S 9 Slipping Vaulting Crossing:

Heidegger
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way. —Jacques Derrida

I placed a jar in Tennessee
And round it was, upon a hill.
It made the slovenly wilderness
Surround that hill.

—Wallace Stevens, “Anecdote of the Jar”

An alternative title for this chapter might have been: “Double-
Crossing Heidegger.” “Double-crossing” may be read either as a
participle or as an adjective. The double-crossing may be done
either by Heidegger or to him. The purport of the two titles will
become clearer as the chapter progresses.

The chapter on Hardy in this book cites Heidegger as an author-
ity on topography. Heidegger is taken more or less “straight” there.
Nevertheless, his tenets on topography are tentatively challenged,
at least at one point. A question is raised about the equivocation in
one of Heidegger’s phrases. He says a bridge “admits” or “installs”
the topography that rises up around it. Which is it? It makes a lot of
difference. I shall return to this here. Heidegger is certainly one of
the great philosophers of human topography. He is also one of the
most problematic. What he says is problematic in part because he
penetrates so deeply into the questions involved in this region of
human thought and action. A group of Heidegger’s major essays fo-
cuses on this topic: “The Thing” (“Das Ding”), “Building Dwell-
ing Thinking” (“Bauen Wohnen Denken”), “The Origin of the
Work of Art” (“Der Ursprung des Kunstwerkes”). These essays
contain some of the most provocative and challenging things ever
said about topography. They give one to think. The question of
space also has its place in Being and Time. What is said about space
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in Being and Time s presupposed, as I shall show, in what is said
about topography in the later essays.’

We know now, however, that reading Heidegger, taking him
seriously, taking him “straight,” is not a politically innocent thing
to do. We know now about Heidegger’s active complicity in the
.mﬂu\mwam of National Socialism. We know also that Heidegger’s
Nazism cannot be seen as a momentary aberration having nothing
to do with his “serious philosophy.”{As Philippe Lacoue-Labarthe,
Jacques Derrida, and others have shown, Heidegger’s writings are
pervaded by ideas that help explain why he was attracted to Na-
tional moﬁmzmn@é\rnn I began reading Heidegger forty years ago,
he was studied in the United States as one of a group of “existential-
ist” philosophers that included Kierkegaard, Sartre, and Camus.
The members of this group were read, by many people at least,
without much regard for the differing political commitments of
each. Now we know better. We know that even the most abstract
philosophical concepts cannot be detached from their political
implications.

This precept is easy to state, however, but not always all that easy
to demonstrate in a given case. @n connection between philo-
sophical or critical thinking and political commitment is often
indirect, elusive, labyrinthine, not necessarily a matter of predict-
able, straightforward nmcm&m& Only a careful reading of a given
text can work out for that teXt just what the political implications
of its ideas may vn.ﬂrn roposition that all thinking is political is a
problem, not a solutionDerrida has shown the political implica-
tions of Heidegger's use of the word Geist. Lacoue-Labarthe has
shown the sinister implications of what he calls Heidegger's “na-
Ev It may be, however, that Heidegger’s ‘ideas
about topography are politically neutral. [The only way to find out
is to work carefully through Heidegger's own expression of those

ideas. This chapter will rea :mcm&:mﬁ Dwelling Thinking” ﬁowﬁ? A

.MMMHW.M@ just what Heidegger’s ideas about topography are and, by

way of that, to identify just what political implications those ideas ,.,
may have. It will be necessary to pay close attention to Heidegger’s
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own _m:m:mm.@ that is, his German, since questions of language and
- L Mum Qm:m._mﬁ?:w\ are among the things at stake in “Building Dwell-
e 7  ing Thinking,
ot @ V What does it mean to “read” Heidegger? If i
, Vha . . gger? If the propriety and
feasibility of translating Heidegger into English is in question here
s also we cannot take for granted that we know what is meant in m.ﬂ
given case, for example, this one, by “reading,” or even whether it s
a task that can be accomplished, though of course we do read all the
time. In any case it is clear that Heidegger must be read slowl
circumspectly, with nothing taken for granted, and much mznzmow
to detail. Reading is another form of translation, though, like
translation “proper,” reading, it may be, is translation of a ﬁnxm:mn_m
already a Qwsm_m&o: of an unknown and unknowable original.
Wr.nm..m disquietudes about reading, about translation, and about
original texts” are, however, just what Heidegger would refuse to
accept. He would, it appears, want to claim that the language of his
essay, like a bridge swinging or vaulting over a river, has an “orig-
5&3.\: nothing precedes, an originality that does not substitute mmH
anything prior or “represent” anything else. All that I have to sa
about a.w::n::m Dwelling Thinking” centers on this refusal. dSHmM
Iam going to say could be assembled under the label: “the refusal of
the X in Heidegger” or “Heidegger’s refusal of the crossing.” These
phrases name three different refusals: the refusal of chiasmus; the
refusal of figurative substitutions; the refusal of the :EDHSOSL x7
—~
g ST .
) szE_:m Dwelling Thinking” begins by invoking a certain wir
we”), as I have done already in saying “Now we know.” Who is
this “we,” the we who begins in Heidegger’s essay by m.m ing “T
Sr.mm follows we”?2 A few lines later he says: “We attain to M&%:D .
50 it scems, only by means of building.” Are these two “we’s” ﬁ%m
- same? If so, the “we,” it appears, is simultaneously Heidegper
himself, the authoritative professorial we, from whom .némsmﬁmrn.
readers or listeners are excluded, and also at the same time it is we
the ignorant listeners who think we build in order to dwell. Hej-
/ degger in the second “we” mockingly and ironically identifies
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himself with us ignorant readers. At the same time he implies that
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he knows better. The implicit promise in the “we” is that we too

