengthy
passagewith, he assumescidwit andirony. In addition,thereare severatablestakingquite

somespace.

Still, he hasto makehis point, andhe doesso in five stepsHe presentsalongwith my
allegednistranslationsyis opinionsaboutH e i d e gsageofrtainss;in stepl)thetermsUb e r -
lieferun@Viederholemd GewesenliSiteehai2016:486492)andin step2) regardingGescheri
GeschichtlichiSzhicks#@beschicandGemeinscligfteehal016:492493).Thereafterhe offers
3) hisaccountof A 7 usingthe meaning®f the notionspresentedn stepsl) and2) (Sheehan
2016:494497).In step4), he presentslifferentstefs of my interpretationtepeatingn eachcase
his own opinion,anddeclaringny interpretatiorto be wrong(Sheeha2016:498504).As one
seesseparatingteps3) and4) enablesim to fill pagedy repeatingn 4) whathe hasalready
saidin 3). More importantlyto prefacehis critiqueof my interpretationn 4) by stepsl), 2),and
3) enablefim in 4) to presenhis critiquewithoutanyargumentln addition,to prefacestep3)
by stepsl) and2) enablefim to presentisinterpretatiorwithoutanyargumeneither.

Forthisreasonstepsl) and2) arethe crucialonesin hisentirepaperHe hasoutsourced
a justificationfor his claimsin 2) to a separatetep5). For, ashe saysat the beginningof 2):
oNoteAt thispoinpleasefeto thesentedysentencetlin@andparaphrastianslationf SZ§ 7id
Appendi? below.52% (Sheeha016:492).Beingaboutaslong asthe originaltext this para-
phrastidranslatiordoesnot containanyargumentAs | will show,it isbasedbnS h e e lopnn 6 s
ion aboutthe meaningf thetermspresentedh 1) and?2).In otherwords,hejustifieshisrender-
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ing of the relevantermsby referringto his paraphrastitranslatiorwhich he hasproducedon
the basisf hisopinionof the terms.As will becomeclea, stepl) is supposedo justifythe cru-
cialclaimin step2), andstepl) doesnot containanyargumeneitherbut only a list of quotes
introducedby S h e e lb@nr@abouttheirmeaningThus,sandwichingdpis presentatiof my
interpretatiorbetweenwo layersthat supporteachotherin a circularway,he manageso fill
manypagesvithoutanyargument.

3 /] ber | i &fhelecture gourse The Principle of Reasor{1955/6)
31 [/ ber | i drédéieniihandging downora t freeu p 0 ?

As | will discussn Sectiond, HeideggeuseshenounU b e r | anétHe eorraspogdingerb

U b e r rotiorlfineAr 7tBLit elsewherén SeirundZeitaswell, notablyin the prominentA 6In
everydayanguagd) b e r | is usddia theussengeof Traditiorftraditio/tradefiatin], tradition).
EverytraditionorU b e r | tradidrielr euriitrghsenitsigandsdown)somethingrom onegen-
erationto the next.Heideggedoesnot indicateanywherén SeinundZeitthathewoulduseU b e r -
lieferurand U b e rith anenuseialvay. Thus, Macquarrieand Robinsonaswell as Stambaugh
renderthemaso t r ado h a rndhq wgndo t handd o w randthereis probablyno al-
ternativeEnglishtranslationStill, accordingo Sheehanoneof the keytermsin A 7%k e the s
conventionameaningt hasin ordinaryG e r m¢heéha01%: 486).Rathertheyallo di ver ge
from their ordinaryGermanme a n i ($hgebai016:487).As the veryfirst pointin hispaper
(thefirst part of stepl]; seeabove,my Sedbn 2.5) Sheeharlaimsthat the translatiorof the
translator® b e t [thedphi®sophicaime a n ofriJd @ r | /i Uebf eer (QAheeghR®16:487)

in Heideggerfor U b e r | /i iebfeer d ul megtsmeand thandd o whut® tfreeup,to liber-

ae §(®heban2016:487;seeSheehar015 181182);i.e.,0 t feeup,to | i b eis thetordyd
meaningn whichHeideggeuseghe nounandtheverb.

After presentingur oppositetranslationsf U b e r | /il é fe & (Skieeh@2616:487.19
22),Sheehn offersa bulletlist with threeHeideggequotescontainingd b e r | danawitleoutu n g
anycommenthis Englishtranslation§Sheeha@016:487.23488.12)l beginwith the secondbf
thesequotestakenfromH e i d e lgagueegouisan the wintersemester1955/6, ThePrinciplef
Reasois | alreadysaid,Sheehalaimsthat,in A 7 duthentidDaseinchosests own fate and
severaDaseinechosetheir commonfate, their Geschigklestiny) As will becomeclearin the
followingsectionsS h e e felanmrégardingd e i d e gsageof (Bbse r | in EhEPeincipleh g
Reasanathekeyfor hisinterpretatiorof the passagen Geschiok SeirundZeit For thisreason|
talk aboutdestinyalreadyn this sectionto showthat, mostprobablyknowingly heturnsupside
downHe i d e ysag®frid = r ih the@rinepieiiReason

3.2 [/ ber | i ad &éeschickidestiny)in The Principle of Reasor{1955/6)

Heideggebegarno work on whathe calledthe historyof Beingaround1931/2.In the lecture
courseThePrinciplefReasan the Wintersemestet955/6,hetreatsL e i bprncigledf suffi-
cientGrundreason)jn the contextof the historyof the Greekword k A & ifs franslatiorinto
Latin asratio andthe Germantranslatiorof raticasGrungthreewordsfrom threedifferentlan-
guage®n whichthreedifferentmeaning®f Beingareencapsulatedror, the term 0 Geschick
b e i ohgrécterizes t historyof Westerrthinkingup till nowinsofaraswe look backoni t 6
(Heidegget 99161 = Heideggef978:108),andit meanghato b e proffersitselfto usin that
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itwi t hd({Heidegyei991:61 = Heidegge978:108):By 0 h i s tHeideggendeansa
sequencenot of theoriesof different philosophersbut of differentepochseachof whichis
characterizely a specifidruth or Beingthathasbeenestablishelly a sendingdf Beingo b e i n g
proffersitselfto us,assuchfurnishedtselfto usandis an offering [Schickuhgfrdm whicho i t
follows that 6 b e meags@agtsomethingdifferentfrom 6 b e asht g@dtursin the various
epochsof its GeschigéKHeideggel991:62 = Heideggef978:11Q a Schickuisgndsa Geschick
andmanySchicksale

As | pointedout, in line with the6 G e r nreptiom of diestinyandfate Heideggeem-
phasizein A 7 of SeinundZeitthat destinycallsuponthe Daseindo takeovertheir destinyand
realizeit. Geschiakeedsthe activework of Daseinfor its realizatia. In a lecturecoursein
1934/5,Heideggecallsthis understandingf destinyandfate 0 a essentiallsermann ot i on 6
anddistinguishes fromtheo t r a d iort0 iIAG maidnof f a taeardingo whichoneneed
not, andcannot,do anythingsincedeginy realizestself anywayirrespectivef the activitiesof
the humangFritschel 999:140f).