will come to know better by the time we have finished the essay or

that we already know better without knowing it and shall come to

know we know it. Then we shall have reached the point where the

speaker of the professorial “we” in the opening phrase of the essay
already stands, that is, at the end of the essay. {The “we” is at once at
the beginning of the path to be followed and already-at its n:&wgm
must already implicitly (or rather actually) be at the end if we are
ever to get there. Heidegger’s conclusions are for his readers recog-
nitions rather than discoveries. They are something we knew al-
ready but have forgotten. We the readers will join “ourselves” at the
end when we discover that we have always already been one with
Martin Heidegger, without knowing it. We have all along been part
of the we in the name of which he speaks in the beginning. We
have only to listen to the silence of language, heed its call, and we
shall be where he is.

This initial and at the same time ultimate “we” is caught in the
“ecstacies” of temporality, as defined by Heidegger in Being and
Time. For Heidegger time always stands outside of itself. @mmmm:
moves forward into the future in order to come back to what it was
in the mmmwwﬂﬁ use of spatial figures here to express the paradoxes
of the “we” is not accidental. Of time and space it can be said that
cach is another form of the other, though for Heidegger time takes
precedence over space, as “we” shall see.

“Building Dwelling Thinking” has two parts: a first secti

says about language is problematic, to say the least. Tt is also, at least
superficially, contradictory. Certainly it is counter-intuitive, by
which I mean that it does not agree with what “we” normally think

about language. “Building Dwelling Thinking,” it could be said,

though the essay itself does not exactly say so, has to do with the
problematic relation between speaking and building. On the one
hand, in the second part of the essay Heidegger says the bridge
makes a site that makes a space with places, distances, and bound-

aries, just as Stevens’s jar in Tennessee does. The bridge does this
e iy < il
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considerable degree about language and a second section primarily 1)
about a bridge as an example of something man has built. What he?)
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without any help from language, The bridge, as Heidegger firmly
asserts, is not a sign, or at least it is not the sort of sign tradi-
tionally called a “symbol.” It is not, that is, a representative or
delegate by likeness of something else. On the other hand, in the
first part of the essay Heidegger says only language, if we listen to
its silence, can tell us this: “Language [Die Sprache] withdraws
from man its simple and high speech [Sprechen]. But its primal
call [Zuspruch) does not thereby become. incapable of speech; it
merely falls silent. Man, though, fails to heed [achten] this silence”
(E148; G22; the translation misses the play from Sprache to Spre-
chen to Zuspruch). o e

What does that mean: “heed this silence?” How would we know
there is a silence to listen to, or be ware of; if the words “build” and
“dwell” have perfectly good everyday meanings now, m@ﬁib@ over
with anything but silence the primordial meanings Heidegger
wants to recover? The silence is not noticeable unless you already
know it is there. This is like the paradox, or better, the double bind,
of the “we” that is both at the beginning and at the end of a journey
of investigation. Or it is like the double bind of biblical parable.[Tf
you need the parable to find out how to cross over to the kingdom
of heaven, you will not be able to understand it.If you can under-
stand it, you will not need it because you already know what it has
to teach you. This analogy is evidence of the profound influence on
Heidegger’s language of the rhetoric of biblical Christianity, in

“spite of the fact that Heidegger more than once insisted on the
unbridgeable gulf that lies between philosophy and theology.? If
Heideggers philosophy has Christian motifs without Christ, it
often also has what James Joyce, or rather Stephen Dedalus, in A
Portrait of the Artist as a Young Man, calls “the true scholastic stink.”
Examples are Heidegger’s analyses of the “fall” or of “the call of
conscience” in Being and Time.

What is the place of language, for Heidegger, in topographical
building or dwelling? Even though much of “Building Dwelling
Thinking,” as I have said, is about language, the title does not
name language. Rather, it names “thinking” as a third activity
along with building and dwelling. Presumably language has some-
thing to do with thinking, though that should not be taken for

S
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. We perhaps think with language or about language, so
M“ﬂmwwm_/mw%mm %M main tool in the “Workshop :ﬁs.?.&& of
thinking” (E161; G36). It is the tool we need for what En&nmmn“
elsewhere calls “the craft of thinking” (das Handwerk && bmﬁ\amxc.
He does not, however, exactly say that, or he says it with much

exity of nuance.
noMHMMBMMHBE paragraph in the essay, as I have mm.Eu mﬂdq H.Q.n.na
the idea that the bridge is a symbol. The happenings in _u.EEEm
and dwelling, it seems, must be material Qm:a, .:oﬁ signs &,,
anything else. The bridge is not a symbol. It is a thing. Hrnn.n is
nothing rhetorical about it. It js not an expression of any kind.

Here is the way Heidegger puts this:

To be sure, people think of the bridge as mlam.l_v\ m.:& H.S:vx §Sw® a
bridge; after that, and occasionally [gelegentlich], it might womm_.v_v\
express [ausdriicken] much else besides; and as such an expression
[Ausdruck] it would then become a symbol, for instance a mv:dv.o_ of
those things we mentioned before. But the bridge, if it is a true v:m e,
is never first of all a mere bridge and then afterward a &5&&. And just
as little 1s the bridge in the first place exclusively a &\Bvor. in the sense
that it expresses [ausdriickt] something that mEnﬂ._% speaking does not
belong to it. If we take the bridge strictly as such, it never appears as an

expression [Ausdruck]. The bridge is a thing [ein Ding] and anly thas—
(E1s53; G27—28)

Authentic language, in an analogous way, must be for Heidegger
literal. For profound reasons, he has a great distaste for ﬁmﬁmoron .
for the figurative dimension of language generally. His whole
ﬂrzgomrmn& enterprise depends on assuming that language says
what it says, just as a bridge is what it is. It would seem, %n?. that
the bridge and the word “bridge” are, for Heidegger or by Heideg-

er, decisively separated.

° But ﬂrm:mw\ E% not quite that simple. Both Hrnu_uaamn and the
word “bridge,” according to Heidegger, “gather,” whatever #has
means. This fact reveals their deep consonance. Ewk are sepa-

rated, they are nevertheless in resonance, in Stimmung, as it is said
in German. Do “things,” that is, the particular kinds of things that

have been constructed by man, such as bridges, do this gathering in
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a way that is analogous to the way language mmﬁrm:w@wmﬁ is the
relation between language and things? Is language a thing in the
sense of being a mmﬂrnnﬁw It may seem Heidegger thinks so. That
might mean, for example, that Stevens’s poem about the jar in
Tennessee acts analogously to the way the jar itself acts. At the end
of the essay Heidegger says thinking and building are the same, or
at any rate parallel, two ways of doing the same thing, namely,
gathering the fourfold one—earth, sky, gods, and men:

But that thinking itself belongs to dwelling in the same sense as
- building, although in a different way, may perhaps be attested to by
the course of thought here attempted. - . .
Building and thinking are, each in its own way, inescapable [u7-
umgiinglich, impossible to go beyond, uncrossable, like a bridge you
cannot traverse] for dwelling, The two, however, are also insufficient
for dwelling so long as each busies itself with its own affairs in
separation instead of listening to one another. They are able to listen if
both—building and thinking—belong to welling [dem Wohnen ge-
hiren), if they remain within their limits [ Grenzen] and realize that the
one as much as the other comes from the workshop of long experience
and incessant practice. (E160—61; G35—36)

“Dwelling” (Wohnen) is the more universal word here. It names
the broadest range of all the things people (Heidegger would say
“men”) do in living in a place. Thinking and building are different
ways of dwelling, subordinate to it as to the more universal activity
of Dasein’s “being in the world.”

But just how could building and thinking “listen to one an-

other”? The prosopopoeia here seems an example of the figuration
Heidegger wants to avoid at all costs. What justifies this figure?

Thinking about the word “gathers” is surely different from the
bridge gathering the landscape around it. Or is it? “Man” builds a
bridge. “Man” writes a poem or a philosophical essay, such as
“Building Dwelling Thinking.” What, for Heidegger, is the rela-
tion between those two activities? ? anti-Heideggerian like Paul
de zm:u@%m the danger of confusing language and things,
or at any rate language and things as they appear to us phe-
nomenally. A passage in “The Resistance to Theory,” quoted in
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chapter 8 above, speaks of the folly of growing grapes by the
luminosity of the word “sun,” though de Man goes on to say we
commit versions of that folly all the time, for QSB@_.Q in mmmc::.:m
that our lives are ordered according to purely linguistic categories
of continuity and wholeness. (To commit this folly, to confuse

_phenomenal with linguistic reality, is, for de Man, the fundamental

ideological o:ommm It is ideology. Could it be that Heidegger com-

mits that error, in this case asserting that active ﬁrwb_a:m with &m
word “gather” will gather? If so, what larger ideological construct in
Heidegger’s thought would this error support?

An answer to this question may be approached by way of the
relation between language and landscape in what Heidegger says.

For Heidegger the landscape is already Eﬁwm.ﬁna with .rammnmh
buildings, roads, peasant farmhouses, forests with paths in them,
some of them paths that lead nowhere (in German b@\ﬁw\wmﬁ ﬁr,n
title of one of Heidegger’s major collections of essays). En.anmmn;
landscape is also always already mapped. It is Emolvnagnn
names, even iF they are generic rather than proper ones: éwﬁ% Emw
“bridge,” “stream,” “banks,” and so on. Or rather, Heidegger’s
landscape is already invested with the German words for these
things: Briicke, Strom, Ufer. The landscape, for Heidegger, seems to

be written over in the German language. It is not, however, as for
Wallace Stevens, written on with unique and proper place names,
names like “Tennessee,” “Key West,” “Haddam,” “New Haven,”
or “Olney,” however much Stevens may be aware that these m_mn.n
names inscribe a history of conquest. Heidegger’s landscape is
labeled, rather, with general names like Briicke. “Building we ing
Thinking” does, it is true, name toward its end one particular
bridge, the old bridge at Heidelberg, as an example of %.o way you
can be somewhere distant by thinking about it. It is an odd

moment. \Something local and materially real enters into a dis-

course that remains at an austere level of w_umﬂmoaom.u. In any case,
(MWMWJMAM Briicke and Ufer, it may be, like universal terms for
human activities such as Bauen and Wohnen, have “primal” mean-
ings that still call out to us if we can listen to their silence, whatever

that means.
To understand what that means we need to look more closely at
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the crucial early paragraph on language. Having said that “build-
ing is not merely a means and a way [Mittel und Weg] toward
dwelling—to build is in itself already to dwell” (Ei46; G20), Hei-
degger asks a question that may already have sprung into the minds
of his auditors: “Who tells us this? Who gives us a standard [ein
Maff] at all by which we can take the measure [durchmessen] of the
i nature of dwelling and building?” (ibid.). he answer is that
language tells us this, if we can heed its silence. We can understand
| building and dwelling, not by studying examples of houses, roads,
bridges, and so on, in their history and locales, but only by listen-
ing to language.\On the face of it this is an absurdity: “Tt is language
that tells us about the nature of a thing provided that we respect
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allow that a given language might be a contingent historical cre-"
Pﬁrpprérmnrvnocﬁ be otherwise and which is imposed on what it