Around 1937/8, Heideggebelievedo recognizehat the empiricalNational Socialism
wasnhot the overcomingf societybut ratherits fulfilment at whichpoint he,at the sametime,
recognizedhe timelesly true Natioral Socialisn(seeFritsche2016l). Theseinsightsled him
finallyto histheoryof the quietistandbucolicGevie(Fourfold) (seg-ritsche2019) Thus,in the
lecturecourseThePrinciplefReasdAeideggecommentsn the notion of Geschicio longerin a
fightingmode Ashesaysp Wasuallyunderstandeschi¢testinyasbeingthatwhichhasbeen
determinedand imposedthrough fate: a sorrowful,an evil, a fortunate Gesclkic ¢Heidegger
1978:108)Howevero t Imeasings aderivativeone.For schickgno s e natiginaligdénotes:
Opr ep@ori ch@rpidon gggihinggo that placewhereit b e | o comgseqdentiit also
meando 6 f u randd sald Gd itappdin t[b@schickerhousear o o (Héidegged991:61 =
Heidegged 978:108).0r, Geschickeanghat 0 b e jSeihdhailsus andclearsandlightsitself,
andin clearingt furnishesthe temporalplayspacederZeitSpieRaune i n | véherembeing
[Séendésana p p €Heideyget99162= 1978:109;replacghesecond b e iwithgd e i ngs 6)

Neitherin 1934/35nor in 1955/6 doeshe saythat individualsproducefate or destiny.
Ratherijt is destinyandfate that givessomethingHis pointis to deferd the notionsof destiny
andfateagainsthosewho haveno sensdor them,d o rbélieven them,and,in hisview,mis-
understanthem.

3.3 Sheeharon/ b e r / i e fTleerPunoige of Reason

At the beginningof the thirteenthandlastsessiorof the lecturecourse Heideggesummarizes

theissueof the beginningf anewepochin eleversentenceseverabf whichhavesubordinated
clausesOne of thesesubordinatea@lausesindthe followingman clausesSheehamguoteswith-

out anycommentasproof of hisclaimregardingd ber | i ef erung/ tber |l i efer:

...weildie; b er | i eagkndlichwasigr Namesagt,ein Liefernim Sinnedeslib-
erarederBefreiungst. Als ein Befreierhebtdie] b e r rungwerboegen& ¢ h dész e
GeweseneanslLicht. . . . (Heideggefl978:1971.710 = GA 10:153.89 = 102.67)
(SheehaR016488)

1Lilly hasleft 6 G e s ¢ bntrandtatedseehis commentHeidegge 991:xivf.) and sometimesnsertsthe usual
translatonp desti ny. 0
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He translatethisquotethus:

e becausé]p e r | isadréemgupimtie sensef liberaréo setsomethingree.Assuch
a freeingup, U b e r | briegkte light thg hiddentreasureof dasGewesen (Sheehan
2016488)

In his presentatiomf his interpretatiorof A 7 (tep3 of the five steps[seemy section
2.5]),Sheehasayshat,in a doublereturn,authenticDaseinreturnso f r [dshiallennes$ é ]
backothemortahheadndisat [it] already saddofronthataheadnedsacko[ € its presenimo-
me n In thétmomento f ramongtsdé i n h b e g @rdggbbpossibilitiesDaskinchooses
one or anotherof themthat it will endeavoto live out authenticallyn the light of its radical
mo r t a(Sheeha2016:496) Thesetwo sentenceseferto the passagen Erbe(SZ 383.31
384.1= BTM 435.122),inwhichU b e r | /i ield ee mdaurstgf thee first timein A 7 W his
paraphrasti¢ranslation(step5), Sheehamendersthis passagehus: 0 Ireturn to my mortal
aheadnesepenup anauthentigossibilityof exsistencdrom my legacgndtaket ovel ¢ fyee-
ingupof authentigossibilitied. € Resolvaswhatfreesupthatl e g §Sbeeh@B016527).As
his translatiorshowsand aseveryoneelse(rightly)does he regardghe Erbeassomethinghat
hascomefrom the pastor hasbeenhandeddowrfi or hashandedtsef dowrfi from the past
into the presentAccordingto Sheeharit is not this Erbebut ratherDaseinthatii b e rsbmee f e r t
thing. Daseindoesso by takingone of the possibilitiecontainedn the Erbeand makingit its
own. It drawsthis possibilittowarditself,soto speakandkeepst. However Sheehaturnsthe
text upsidedown. For, in 1955/6 0 t freeu p i6 not the only meaningout just one of the two
meaningof Ub er |;Ub e e t inamdste trhmnddyo w rihe activityof i b e rikpee f e r n
formedbytheU b e r | (angrfotdoy sanmethingpr someoneanalogouso authentidaseinin
1927)asl showin whatfollows.

One mightwonderwhy Heideggeexplicate® f r euepinog the senseof liberardo
setsomething r eAdter al,whatcandto freeu p meanotherthano t setsomething r ele 6 ?
addition,referringto a Germanetymologicatlictionarynote 13 readso 1 @Gf. Kluge, Etymolo-
gischédo r t e4d40s.u.@ Ihi e6fl @ rénvokat. liberaré b e f r (Sheehad01®:488n. 13
HoweverKlugehasnotonlyo b e f rbetalseinednt | € @ il gZewhLét.tiberar@ b e f r ei e n,
ent | e [KiugpEe0d4D]).Entledigemto getrid of somethingto releassomethingto give
something@wayto letit gooutof 0 n éndndssoto speakeachof whichisthe preciseopposite
of theactivityof graspingomethingandkeepingt thatSheehaassumes:urthermoreSheehan
hasleftoutHe i d e g g e g éwasilir Nammbs, a gLilly t@nslateshe two sentencethat
Sheehahasonly partiallytranslatedhus:

It canbecomethis [Siekanne} because legacy[U b e r 1] is gehwnelyasitgname
saysa deliveringLieferhin the senseof liberaref liberating As a liberatinga legacy
raisexoncealedichesof whathasbeen[de$sewesehiato the light of day,evenif this

light is at first only that of a hesitantdawn[sedied.ichtauclerstdasiner 6 g eMor d e n
g e n d & m(heedegget 3P1:102= Heideggel978:171= GA 10:153;thefirst and
thelastinsertionof the Germanphrasess mine,J.F.)

As oneseesfor Heidegged tloi b eistre eauinenodeof U b e r | d@ndtHusoniyomegf
two, or more,modesSheehanreateshe oppositempressiory two omissionsHe leave®ut a
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phrasein his translationof the Heideggerquote,and he leavesout 6 e n t | endhis leya 6
guote,in thiswaypreventingeaderérom speculatingboutseverameaningsf liefern

However,two further measureare necessarfor Sheehank-or, asone canseein the
Heideggequoteandin L i | cbrgedtrainslationHeideggeexplicatesereonemeaningfUb e r -
lieferurmy pointingto ameaningf LieferrS h e e headeringf Liefermso f r euepiswimpl-
ly arbitraryandfalse(anddoesnot requirethe specificatiom i thee sensef liberaref liberating
to setsomething r e RathdrLilly isrightin renderingt aso d e | i Sleehamfersordyto
theveryshortentryof justtenlinesin K I u glietibnsryandheleave®ut the generaimeaning
of lieferthatKlugegivesnamelyto deliver asatraderandmerchantagoodto the onewho has
orderedit (Kluge1960:440),whichis the preciseoppositeof whatSheeharfindsin Heidegger
andKluge.Gr i mv’'r ¢ eontainsovar severacolumnsmanyentriesfor 0 | i edllefr n 6
which havein commonthat that which liefertalreadyhaswhatit lieferand bringsit to some-
where or someoneglsejo the effectthat,in mostcasest loseswhatit lieferas,for instancein
the caseof tradingor of payingo n driuteto the stateor thechurch? Thus,theUb e r 1 isae f er un
Liefernthe carryingof somethingrom somewheréo somewherelse andthis Liefermantake
placein two modesln light of the mainclauseof the first sentencevhich Sheehawlid not in-
cludein his quote,one canalreadysurmisethatin the precedingentencéieideggehastalked
aboutanothermodeof Ub e r |, ioree in evhian andJ b e r | doeshot liberategut does
somethinglifferent.