names, perhaps in a sense creating its human reality and meaning
rather than tevealing its “nature.” It is possible to see already the
way a certain nationalist program could be underwritten by Hei-
degger’s ideas about language. Nevertheless, it may be a condition
of sanity to believe that one’s native language has a natural relation
to the way things are. Is it possible to live, from day to day, in a
community, with a continuous sense of the contingency of lan-
guage? The recently passed law declaring English the official lan-
guage of the State of California shows that something serious is at
stake, something not limited to the National Socialist program.

it
R

[achten, again] language’s own nature” (E146; G20). Here there is a -

5. slight mistranslation, as well as a missing again of some wordplay,

in this case between Zuspruch and Sprache. Heidegger says: “Der
Zuspruch [call, appeal; cf. this word in a passage cited earlier] tiber
das Wesen einer Sache kommt zu uns aus der Sprache, vorausge-
setzt, dafd wir deren eigenes Wesen achten.” A more literal transla-
tion would be: “The call about the nature of a thing comes to us
from language, if it is posited [vorausgesetzt] that we respect its own
Y being.” Just how js it that language, if we respect its own nature
[ Wesen], will tell us the nature [ Wesen] of a 1 thing [Sache, also: “state
of affairs,” not, in this case, Dinge]? The answer is suggested in an
odd sentence at the end of the paragraph. Language, says Heideg-
ger, brings language out, “voices” it, brings it to speech (zum
Sprechen bringt). Doing this is the highest thing we can do with
language: “Among all the appeals [Zuspriichen] that we human
beings, on our part, can help to be voiced [zum Sprechen bringen
konnen),language [die Sprache] is the highest and everywhere the
first”((E146; §20). The highest thing we can do with language is to
answe ppeal to voice language, to make language effective
again, to respond to the appeal of language by something we do
with language. | .

Heidegger’s essay grants sovereign authority to the language we
are born into, the language of our ethnic group, for example,
German for those whose mother tongue is German. He does not

" On the basis of his presuppositions or Vorausserzungen about
language, Heidegger goes about figuring out what building and
dwelling are, He does this not by going to experience, history, facts,
but by investigating the etymolo ies of words. This is not entirely
unlike Proust’s assumption, ascribed to Marcel, that the secret
essence of a place is hidden in the name of the place. Enm&nmwm%.ml»
Cratylism, however, is different from Marcel’s. Marcel’s Cratylism
always goes explicitly by way of figurative displacements. Quim-
perlé is empearled. Such figures assume the place is named in ways "
that encode what it is like, even in the absugd and seemingly |
accidental (but s it so?) materiality of the word.|[Heidegger, on the
other hand, by an odd and unaccountable slippage, moves from
language about how we must listen to the silent appeal of language
to claiming that the bridge as a thing or a site does what it does,
gathers, without any help from languag&J/The same thing happens
with what Heidegger says about Van Gogh’s shoes in “The Origin
of the Work of Art.” He moves from the painting of the shoes as an
artwork to the shoes themselves as an artifact, something ready to -
hand in the world. {Heidegger’s rejection of symbolism and of
figures is so total that in the end he must throw away all language,
throw away the very thing he began by claiming must be interro-
gated, listened to, responded to, with language, in order to find out
what building is. Here is a place where Heidegger misses every-
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.

thing, but in an interesting Sml, He misses the necessary 908&&?
ofall language, including his own. Other examples are what he says
about crossing the last bridge as a figure for dying. All men are

“always themselves on their way to the last bridge”
Y V4

unterwegs zur letzten Briicke”) (Ers3; G2y)

journey is present in this expression,

notice the |

speaks of language as able to speak and as able to %

44
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und Meister der Sprache], while in fact language remains the master
~ [die Herrin] of man. ["Mistress” might be a better translation here,
since Sprache is feminine in German.] Perhaps it is before all clse
man's subversion of #is relation of dominance [Herrschafisverhiils-
nisses] that drives his nature into alienation [Unbeimische: more

- properly, homelessness]” (Er46; G20). The moral appeal of this s

m vety strong. It makes us ashamed to think that e try to master
_m:m:mmn and makes us ready to listen, as to a sovereign leader, to
what Heidegger says he hears in the silence of words.

N I have said Heidegger ignores or veils the rhetoric of his own
essay. What can be said about his rhetorical strategies? As in other
essays, Heidegger begins by establishing a present-day context for
his investigation or, as he calls it, “venture in thought.” In this case
the current context is the housing shortage in Germany in the years
after the war. The essay was originally presented in 1951 at Darm-

(“immer schon
{ The trope of life as 4
other example of an unrec.

ognized figure is what Heidegger says about the tree of the dead
?ﬂa&mgﬁiv as the peasant word for coffin. The matter is even

more complicated just here.{As Heidegger no doubrt knew, or could

have known if he went back to his etymological dictionary, Baum,

tree, is probably from the same root as Bauen, so Totenbaum is the

dwelling-place of the mnmm.@ Heidegger also forgets or does not
opological power of the prosopopoeia whereby he
, as
in a famous expression in another essay, the essay on Trakl called
anguage speaks” (“Die Sprache s richt”) (E190).
Nothing could be more problematic than this ascription of a voice
and an autonomous power of using it to language. All sorts of
ideological presuppositions can be smuggled in on the basis of this
claim that language masters us rather than being our tool: “Man
acts as though /e were the shaper and master of language [ Bildner

Heidegger 227

dt'in a lecture series on “Mensch und Wmcgv.v “Humans and
L ”). Having established a current context, Heidegger then goes
"o rwm characteristic late essays to express ironically what most
P E_n think about his topic. This includes both received opinion
MMM@%n metaphysical tradition from Emﬂo. on (sometimes HWn
modern tradition of subjectivist mrocmw: since Descartes). T e
traditional or everyday assumption in this case is Hrm” ?nm:%@o”
tion that building is a means toward the end of %.,R:EW. T ten | n. .
proceeds to show that this is all wrong. 1.25 o_u<_wocm. question *mw
“How do you know that, Professor Iﬂmmmmﬂ.w His answer zw
“Because language tells me so, and Fzm:mmaa_m the B_m.wnamwl M
man.” In the letter to a student at the end of U.mm Ding” (“The
Thing”), Heidegger gives a somewhat more complicated m:miﬂ ﬁom
this question. You must think, he says, you must learn the mmmﬂ%
thinking [das Handwerk des Denkens), in response to a call. mw_mm
call, both essays affirm, is not simply from language. It spe )
rather by way of the silence of language, not by way of the words
themselves as they are ordinarily understood m:.m cm&. ﬁwmwvm

Even before this opening move, Heidegger in an initial para-
graph sets up the connection of HE:F._.Hm to dwelling m.:mw UEEEM ,v
he will argue for, against received ow_b_wo:.mmm n_ownmm_ ﬁwmwo vw MMMVM

“is” (zs£). His_inquiry is a fundamen , s

E do émr vﬁrm Mmmgmmuwﬂ:m of things. He wants to think ”
what building and dwelling are, that is, as he says, he wants to B_.Am
building back into the domain of the “is” :H.mﬁrnn it E:m <QM”EM in
thought (dieser Denkversuch)) traces v:._EEm vmnw:_zﬁo that do-
main to which everything that s [was _.mg vn_ommm: (E14s; m@GM

Heidegger’s rhetoric -turns on no:m_m_:m the “is .om profoun
identity with the “is” of figurative equivalencel] The trick is to :QM
sentences like “A bridge is a thing.” Such sentences mocsm. ban _
enough. They are ordinary language. Who would disagree sﬁﬂ .mrn ,
proposition that a bridge is a thing? Then he goes about persuading
you by a sideways displacement through a series .om such sentences
that what you have really said, without knowing it, when you :M—nn
this sentence, is that a bridge gathers the fourfold one of mortals,

divinities, sky, and earth, or something else extremely unlikely that
J
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you did not know you had said. Language speaks through my
speech, whether I know it or not. Die Sprache spricht.

The etymological paragraphs beginning “What, then, does
Bauen, ‘building,” mean?” (“Was heiflt nun Bauen?”) (E146; G2o)
imply without quite saying so that all this can only be thought in
German. Only in German would Zch bin for “I am” be related to
Bauen, though “been” and “be” in English have the same root. But
they have no evident connection to the English word “building.”
The route Heidegger follows only exists in the German language.
What does that Emmm% That building and dwelling are the same
only in German? No, something more problematic, namely_that
thinking in German is universally valid, as when Fichte said any-
one can philosophize—so long as they do it in the German lan-
guage. Heidegger blithely draws universal, apodictic conclusions
from the idiosyncrasies of a particular language or family of lan-
guages. He includes Greek, Latin, and sometimes, as in “The
Thing,” a word or two of English,{but rarely French, Italian, or
Spanish, much less Japanese, Chinese, or Hindi. Nothing is said
about the problems of translation this raises. If you read “Building
Dwelling Thinking” in translation, you are being told two contra-
dictory things simultaneously: “listen to the appeal of language”
and “you are out of it if you cannot listen to German, hear its
Zuspruch, or maybe that of Greek.”” Here is a place where as late as
the 1950’s Heidegger’s nationalism discretely surfaces. The whole
program of “national aestheticism,” with its dangerous proximity
to National Socialism, is implicit in these etymological reflections.
Nor is it all that easy to dismiss this as dangerous nonsense. How
are you going to think if you do not do it in some language or
other? And what thinker, at least in the philosophical tradition, is
going to be willing to admit that his or her thinking is good only