In addition,in the subordinatectlauseof the secondsentencevhichSheehahasnot in-
cludedin his quote Heideggesayghatit is possiblaghatthatwhichanU b e r | hagifoerdn g f e
becomeserceivablenly later. Whatcanthe U b e r | he@Sheemamasmost certainlynot
includedthe subordinatedlausébecausée is awarethat suchsentenceloesnot makesensen
the contextof the o f r euepigrfgrmedby authentidDaseinin 1927in hisunderstandingio
matterwho, or what,it is thatisin 1955/6the analoguéo thisDaseinlf theUb e r | damnéte r un g
be the activityof someonegr somethingthattakessomethingputof anU b e r | dr anErber u n g
it canonlybethisU b e r | or teatiiteomitsel,thathandstselfdownor is handeddown.Thus,

Lilly isrightin translatingg | b e r | iwath Oel reugndmtedyhéehahasleft the word untrans-
latedto preventreadergérom recognizinghatlegacysthatwhicht ber | i ef er t .

ThefactthatLilly isright becomegvenmoreobviouswhenonelooksatthe wholepas-

sagelt readsn L i |tdanslatisrthus:

1) The principleof reasonreadsNothing is without reasonNihil essineationed R e a -
s o ffGyunilis the translatioNU b e r § & tao@)mAgranslationbecomesa legacy

[U b lieferuhgvhenthe speakingf basicwords tranktesone historicallanguagénto
anotherone [dasSprechdaiGrundwonereinegeschichtliGmachedieanderg b setgt

3)If it rigidifiesalegacyU b e r |] caadiegemeratimtg aburdenandahandicap4) It
canbecomehisbecausalegacyU b e r 1] is gehumelyasitsppamesaysa delivering
[Lieferhin the sensef liberaref liberating5) As aliberatingalegacyU b e r |]tais-f er ung
esconcealedchesof whathasbeende$sewesehiaio the light of day,evenif thislight

is at first only that of a hesitantdawn.6) That Grunds the translatiorof ratiaomeango
saythat ratiohaspasseaver into Grundhatsictin derGrundi b e 1, b llegadye b ¢ r -
lieferuhgvhich alreadyearlyon speakswith a doublesense?) Of course[freilich the
passingver[U b e r 1] of éhétworsensegf rationto 6 g r o andodRsedafisstjendd

2|n currentvocabularya Lieferserviedienst.companythatlieferdeliversthe book, pieceof furniture, or whatever
elseonehasorderedsomewhereRizzgointslieferthe pizzaonehasorderedo o n eaffagment.
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reachests decisiveconfigurationwhere [dort the Geschiakf being determineghat
epochwhich,accordingo historiographicgderiodizationis calledd mo d e 8)Rro-t y . 0
videdbeingandground/reasord a theesé@methenthe modernGeschidf beingmust

also transformthe ancientRomandouble senseof ratio ¢Heideggerl991:102 =
Heidegget978:171= GA 10:153;insertionof thenumbersandof severabf theinser-

tionsof the Germanoriginalis mine,J.F.)

L i | tdanslatisns basicallgorrectexcepthat,attwo placesthe Germanoriginalis morepro-
nounced.For, the subordinatelausen 2) reads|iterallytranslatedthus:wheno t Bpeakingf
the basicwordsstepsrom onehistoricalanguageverinto anotheristorical a n g (seegye 0
commenton U b e r [Briesth&l@9A.vii]). In addition,0 Aspassed v eirr 3pwould probably
beagoodtranslatiorof 0 i ¢siter g e pasichp éHh e r | howdverisstrangerd h a s
passedtself/ handeddowni t s Fulthermdrepnemighttranslaten 7):0 H o w etlve pass-
ingoveré reacheds decisiveconfiguratioronly atthe pointwherethe Geschigk6Ub er | i ef e r |
canbe usedfor a legacya tradition,for the activitiesn whichthe traditionhandsitself down,
andfor theresultof theseactivitiessay for the bodyof Hessiarfairytalesfor their beingorally
narratey HessiarGrandmothersandfor their presencén the mindsof the nextgeneratiomf
HessiansAfter the BrothersGrimm, readingcanreplacagheoralU b e r | dof thdfUebreuwn g e f er |
thatthebodyof Hessiarairytalesis.

To besurethesubjecin 2)iso t r a n sThus,Heideggem@htthink of the transla-
tor. However the word translatordoesnot occurat all in the entirepassagdnstead,n 2) the
0 s p e aflbasiomp r drslia 5)theword ratiodo the U b lieferuntn addition alreadyn 2) it
is obviousthatin no wayeveryU b e r | is atrinslationfFugthermoreaseveryonavho has
followedthe wholelecturecoursewill expectjt is Geschitkat determineshe translationThus,
Heideggemeansy 0 | b e r | i adréd@ionalmodydf textsthatis handeddownfrom one
generatiorio the next,or this body of textsin the procesf beingtranslatednto a different
languagea translatiordeterminedby Geschidkit takesplaceat the beginningpf anewepochlt
isanU b e r | in thifsenseatmadition,a bodyof textshandediownto futuregenerationgnd
not anactof takingsomethingut of atradition,thatcantaketwo modesarigidifyingoneanda
modein whichit liberatesln addition,evenif Heideggemainlyor exclusivelyneanthetransla-
torsandtheirtranslatingto translatein whichevemway,a bodyof textsandhandit downto fu-
turegenerationandpickingout of apool of possibilitiegontainedn atraditiona possibilityfor
0 n ewnusagaretwo verydifferentandopposedactivities.

Sheehaturnsthe referenceaswell asthe meaningpf U b e r | upsidiedewniHe can
claimhis quotefor histhesisonly becausef four maneuversie 1) takest out of its context,2)
leave®ut in the quoteitselfthe phrasep g e n uasits mames ,a yasad3)oin contrasto Lilly
( odae | i v enistramsigtés) | e fnametygs® f r euepi 4pdde ignoresGeschick the
nextsection,| showthatin A @&ndin othersectionsf BeingndTimdJ b e r | mearfsjestas n g
in 1955 a traditionor a body of textshandeddown from one generatiorio the next,andthat
alreadyin SeirundZeitHeideggedistinguishedifferentmodesin whicha traditionhandsdown
whatit transmits.

3.5Interim summary:Sheeharthe fraud
At the beginningof the lastsessiorof hislecturecoursein 1955/6, ThePrinciplefReasom his

summanof the issueof translatiorHeideggeusedU b e r | in its Bverydaynegningnamely
asTraditioftradition) andsayshatanU b e r | darhdnddownsomethingdo latergenerations
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in two ways Sheehaturnsthe meaningandthe referencef U b e r | upsidedewnbyrclgim-
ing thatHeideggemeansere the sameactivitySheehafindsin A 7o BeingndTimenamelyan
activityin which someondakessomethingout of a traditionandappropriates for himselfby
ignoringeverythinglsehandeddownby the tradition.As | haveshown,Sheehacando soonly
by isolatinghis quotefrom its contextand in severaivaysheavilymanipulatingt aswellasa
guotefrom Klugethatheadduce# supportof hisclaim.

In addition,in 2015Sheehamcknowledgethat the later Heideggeusedthe term Ges-
chiclnot in the senseSheehafindsin A 7 butin its everydayneaningnamelydesignating su-
perhumanpower in S h e e hwardsfoss u p e r neeessaryargdj n e v i forabmares 6
(Sheehaf016487)(seeSheeha015281ff.).In thismeaningHeideggeusesGeschi¢kom the
beginningf ThePrinciplefReasam andalsoin theimmediateontextof S h e e louotefidm
thislecturecourseAll thisshowsthat,in 2016 Sheehawasmostcertainlyawarghatwhenone
readshis quotein its context,oneseestfirst sightthatheturnsit upsidedown.In otherwords,
hismanipulationaremostprobablynot coincidentabut ratherconscious$raud.