for that language and has no validity when translated}| Yet an
@B@oﬂmbﬁ part of “Building Dwelling Thinking” is untranslatable.
It depends on the material idiosyncrasies of the German language.
This is obvious enough when German words are being discussed,
but what about the rest of the essay? Could that be at least to some
degree untranslatable too? Farlier I said “reading is translation—of
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something itself a translation of an unavailable text, a secret text.”
Such an idea depends on secing translation as problematic.
Heidegger’s etymological reflections lead him to the idea of
oblivion or forgetting. This is another problematic concept. It’is
problematic in the sense that he ascribes to language as an autono-
mous activity what is the effect of his own rhetoric. He substitutes a
personified language for his rhetorical activity. We have, he says,
forgotten what bauen really means: “The real sense of bauen, Qf
namely dwelling, falls into oblivion [Vergessenheit]” (E148; Ga2).
What does that mean? How did that forgetting happen? This is
another way of asking: What, for Heidegger, is the relation be- ==
tween thinking and language? How is it that Heidegger can re-
.unﬂww:uab that is, remove the veil of forgetting when all the rest of us
Tave forgotten? By listening to language? But that is now a place of
silence. By looking words up in an etymological dictionary? Noth-
ing could be more problematic. Heidegger had taken that issue up
overtly in “The Thing,” presented as a lecture in 1950, the year
before “Building Dwelling Thinking”: “The suspicion arises that
the c:mnhmﬂ.m,:&:m of the nature of thingness [des Wesens des Dinges]
that we are trying to reach may be based on the accidents of an
etymological game. The notion becomes established and is already
current that, instead of giving thought to essential matters [ Wesezs-
verhalte], we are here merely using the dictionary” (Er74; G46—
47). Heidegger's response is flatly to deny this: “The opposite is
true.” But he does not really explain how or why this is the case,
beyond asserting that “dictionaries have little to report about érw;
words, spoken thoughtfully, say” (Ex75; G47). Having said this, he
goes on serenely with the discussion of the basic meanings of Old
High German Thingand Dinc, along with many related words, in
the following pages of the essay. .
Jhese etymolagical speculations are grounded on the assump-
tion that “language speaks,” that words go on meaning what they
mean even if no one understands them any longer. This presup- .
poses the covert personification of language that is so important
throughout the essay.|lt is as if language itself chose to hide itself, to
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keep itself secret, to cover itself with a veil. anguage acts like 3
person, and a rather cruel and willful person, at ﬂvmm,wﬁ his E&:m is
adduced as evidence of the sovereignty of the primal meanings
Heidegger teases out of the history of the words he discusses. The
fact that language withdraws these “real meanings” is evidence that
they are primal. This seems thinking in a circle: “That language in
a way retracts [zuriicknimmi] the real meaning of the word bauen,
which is dwelling, is evidence of the primal nature [das Urspriing-
liche] of these meanings; for with the essential words of language,
their true meaning easily falls into oblivion in favor of foreground
meanings. . . . Language withdraws [entziehs] from man its simple
and high speech” (E148; G22). If language speaks, it can, appar-
ently, also choose not to speak. Does Heidegger really mean that,
that language acts on its own in this way, as if it were a person or a
god? This idea is, of course, a version of the personification of
Being elsewhere in Heidegger’s work. Being withdraws _leavin
Nothing, Our predicament is a forgettulness of Being that Being
itself has brought about. Applying the same paradigm to language,
as Heidegger does in this essay, makes it easier to see what is
profoundly disquieting about these personifications. %\.n hey are co-

mQPc b vere displacements of Biblical concepts about the way God can
/H choose to turn his face away from his people, abandon them,
Y become what Pascal called a deus absconditusJTo say language does
b leor y languag

. —— this, however, is not at all the same thing. It makes it easier for the
reader to glimpse the rhetorical moves behind Heidegger’s argu-
ment. It brings into the open another place where Heidegger
misses everything, but in an interesting way.

What Heidegger misses in this case is the possibility Nietzsche
recognized over and over, the possibility Jacques Derrida has been
exploring tirelessly for many years, for example in “White Mythol-

‘ ogy.” This is the possibility that language speaks through me, all

\/ right, die Sprache spricht, but what speaks is an ideology built into
language, woven into its grammar and into the metaphorical force

onm its conceptual words. {This ideology bears no necessary or ascer-
tainable relation to “the truth of Being” or to any other truth, In

i
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fact, like any ideology, it is a confusion of linguistic with phenome-
cality. : ]

m«u.mmm.ﬂw\mw} claim that language has withdrawn itself is especially
problematic if you set what he says in this essay about that m:m.unnwa
oblivion against the somewhat different argument a year earlier in -
“The Thing.” In “Building Dwelling Thinking” he seems to be . .

saying that once the primal meanings of words were known. Then "3 5T

language withdrew itself, and those meanings were for. .oﬁﬁos. Peo-
\w_n@_aﬁé that building is dwelling, that to be is 8: m.inmm

because language told them so. Language named clearly “man’s” oy
“sense that building is dwelling. But in “The Thing” he had said Th.

something rather different, namely, that the thingness of the thing

has never come into the light out of its unconcealedness. I, Martin

Heidegger, in the way I think, write, use words, by a careful process

of incremental repetition, am teasing the thingness of the thing out

of concealment, out of its secrecy, into the light. In “The Thing”

Heidegger says, “In truth, however, the thing as thing remains

proscribed, nil, and in that sense annihilated. This has happened

and continues to happen so essentially that not only are things no

longer admitted as things, but they have never yet at all been able to 5,

appear [zu erscheinen] to thinking as things” (Er7o—71; G43), Why -9 0

is it that things have never yet been able to appear to HEDESWIN%EL

things? H.r.n answer is that they have never yet come out into the wl&ﬂ.p\,

open as things. It is not a matter of some limitation in man, but a Fodege
Treticence in things themselves: “Man can represent [ Vorstellen], no - ovn 2

matter how, only what has previously come to light of its own

accord and has shown itself to him in the light it brought with it [

seinem dabei mitgebrachten Licht])” (Ex71; G43). Since the bridge is a

thing, presumably its thingness, that is, its power to “thing,” to

gather, has also not yet appeared, or been able to appear. That |

would be implied in “The Thing,” whereas in “Building Dwelling

Thinking” Heidegger says that the primal meanings of the words

that would have told us this have withdrawn into oblivion.