This is thefirst stepof S h e e leraine@ager.Obviously he hadnot found anyother
wayto makehis casefor his interpretatiorof SeirundZeitthan heavilymanipulating text of
He i d e fgog elmastthirty yeardater.As | will show,all the followingstepsarefraud,utter
ignoranceor a mixture of both. In Appendix2, | will showwhat Heideggemeanswhen,in
1955/6,hesaygshatanU b e r | damdisedrc wmgriehedofevidathasbeeninto the light of
day.evenif thislightis atfirst onlythatof ahesitand a wn . 6

4! b e r | i antl Erbeflenacy,heritage)in Being and Time
4.1 ber | i oA&¥Aeingand Time

Outsideof the chaptern historicityHeideggeemploysi b e r dndUebfee rl in SefusdZeil n g
exclusivelyn the usualmeaningppfo ha nd ©o wardé t r a dmasthotablyindhe famous

A 6nvherehetalksaboutthe stockof categorieandconceptsievelopedh antiqueontology This

body of conceptsand categoriebasbeenhandeddownto He i d e tngbyrthé&t r adi t i on
(BTS19 = SZ 21),the sametradition he is talkingaboutin the lecturecoursefrom 1955/6.
Heideggedescribethe actingof thetraditionasanexamplef whatl calledd d o U lolreg et t i n g «

The traditionthat herebygainsdominancenakeswvhatit 0 t r a riisbra]riégslittle ac-
cessiblehatinitiallyandfor the mostpartit coversit overinsteadWhathasbeenhanded
down[dad) b e r k Jotrhanedsoverto obviousnesst barsaccesso thoseoriginaldo we | | -
s p r ionotgfsvidichthetraditionalti b e r ] categbrieandcanceptsverein partgenu-
inelydrawn (BTS19= SZ21)

Ub e r igjestarotherwordfor Ub e r biriceevergl ne r | dibgfves)pruirbee ftrans- b t
mits, delivers) somethingto the future generationsDasU b e r k dsramotherveord for das

Ub e r |(thawwvhieh hasbeenhandeddown),andthe categorieandconceptshavebeenii b e r -
lieferthandeddown,transmittedpy the tradition.The traditionnot only coversup whatit hands
down,it evenmakests activityandthe possibilitypr needjo revisitthe traditioninvisibled T h e
traditionevenmakesusforgetsucha provenancealtogetherindeed,it makesuswhollyincapa-
ble of evenunderstandinthatsuchareturnisn e ¢ e s(BT&19y SZR1)
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Preciselypecauséhe traditionhasactedthat way,a ddestructifidestruktionjof the tradi-
tional[U b e r ] contehtef ancientontology[hasto] be carriedo u {BdS:20= SZ:22;re-
placemenbf odestructudngith odestructis mine,J. F.) Thus,it is hereasin the Heidegger
quotefrom 1955and, therefore preciselythe oppositeof what SheehamaintainsTheUb e r -
lieferungthe traditionthathandsdown.If onewantsto talk of a freeingup in this context,it is
indeedDaseinor the philosophethat doesso, but preciselypy destroyinghe U brleferurig or-
derto 6 f © ot briginalexperiencem whichthe first and subsequentlguidingdetermina-
tionsof beingwereg a i MBI 82D= SZ:22).

6. The passageon Geschick(destiny) (SZ 384.3138= BTS 352.410)
6.1lts Germanoriginal, its English renderings,andS h e e htlzesisd s

As wassaid the secondof the threedecisivepassages A 7 idthe one on Geschickeidegger
determinesGeschiglasfollows:

1) Damit bezeichnenvir dasGeschehenler GemeinschafilesVolkes.2) Das Geshick
setztsichnicht auseinzelnerSchicksaleausammensowenigalsdasMiteinanderseials

ein ZusammenvorkommemehrereiSubjektédegriffenwerdenkann® 3) Im Miteinander-

seinin derselbeWeltund in der Entschlossenheit ¢bestimmteM® g | | c énkdie t e n
Schicksalechonim vorhineingeleitet4) In der Mitteilungund im Kampfwird die Macht
desGeschickesrstfrei. (SZ:384.3138; asin the following quotes jnsertionof numbers
mine,J.F.)

In the note,he refersbackto hisdiscussionf the existentiabf Beingwith-otherDaseinn A 2 6 :
0 VAI2$.11 7 (SE384n.1).Macquarri@andRobinsortranslate:

1) Thisis how we designatéhe historizingof the community a people 2) Destinyis not

somethinghat putsitselftogetherout of individualfates,anymorethan Beingwith-one

anothercanbe conceivedsthe occurringtogetherof severaSubject¥.3) Our fateshave
alreadypeenguidedn advancean our Beingwith oneanothelin the sameworldandin our
resoluteneder definitepossibilities4) Only in communicatingndin strugglingloesthe
powerof destinyobecomdree.(BTM 436.1723)

Thenotereadso v (Hi384)Cf. Sectior26,H 1 1 7 {BTM 488).Stambaughas:

1) With thistermwe designatéhe occurrencef the community of a people2) Destinyis
not composedf individualfatesnor canbeingwith-oneanotherbe conceivedf asthe
mutualoccurrenc®f severasubject$.3) Thesefatesarealreadyguidedbeforehandn be-
ingwith-oneanotherin the sameworld ard in theresolutened®r definitepossibilities4)
In communicatiomndin battlethe powerof destinyfirst become$ree.(BTS352.410)
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Thenotereadspd 7Cf. section2 6 (B5S414).As | will point out, both translationgontainthe
samdawo mistales,but areotherwisdaithful to the original.

In my view, Heideggeusesherethe notion of Geschidk its everydayneaningof analt
embracingpower that determineghe livesof individualsand people Sheeharaccusesne of
turningH e i d e gogceptoBCGeschida its head.In step2) of his paper(seeabove Section
2.5),he presentsis opinionaboutthe meaningf Geschiak A 7 dndgivesatthe sameimean
examplef whatHeideggehasin mind

Far from meaningd d e s asiFmtsgh@would have it, [the term Geschickefersto the
commonfuture,the Geschickhatacommunityfreelychosegor itself(for examplein rati-
fyingthe U.S.Constitutionof 1789)(Sheehaf016493;seealreadysheehaf015:381)

Accordingto SheehanHeideggeshowsin A 7 alsohow an individualfreely choosests own
individualdestinyits fate(Sheehaf015:18284;Sheeha@01% 382n. 49)

In hislist of twelvetermsallegedlynistranslateth both EnglishtranslationsSheehasays
that 0Geschieggknot 6 D e s (superveringiecessargndi n e v i (Skebhhi20)6@87).In
addition,asl quotedin section3.4,he acknowledgethat the laterHeideggeusesGeschiesan
epochapowerthatdeterminegheindividualsThus,he obviouslymaintairs that Geschiasinev-
itabledestinyis the everydayneaningof this term (both for thosewho believein destinyand
thosewho d o n that Jhe later Heideggeusedit that way, and that it is only in A 7 that
Heideggeusedit in awaythatis not only differentfrom the commonusagéut evenits precise
opposite.

In light of this, onewould expectSheehato elaboraten his claim.However neitherin
hisbooknor in the paperon Fayeandme doeshe quotethe Germanoriginalof the passagen
destinyhe doesnot quotethe Englishtranslationshe doesnot discus@nydetailof thesethree
texts,andhe doesnot commentn hisclaimin onesinglesentenceither.Ratherjn line with his
circularsandwiclstrategyhis only justificationis step5), his paraphrastitranslationn the re-
spectivappendixlt readghus

1) A Geschicls the living of a commonhistoryby a community a peopl€’”’ 2) A Geschick
i s tha@stimtotal of individualSchicksdjastassociakexistence s thegluingtogetherof
individualsubjects)3) Rather,individualSchicksadse alreadyguidedby our socialexist-
ence:our living togetherin the sameworld of meaningand choosingcertainpossibilities
together4) The Geschiclf a communitygetsfreedup only aswe communicatavith one
anotherandstruggldogether(Sheehaf016528)

Mostprobablyjt is not a mistakehatthereis not, asin Heideggeandthe Englishtranslationsa
noteafterthesecondentence-or,in S h e e BtepR),dlasideggeis aspiritualFoundingFather
of the constitutionof the USA, herein the paraphrastitranslatiorHeideggeis evena Founding
Fatherof Massachusettsneyearsarlie, in anotethatSheehahasadded:
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97.SeeJohnAdams® ... asocialcompacby whichthe wholepeoplecovenantsvith each
citizenandeachcitizenwith the wholepeoplethat all shallbe governedy certainlawsfor
the common g o o dPréambleto the Constitutionof Massachuset{d780):
http://www.nhinet.org/ccs/docs/mal780.htm (SheehaB016528.n.97).

As | will show, adopting the two mistakesof the translatorsS h e e hrendedingturns
He i d e gxgoempitelyupsidedown,from the first sentenceéo the last.Sinceone canfully
appreciatdis perversiorof the first sentencenly in light of his handlingof the fourth one, |

beginwith the third andthe fourth sentenceln Fritsche(2016a17-23 [in this documentpp.
31ff]), | havelistedtenandin Fritsche(20175-9 [51ff.) two further mistakesfraudsor discrep-
anciesn S h e e meadertn@f the passagen destiny(in additionto the two mistake®of the
translators}tere,l presenhisrenderinglifferently andwithoutacount.

6.20 T h eaesarealreadyguided [ € ]n the resolutenesdor defintepossi b(@SZ i ti es .
384.3537= BTS 352.79)

As to my knowledgeall interpretergnaintainthat, accordingo HeideggerprdinaryDaseineas
well asauthenticDaseindive in a setof possibilitiesln addition,all interpretersmaintainthat
ordinaryDaseinehavenot chosenthesepossibilitiesRather the They hasprovidedthem.In
otherwords,the Theydetermineshe possibilitiesn whichordinaryDaseineareliving. Accord-
ing to the Americaninterpretationan authentidDaseinbreakswith themandproducests own
possibility andseverahuthentidDaseingroducethe setof possibilitiesn whichtheydecideto
live from nowon. Theyd o rci@dteateanddestinyRathertheyproducethem,theyleadthem
out of the pastinto the presentFor, asSheehamputsit, 0 i ardoubler e t authendidDasein
returnsto theo p r enscenmet metalizedhato i & isn h kb e g @&regd @ontainamanypossi-
bilities,andd ¢ h o ansoe anotherof themthatit will endeavoto live out authenticallyn the
light of its radicalmo r t g3hdeha2@16:496) whatevero adicalmo r t arleantfoy the
FoundingFathersf the Stateof Massachusetts thoseof the United Stateof AmericaMost
probably suchproductionrequiressomecommunicatioramongstheseDaseineThus, before
thiscommunicatiorachof themwasanordinaryDaseinandit is only thiscommunicatiothat
enableshemto stepout of the Theyandproducethe setof possibilitiesvith whichtheyreplace
the Theyin which they havebeenliving up to that point. Two pet wordsof conservativand
rightistGermansenableoneto formulatethiseventin the shortestvaypossible:

3) RatherjndividualSchicksalsealreadyguidedoy our socialexistenceour living together
in the sameworld of meaningandchoosingcertainpossibilitiesogether4) The Gesbick
of a communitygetsfreedup only aswe communicatevith one anotherand struggleo-
gether(SheehaB016528)

Accordingto Sheehargnauthentidaseinproducests own fate.Thus,sentenc®) is aboutthe
wayin whichthe Theydetermineshe posbilitiesof the ordinaryDaseineandsentencd) tells
readerdoth whatauthentidDaseinedo andthe necessargonditionfor their activity:it is only
throughturningto eachotherand communicatingvith eachotherthat Daseincanstepout of
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the Theyandproducea newsetof possibilitiesanewThey,if onewisheso,a Theythatfits the
individualfatestheychoseor havechosen.

Readersf S h e e larictewilsprobablyfind this convincingandwill attributeanyoddi-
tiesto He i d e gligsgncaficsanguageReadersamiliarwith He i d e Geaynean ®wever,
will knowthat,in Seirundzei thereis no termthatcanreasonablipe translatedjterallyor para-
phrasticallyaso s o € x ia $ t(Asamadterobfact,Heideggewouldhaveusedthe expression
sozialexistenat mostfor the modeof existencef the recipientof socialwelfare) EvenEng-
lish readersvithout knowledgeof Germanbut familiarwith the Englishtranslationsvill notice
thatboth of themhaveatthe placeof 0 s 0 € x ia $ tHeen d e tgahreécatérmfor the exis-
tentialthat enable®aseindo relateto other Dasene.In addition,both groupswill noticethat
SheehahasleftoutH e i d e gote &t theédesdof sentencd) in whichHeideggepreciselye-
fers backto the sectionin which he haspresentedhis existentialio A 2 Burthermoresome
readersvill rememier that,right atthe endof thatsectionHeideggesayshatbeingwith-other
Daseincannotbe conceivedf aso0 aummativeesultof the occurrencef severab s ubj ect s &
(BTS118= SZ1295. Finally,somereadersnightknowthat,with thisformula,he saysthatsocie-
ty isnot a properbut doublyratherfallenform of beingwith-otherDasén, of community

Moreoverasone canseein the originalandin both EnglishtranslationswhereSheehan
haso ¢ h o ccartaimp s s i Heideggeemelsysanothe of his technicaterms,namely
Entschlossern(hesolutenesdResolutenesspweveris in thefirst placea stateof beingopenfor
adecision 0 Ent s c hfl o8 rsé 9 d|¢ votthedma thesactivityof decidingnadepos-
sibleby resolutenessee g.g. Fritsche1999:4-6). More importantlyjtisHe i d e @apmcald s
termfor authentieexistenceThus,HeideggetalksaboutauthentidDaseingor aboutthemand
ordinaryonesaswell),and he sayshat their fatesareo g u ibded d r eHeraenhd sayshe
preciseoppositeof what Sheehamakeshim say AuthenticDaseinedo not chosetheir fates.
Rathergachof themhasafate,andthesefatesared g u ibced d r @ mmastoedtainlyby that
whichthe entirepassages about,namelyGeschick

Hence,one candismissS h e e Itasealdeadyhere. Still, he maintainsthat Heidegger
speaksn A 7 alprivatelanguageThus, let it be assumedhat Heideggeusesthe nameof the
existentiabf beingwith-otherDaseinfor the modeof beingof ordinaryDa s e livingdnsthe
Theyandthe notion of Entschlosserfhafor ordinaryDaseinwhosefates,it might be said,are
guidedbeforehandAuthenticDaseinehowever throughcommunicatiorbreakwith this guid-
anceandproducetheirown fatesandtheir own destinyasHeideggesaysn the sentencd)i in
S h e e paamaphdastiranslation.