Various ways of dealing with this apparent contradiction present
themselves. It could be said, for example, that in one essay he
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speaks of things themselves, in the other essay of the words for
things. mwcﬂ “Building Dwelling Thinking” tells us that only
through language do things come into the omm@ and then only if
we can bring back from oblivion the aboriginal, urspriingliche,
meanings of basic words. It seems more as if Heidegger wants to
p have it both ways. He wants to say that he is recovering an original
insight that has been lost, and at the same time he wants to claim

that he has insights that have been granted to no thinker before
him, ot even to the Pre-Socratics at the beginning of philosophy,

whose authority he so often invokes.

2

Heidegger’s thought can be usefully set here against the impor-
tant paragraphs in Marx's German Ideology about the rise of con-
sciousness, language, and ideology.® These have already been dis-
cussed in a note to chapter 8. Heidegger and Marx in these passages
are quite different in resonance but nevertheless similar in their
basic patterns of thought. The peculiarity of what Marx says is that
he describes a historical process of differentiation that is neverthe-
less not historical, since all the differentiation was always there
already, from the beginning. Consciousness, for example, does not
precede language, nor language consciousness: “The ‘mind’ is from
the outset afflicted with the curse of being ‘burdened’ with matter,
which here makes its appearance in the form of agitated layers of
air, sounds, in short, of language. Language is as old as conscious-

" ness. [Die Sprache ist so alt wie das BewufSisein.]” (E44; G3s7).

: _mSn: and women are both continuous with the animal kingdom

(through the difference of roles in sexual reproduction, the first
division of labor), and at the same time far beyond the animal
kingdom in their possession of or by ideology] This paradox is
repeated over and over in different ways in what Marx says about
“Primary Historical Relations, or the Basic Aspects of Social Ac-
tivity” (E41; this title is not in the German edition). Though the
paragraphs in Marx describe a world-historical temporal progres-
sion starting with the first separation of man from the other
animals and going by stages to the present complexities of indus-
trial capitalism, each moment in the progression only repeats in a
somewhat different way differentiations that were there already.
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There is no place where you can locate a decisive transition, a
definitive break in history, a watershed, threshold, or border.

For Heidegger, in a somewhat analogous way, the noBm.:m to
Jight of primal meanings, the oblivion of these, and their coming to
light again is both historical and not historical. Language was
always there already, speaking, and it still does, but a process
occurred whereby the primal call and the primal meanings fell into
oblivion, “withdrew” (as though language acted of its own voli-
tion). Now Martin Heidegger is bringing them back to memory by
carefully listening to silence, though he does not want to take
responsibility for this uncovering, since it depends on mnniwam
language makes. At the same time he wants to say it is something
that he alone has done. Only he, in these bad days at least, can’
listen to silence, so we had better listen to him. i

—~

!

I have noted the way Heidegger’s argument proceeds by sudden
sideways slippages. A new motif not present before and not per-
spicuously inherent in what has been said is abruptly introduced.
Often this slippage occurs by taking literally a figure implicit in one
of the terms already used. This rhetorical sleight of hand is of
course not overtly signaled. A good example is the displacement
whereby he introduces the idea of Bo?m:?ﬁwoinmmnw wants us to
believe that man’s mortality follows logically from the fact that to
be human means to mim:MHrm implication is that language says it.
Heidegger’s own rhetorical agency is effaced. Here the slippage
goes by way of a common word for human beings: “mortals”
(Sterblichen). Heidegger gets a lot out of this term: “To be a human
being means to be on the earth as a mortal. It means to dwell”
(Er47). The German original differs here. It is more elliptical, more
cryptic: “Mensch sein heift: als Sterblicher auf der Erde sein, heif3t:
wohnen” (“To be human means: to be on the earth as mortal,
means: to dwell”) (Gz1). Does the second Aeiftapply to the first or
to the second phrase? Does the sentence signify that to be human
means to dwell or that to be a mortal on the earth means to dwell,
or does it mean both? To dwell is to be mortal! Where does the
word “dwell” say that? It is certainly the case that human beings are
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mortal, but this does not seem, to me ar least, to follow from the
fact that to be human is to dwell and to build. Why could the
immortal gods, if there were or are any, not also dwell? Coylq
animals not dwell? What does dwelling have to do with dying or
being mortal?® The words Bauen and Wohnen, even if Heidegger
has heard their silence, do not seem to justify saying human beings
alone are capable of dying, “capable of death 4s death” (“den Tod afs
Tod vermégen”): “Only human beings die [Vur der Mensch stirbi),
and indeed continually” (Erso; G24).

A similar paragraph in “The Thing” asserts that being capable of
death fundamentally defines human beings, both as the basis of
temporality and as the unique human connection to Being: “Only
human beings die. The animal perishes [verender]. . . . Death is the
shrine of Nothing [der Schrein des Nichts], that is, of that which in
every respect is never something that merely exists, but which
nevertheless presences [west], even as the mystery of Being itself [/s
das geheimnis des Seins selbst]. As the shrine of Nothing death
harbors within itself the presencing of Being [das Wesende des
Seins]. As the shrine of Nothing death is the shelter of Being [das
gebirg des Seins). . . . Mortals [Die Sterblichen] are who they are, as
mortals, present in the shelter of being” (E178—79; Gs).10

This deplacement, whereby Heidegger gets from building to
dwelling to death to the “presencing” of Being, is characteristic of
“Building Dwelling Thinking” as a whole. A salient case is the jn-
troduction later on of the bridge as an example seemingly chosen at
random. Heidegger constantly adds something in by a supplemen-
tal, sideways movement that does not logically follow from what

_has preceded. The alogic of this slippage is a version of the general
alogic of supplementarity. Something new that does not quite fit is
introduced as the ground of the thinking that preceded it.