6.30 | aommunication and in battle the power of destiny first becomesf r ®Z&84.37
38= BTS 352.910)

SheehatabelamybookF r i t e Mha gheared 6 MadmenOnly.Priceof AdmissionYour
Mi n d$hgebar016:504).While one cannotdenythat his maneuversegardingsentence3)
havea certainshrewdnesand crookedelegancdpr the interpretatiorof sentencel) Sheehan
entershe stagewvithab u t ¢ kniéein&ishandsandexecutes massacrthatleavesio word
alive.

As one seespoth Englishtranslationgollow the syntaxof He i d e grigimakaidso
doS h e e paaphiastitranslation®f sentence®) and3), not, howeverhisrenderingpf sen-
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tenced).In addition the entirepassagen destinycontaingmo 0 w e a u t Dearsteiasa e 6
possibleactoron the stagewhetherin aleadingole or in aminorone To the contrarytheyare
absenin sentenceg), 2),and4),andin sentence) it is saidthat their fatesareguidedbefore-
hand,mostprobablyby Geschickll this notwithstandingpervertinghe entirepassag&heehan
replaceshe authenticDaseinen He i d e gegtence) with inauthentidbaseinen orderin
Heid e g gsentelicd) to leadthe authenticone$i despitetheir completeabsencén the entire
passage onto the stagavhere|n the clearingof S h e e Istagan@rsagementheygo on ram-
page castrateéseschic&nd enthronethemselvebsoth asthe majorgramnaticalsubjectof sen-
tence4) andastheonlyactor.

Asthetranslatorsightlytranslatethe grammaticadubjecof sentencd)iso t powerof
d e s tif igthe only grammaticadubjectandit is not determinedby anythingelse Thus,desti-
ny is the only agentandi aseveryGermanwho believesn it, assumesnd aswill become
cleafl assuchhighlyactive havingby definitiondo p o weé N e e m (Ghieeha016:385),
Sheeharutsout the 0 p o wad destiny( 0 TGeschickf ac o mmu nrenderd Wwd,f r ei 6
falselybringsin 0 u @ndbringsd u & asthe only grammaticaubjectvith averbin theactive
voice;nay,with eventwo verbsin the activevoice( 0 o asWweyxcommunicatavith oneanother
andstruggle o g e tlrhbeiaf:\befreelyprodiwceour Geschick

Weo st rtug g e tthis is quibeobviouslya commonendeavoguidedby our com-
mon goalto produceour commondestinyWedo not fight againseachor otheranyoneelsebut
0st rtugagé tbdcauseye struggldor anexpressiomf our unity andits consolidatiorfor
our commonfuture,asSheehasuggestby histwo examplesdowever,in that caseHeidegger
would not haveusedthe word KampfAs, not MacquarrieendRo b i n®aem s @ spat!l i ng, ¢
St a mb dtergtladslatiord b adconvegsaKampf 0 WhKam@ 6 Me K aamp fsfor6 )
everynativeGermanspeakerncludingall thosewho, beforeor after1925 haveneverheardof
Hi t book,idtkefirst placeafight againsafoe,afoe who hasto be defeatear evenannihi-
lated. During his tenureasrector of the Universityof Freiburg,Heideggefrequentlyusedthe
word Kampfor hisactivitiegseeg.g. Fritschel999:189with 308[endn.1], Heidegge2000 96,
98,99,114,772).In addition,in the 1930sHeideggetransléed 3 A k a&@ag attle,contestin
He r a cflagmenBHdaso K g (6.9. HeideggeR000:283),andclaimedn 1933/34that
this Kampfvasnot aboutd f r i epgd ryleunabositthed f freinfl dhe foe within a peo-
pleis muchmoredangeroughanafoe outsideof the people andthe Germanshaveo t launch
the attackon a longterm basiswith the goalof the total annihilationv ¢ | \einighéujngf the
f o gHeiegger2001:90f.); this foe most probablyincludedthe Jewsand the Jewish for
Heideggetheincarnatiorof society(seerritsche2016b).

The Geschick g dréedup,0 by us:SheehaglaimsthatHeideggeusedi b e r forithe f e r n
activityin which authentidDaseinchosests authentigpossibilityor, ashe likesto say,0 f rie e s
up. d@hus,hereit would be usedin the passivevoice becausé&eschidk freedup by authentic
DaseinHoweverUb e r |, U b & ei$ usedlify evaryayanguagaswell asin Heideggefor
traditionstraditionswhich,or in which,thingsarehandedlownfrom onegenerationo the next
(seeabovemy sections3 and4). In addition,Heideggedoesnot uset b e r. Ratherhesays
thatthe powerof destinyd w i f rr ddhiatés,asthe translatorsightlytranslatep b e c d me & . 6
Sheehamightbe preparedo acknowledgthatonecannotequated wi¢rbde r | an@ofwei rrtdo
f r e or,rightafterhisbulletlist with the occurrencesef U b e r | hie effergarsacondpullet
list, with six Heideggeguotescontaininghe nounor verb Befreiu@efren(liberationto liber-
ate)andclaimsthatthesewordsmeanthesameasU b e r | /i (elf e fSoealepR046:488.13
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489.13)Thus,hewill saythato w i f rr des iheépassivevoiceof befreieHowever frewerdeaan

intransitiveexpressiorcongsting of the auxiliaryverb werdesind the adjectivefrei By contrast,
befreiema transitiveverb,andits passivevoiceis befreiverdezvery nativeGermanspeakers

awareof thedifferencebetweeroX wirdf r aniddX wird befreit(vonY) . 6

Whenone usesin Germanwithout further additionand commentwirdfrej one usually
doesindeedimply that that which wirdfreialreadyexistsbeforethe momentin whichit wirdfrej
andwithout this implicationthe phrasewould not work. However it doesnot getliberatedby
somethindlifferentbut ratherliberatestself,comesout, andgetsactiveaswhatit is with all the
powerit has.Thishappen®ftenagainsthewill of theinvolvedhumansas for instancewhenin
atumultuouameetingalot of latentaggressioar in anexplosiorof a nucleaplantradioactivity
wirdfreior freigesetitt suchcasespne knowsthato n em@asureto keepthe powersat work
containedhavefailed(sed-ritsche201&, 199947-65).In contrasto aggressiorendradioactivi-
ty, destinyhasneverbeenunderthe controlof the humansandit decidedy itselfwhenit comes
out. Still,Heideggellike the Schelebeforehisturn andlike Hitler, makeghe pointthatthe They
triesto ignoreandsuppresshe comingout of destinyandit is, of courseagainsthe Theyand
thoseDaseinethat becomenauthentiadhat the authenticDaseinehaveto launchthe Kampfo
realizedestiny(seeFritschel999,2014. Thus,0 w i f rrdes hetiherdo wi¢rbde r | noedfwa rrtdo
befr ei tasindReasedf © b e r | if istHe eppositeof whatSheehamakeHeidegger
sayThetraditiondoestheU b e r | dndnbt the recipigniof atraditionor someonavho takes
apossibilityout of it. Similarlydestinyliberatestselfandis not liberatedy Daseine.

Probably part of the reasondor S h e e Iperver8iais that he felt victim to the two
mistake®f thetranslatorsd C o mmu n i makesAmeviqarinterpreterapparentlgxclusively
think of the backandforth in discussionandconversationsgdowever this is a falsetranslation
of Mitteilundf Heideggehadmeantsomethindiked d i s c uhec®uldbaveedsilychosera
word from a long list of words eachof which clearlyandunambiguouslgonveyssuchinterac-
tions, namelyAuseinandersetzBegprechubgbatieDialogDiskussioie r 6 r ,tGes rs p Nainc h
ungsaustaysddendGegenretmterredyngerhandlungr evenBeratunglowever,he usesthe
word Mitteilunginda Mitteilungn generahndalsoin Heidegge(SZ:162,168= BTS:151f.,157)
is primarilya onewaycommunicationn which personA informsB aboutsomethingpr makes
B sharesomethinghatA alreadyhas.Supeiors, peoplewith power,administrationandbureau-
craciegleliverMitteilungém Mi t t e i |),orrbgssebvheatheyfieersameond o Her ewi t h,
teildhnemnit[inform you] thatyou aref i r ecasesd Whjchthe recipientis not supposedo
start adiscussionn othercasesthereis just simplynothingto argueaswhensomeonesayso |
haveto mitteileto you/ inform youthatyourchildisd e a dseebritschel999:347%51 [endn.
24]).Otherthanthat,atmospheresnoods,or otherthingsthatarenot humanthoughtgeilesich
mit(communicat¢hemselvespreadhemselvesut) to humansas,for instancethe solemnat-
mospher@f thismemoriato everyvisitor,or God to the humanghroughhismiracleandother
deeds.

He i d e spgtenc@disaboutauthentiddaseineTo makehis caseSheehamnenderst
asasentenca@boutordinaryor inauthentidaseinTo do sohealreadyhasto performthe same
maneuvein sentence).

6.40 D e s tisinat gomposedof individual fates[ é Jogetherof severalSu b j 8Zt s 0
384.3234= BTS 352.57)
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He i d e gegtenced)suns: 0 2 Das Geschicksetzt sich nicht aus einzelnenSchicksalen
zusammensowenigals dasMiteinanderseimals ein ZusammenvorkommemehrererSubjekte
begriffenwerderkann’é (SZ 38) Macquarri@andRobinsorhaved 2Destinyis not something
that putsitself togetherout of individualfates,any more than Beingwith-oneanothercanbe
conceivedsthe occurringtogethernf severaBubject¥'é Stambauglranslatesd D e sisriotn y
composeaf individualfatesnor canbeingwith-one-anotherbe conceiveaf asthe mutualoc-
currenceof severasubject$d Sheeharenderst thus:0 2A) Geschick s théstimtotal of indi-
vidualSchicksd|astassociakexistence s thegluingtogetherof individualsubjectsy.(Sheehan
2016:528) Accordingto SheehanMa r t | maastatiodof He i d e Gamanphrasesich
zusamensetzansas secompos#eis right while F a y ga@shrasef it asrepossuris wrong
(SheehaB01%: 383).QuiteobviouslyS h e e krawleilgoaf HeideggeandFrenchis sopoor
thathe cannotrecognizehat,in that contextthe negatiorof repossuris, asl will show,wholly
appropriateasa paraphrasef the negatiorof secomposisasatransationof He i d egegae r 6 s
tion of siclzusamensetzams

It is Sheehawhoseparaphrasearesimplyfalseor not muchbetterthanthat. Asin sen-
tence3), hereplacedH e i d e tergndor thesexistentiabf beingwith-otherDaseinwith the
fuzzytermadsociake x i s tSincem 8 h 6 e headeringf sentenc®), thistermrefersto the
They, it will be meantto do soin sentenc®) aswell.SinceH e i d e gotg doesdad referto
A 2 (the one on the They),but to A 2 (6he one on the existentiabf beingwith-otherDasein)
Sheeharascut it out. In addition,whatdoeso g | u iom g tight meanin this context?
Zusammenvorkonsmeostof thetime,if not alwaysthe oppositeof somethindike beingglued
togetherThe factthat A and B zusammearkommeéhapperto be thereboth at the sametime)
on asquaren acity, in a statisticspr somewherelse doesnot sayanythingaboutanyconnec-
tion betweerA andB. In fact,the phraséas often usedto emphasizéhatthereis no connection
betweem andB whetherby beinggluedtogetherr in someotherway.Furthermoredo 6 s u m
t otandod | ¢ oy @ Mméaatme amething or not? Finally,why doesHeideggeat that
point compareGeschiandthe Theyby negating of the formerandy of the latter, whetheror
not x andyarethe sameBheehadoesnot commenton anyof thesequestionsMost certainly,
hewouldnot havebeenableto comeup with somethingeasonablé he hadtried.

Appendix 5: Heidegger and other mortal scholarson Aristotleando t e e e k s 0

0 Whoouldhaveguesseid woultakeovesevenygarseforethe true meaningf SZ wouldfinally
be conjuredout of the shadowdy the magicwandof Johannegr i t s (8Heeh&20616:503).
Whatareseventyears?After all, the professorof religiousstudiesoperate®n a marketalmost
thirty timesolder.In his book on JesugChrist(Sheehar1986),Sheehamaintaingd t hlests
thoughtof himselfnot asGod or C h r iasdio t desurrectiorhadnothingto do with Jesus
comingbackto lifed (Anonymou000) Forcingeventhe Sonof God underthe yokeof finitude
andmortalitySheehaprobablythoughtalreadyn 1986to havescoreda paradignshift

As he acknowledges operateon a marketthatis evenafew hundredyearsolder.In his
o0demi [ (Sheehad01lH486)of my1999book,hefeelsthe needto introduceme:0 J o h a n -
nesFritschereceivedis doctoratewith a dissertatioron Book| of Ar i s tPbyside/leioh fse
publishedirstin 1982andagainn 1 9 8 @heéhad016:483).As Sheehamighthavenoticed
in the lecturecourseThePrinciplefReasdnom 1955Heideggecharacterize& r i s tPloysidse 0 s
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0 t furedamentabook of whatlateriscalledme t a p hdgtermidingd @ Wagpandwoof [Ge-
f ( of thewholeof Westerrthi n k i(Heidegget991:63= Heideggell978:111).In fact,the
verybeginningf the entirePhysicthe first chapterof its first book, 0 ithe classiéntroduction
to philosophyEventodayit still makesentirelibrariesof philosophicaliteraturesuperfluous.
Whoevehasunderstoodhis chapteicanvenurethefirst stepant h i n (Heideggéi991.64
= Heidegget978:112).

Heideggehasobviouslyneverinterpretedhis chapterl, for my part,spentl22page®f
the 362 pagesof my dissertatioron its 22 lines.Since526 and 537 CE, sincePhiloponusand
Simpliciusthe authorsof the first extantcommentarieen A r i s tPbysidid daGkeenmain-
tainedthat, in Physids 1, presupposingheir existenceAristotle provesonly the numberand
characteof the principlesof naturalbeingsBy contrast| arguethat the mainpurposeof the
chapteris to showthe needof a proof of the existenc®f suchprincipleswith all whatfollows
from this for the statusandargument®f the following chaptersand books(seeFritschel986:
11-92,171212).

Sheehartarefullykeepstrack: 0A monographentittedd OAr i s tPbysid8eo&ssl
andV | lahnouihcedh 1999asforthcoming(Graduateaculti?hilosopbgurn@1[2][1999]265),
hasnota p p e a(8heeharz016:483f.n. 2) He is right. Thereare,though,the 72 pagesf
Fritsche(2018. SincePhiloponusand Simpliciusjt hasbeentakenfor grantedthat, in the 38
linesof thefirst half of Chapterl of Bookll of the PhysicAristotlepresentshe coreof histhe-
ory of nature implicitly or explicitelydirectedagainsanyotheractualor possibleheoryof na-
ture Howeverthisiswrong.Ratherhejustsetsthe stagdor developinguchatheory.In addi-
tion, I showhow, despitdts highimprobability Philoponusand Simpliciusould comeup with
theirthesigeventhoughotherwisanterpretinghe chapteiin oppositevays)how the Latin phi-
losophersfrom a differentperspectiveand how the moderninterpretersfrom a still different
perspectivaeinforcedt. (Fritsche2018276279).

Sheeharhasan Americansoulmaten Aristotle scholarshipAristotle usesasthe first
definition of naturein Physidg 1 the phrase 3 g K § o U (P@&&dipJeof motion).In a paper
publishedn 2005in, asone saysa veryprestigiougournal,acknowledginthat, in all the other
occurrencesf this phraseAristotle meansa mover,an autor claimsthat, in Physid§ 1, the
phrasehasa differentmeaningpnethatonefinds neitherat anyotherplacen Ar i s tertite| e 6 s
oeuvrenor in everydayarlanceln abook chaptelin, againaveryprestigiousolumepublished
in 2013 withoutevenoncementioninghe paperfrom 2005 the sameauthorargueshat Aristo-
tle meanduy the phrasethe final causeFor this purposehe hasto isolatephrase®r sentences
from their contextsandassumehat a technicaterm frequentlyusedin Book Il mears the pre-
ciseoppositeof its normaleverydapndphilosoplicalmeaningseeFritsche2018 217,225227,
264267,279281).

Alreadyin 1939,in a 63 pagedong essayn the 90 linesof Physids 1, Heideggehas
characterized\ r i s tPbysits®o0t sltancealedand, therefore,never sufficientlythought
throughfoundationabook of all Occidentap h i | o $Heigebgei®67:312;asthe following
two quoteamy translation)Aristotleoffersand i n t e r pfiphlusidathastmeanthe founda-
tion of, andguidingthreadfor, all characterizationdf 6 n a tafterh é &fHe@egget967:313).
HeideggefollowsherePhiloponusaandSimpliciusfor Aristotlehasdonesoo i thefirst chapter
of the seconbf the eightbooksof 6 t ey s(PhgséBj1,192b81 9 3 b @Hé&ideggel967:
312).Otherthanthat,howeverhisinterpretationsf Aristotleandthe Greekshavebeenunique.
In the 1920sHeideggermssumedhat, philosophicallyPlatoand Aristotle hadto be repeated
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becausehey aimedat phenomenolgical analyse®f the everydaycomportmentof Dasein.
Around 1931 Platoand Aristotle becamehe typeof revolutionariethat Heideggehadantici-
patedin SeirundZeit.When Heideggerepackedis philosophicabnd politicalagendaasthe
historyof Beirg, the pre-Socraticsook overthatrole. After the defeatof the Germanarmyat
Stalingradh the winterof 1942/3,atthe latestthe pre- Socraticbecamehe philosophersf the
Geviertn otherwords,in eachof thethreephasesf He i d e phidpsophicatlevelopmenhis
Greekdid whathe himselfdid (seeFritsche2019. | amnot awareof anyHeideggeriashowing
that this is not an exampleof the power of prejudicein Ga d a msemséls addition,
Heideggerianseemnot to mention,let alonediscussthat Heideggerlcknowledgeth 1964,
probablyin reactionto worksby Boederand Tugendhatthat the two assumptionsf all of his
threeinterpretation®f the Greeksarefalse.For, alreadyin premetaphysicabreektruth was
conceivedxclusiviy asthe truth of statementsandone cannotcallworld-disdosuretruth (see
Fritsche2019.

kK st aJulyp2019
Preliminabbliagraphy

Anonymous (2000yhe First Coming: How the Kingdom of God BecanE086ritiaratgc-
tronic edition 2000) Thomas Sheehan. Synopsis,
https://infidels.org/library/modern/thomas_sheehan/firstcomirfst accessed
12/12/2018)

Dionysius Thrax19®): Dionysii Thracis easwgnatied Scholia in Dionysii Thracis artem grammaticam
edited byG. Uhlig, Hildesheim: Georg Olms

Fritsche, Johannes (198det hode wund Bewei szi el i m ersten
Frankfurt am Maindain Verlag bei Athn 2 ;dert and pagination as in J. FritsEbemn
und For mmangel i m er st en, B&Ilindfreie Uraversitat Bdr-y s i Kk \

lin Dissertationsdruck, 1982.

Fritsche, Johannes (1999 st or i c al Destiny aBang dhd Timey n a | {
Berkeley: University of Calif@rPress.

Fritsche, Johannes (20@e schi chtl i chkei t unSkin dhd &ii, Ban al s 0z
denBaden: Nomos; shortened and enla@grthan translation of Fritsche 1999.

Fritsche, Johannes (201®)Absence of Soi |, Hi st oBaingandy , a
Time Bhilosophy Tasla(R2): 429145.

Fritsche, J. (2016a): 0The RUIf@s ke i Shamgeghearnd s/
and Timettps://boun.academia.edu/Johannes Fritdetmav pp. 1647 of the present
document

Fritsche, Johannes ( 2 0Skr6itsn,:anddPNlasbpimoHeidelger Soc i a
and Schel erHeide@ger &The BlwthnoadJewisBonsplichcyhilosophy Today
60(2): 583608.

Fritsche, Johannes (2017): 0The BOF ps er She
He i d e Being and Timdttp://boun.academia.edu/JohannesFritspiewn pp. 4857
of the present documént

Fritsche, Johannes (2p18 o0 Meani ng and Function oPhysks i st o
B, 192b8193a9)Physi®&, a n d h Revue be philbsophiy fogiEN24-2387.

79


https://infidels.org/library/modern/thomas_sheehan/firstcoming/
https://boun.academia.edu/JohannesFritsche
http://boun.academia.edu/JohannesFritsche

Textd Textestculturesol. XXIV, n A 2019

Fritsche, Johannes (200BEt hi k und Wa h ISéireundtZeid Seinrthe Zed: &leug e r s
verhandedtited by T. Bender and M. Heinz, Hamburg: Felix Mein&r7 1.43

Heidegger, Martin (196Being and Tjrtrans. John Macquarrie and Edward Robinson, Oxford:
Blackwell(BTM)

Heidegger, Martin (196Wegmarkefrankfurt am Main: Klostermann.

Heidegger, Martin (1973ginund Zeit 9t h ed. , T¢b(SHgen: Max Niem

Heidegger, Martin (197BerSatavonGrundPfullingenG ¢ n t Neske.

Heidegger, Martin (199The principle of Rettaosl. Reginald Lilly, Bloomington and Indianap-
olis: Indiana University Press.

Heidegger, Martin (199@eing and Time: A Translat@mobfind Zejttrans. Joan Stambaugh,
Albany: State University of New York Press. (BTS)

Heidegger, Martin (200®Reden und andere Zeugnisse eines LebehS%e@eA: 161 0Frank-
furt am Main: Klostermann.

Heidegger, Martin (2008ein und Wahrheit. 1. Die Grundfrage der Philosophie 2. Vom Wesen
Wahrhe{GA 36/37) Frankfurt/M.: Klostermann.

Kaegi, Adolf (1959Kurzgefasste Griechische SchujgBamimaiikeidmannsche Verlagsbuch-
handlung.

Richardson, William J., S. J. (2@488idegger: Through PhenomenologyNew hourdhtFord-
ham University Press'@d. 1963).

Sheehan, Thomas (198Bje first coming: how the kingdom of God becamide@hrysiiknity
N.Y.: Random House

SheehanThomas (2015Making Sense of Heidegger: A PargdigmdShifRowman & Little-
field.

Sheehan, Thomas 2815 O Emmanu e | Faye: The I ntrPbhiducti o
losophy To88y3): 363400.

Sheehan, Thomas (206ill6)hbr 3lLedraf Heaii d eeg greary?® : A FRua
and R @®kilosopay Toe@d(2): 48535.

Smith, Herbert W. (198Qreek Gramm@&ambridge/MA: Harvard University Press.

80