What is the rationale of these displacements? Heidegger might
answer that his argument presupposes a prior knowledge of his
previous writings, from Being and Time on. Being and Time, noto-
riously, has much to say about the being toward death of Dasein.
Each new essay, however, has an obligation, one might reply, to
have a logic of its own, to make its connections explicit. The stark
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?ﬁ%omiobm that vault across fissures and crevasses in Heidegger’s
thinking here may bring into the open discontinuities in his
thought generally. Another way to put this is to say that the
vaultings may indicate the way Heidegger’s argument goes by way
of many small performative positings (Ersetzungen) disguised as
seamlessly connected insights dictated to him by words, as “lan-
guage speaks.” I shall return to this possibility.

As Heidegger develops his idea of the “fourfold one,” he intro-
duces not only earth and sky but also, by another unsupported
slippage, the divinities. Though it is easy to see how the words
Wohnen and Bauen might necessarily involve earth and sky, they
contain no authority in themselves that I can see for bringing in the
gods. But Heidegger hears the divinities in the words. One by one
the elements of what might be called a rudimentary cosmological
topography are laid down or deposited by Heidegger, like the
foundation stones of a building. (The idea that man dwells by
building is followed by the idea that since man is mortal his whole
life is a journey toward &mmﬁwwﬂzm leads to the idea that death is
the Nothing that is the shelter of wnmzm.@m: makes his journey
toward death on the earth, under the sky, and before the &&:Enw
These separate motifs make a coherent and indissoluble unity, a
fourfold one. This all-inclusive realm of man’s dwelling sets up a
paradigmatic scene for the bridge building in the second section of
the essay. To say this realm is all-inclusive means it does not have
any borders, though it does have horizons. Heidegger speaks of
borders later on in the essay, but these frontiers do not seem to have
any other viable culture beyond them. No other country, governed
by some other laws or made up of different entities, exists over the
border. @.m:r. sky, divinities, and mortals make up a universal
WBWQEH&E_ this is read out of the primal meanings of the words
Bauen and Wohnen: “But ‘on the earth’ already means ‘under the
gﬁﬂq mean ‘remaining before the divinities’ and
include a ‘belonging to men’s being with one another.’ By a primal
oneness [einer urspriinglichen Einheit] the four—earth and sky,
divinities and mortals—belong together in one” (E149; G23).

On the basis of this universal human topography and by way of
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some more wordplay or slippage, Heidegger introduces the ides
that man’s task is to spare and preserve: “Let us listen [Hiren wir]
once more to what language says to us. The Old Saxon wuon, the

gothic wunian, like the old word bauen, means to remain, to stay in

—_—

a place [das Sich-Aufhalten]. But the gothic wunian says more
distinctly [deutlicher] how this remaining is experienced. Winian
means: to be at peace, to be brought to peace, to remain in peace.
The word for peace, Friede, means the free, das Firye, and fiy means:
preserved from harm and danger, preserved from something, safe-
guarded. To free really means [bedeutet eigentlich) to spare” (E148—
49; G23). Here is a particularly good example of the way Heidegger
moves from one proposition to the next by way of the multiple
meanings of words, that is, by a kind of rhetoric of the pun. He
plays on the figurative ambiguity in the multiple meanings of
words. He makes equivalences by taking the figures literally.

In this case the series of displacements gets him to the italicized
proposition: “7he fundamental character of dwelling is this sparing
and preserving’ (‘Der Grundzug des Wohnens ist dieses Schonen”)
(E149; G23). That assertion in turn enables him to assert that if
dwelling means saving and preserving, this really means setting the
other three of the four free to be present: “To save really means to
set something free into its own presencing [eiwas in sein eigenes
Wesen freilussen]” (Eiso; Gagq). Wesen is translated by Hofstadter,
somewhat problematically, as presencing, though it is a participle
of sezn, to be. Dwelling is not an action for which the dwellers must
take sole responsibility but an active/passive letting things be and
waiting, for example, waiting for the absent gods to return: “Mor-
tals dwell in that they await the divinities as divinities. . . . They
wait for the intimations of their coming and do not mistake the
signs [Zeichen] of their absence [Fehls]. They do not make their
gods for themselves and do not worship idols. In the very depth of
misfortune [Im Unbeil) they wait for the weal that has been
withdrawn [des entzogenen Heils] (Exso; Gas).

This idea of waiting for the return of the absent gods is of course
taken from Judaism and Christianity. Jews await the Messiah.
Christians await the second coming, Even after Christ came we still
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have to wait. The phrase “Let us listen once more to what language
says,” especially in Heidegger’s German (“Héren wir noch einmal
auf den Zupruch der Sprache”) reinforces this Judeo-Christian
resonance by echoing Biblical phrases like “Now hear the word of
the Lord,” or even like Jesus’ “Who hath ears to hear, let him hear” -
(Matthew 13:9). Heidegger speaks as the prophet or even ‘as the /
Messiah of a new dispensation reversing the withdrawal of the
gods, of being, of language. mﬁzo:mr him language, one mavﬁw
almost say “the Word,” mwnwww

On the basis of the idea that dwelling means sparing and pre-
serving, Heidegger shifts suddenly to our responsibility to care for
things: “Rather, dwelling itself is always a staying [ein Aufenthalf]
with things” (Exs;; Gas). The argument once more goes by the
incremental addition of new factors that are unexpected in the
sense that they are not obviously implicit in what has been said
already. Heidegger is listening to the silence. This final move in the |
first section of the essay is crucial preparation for what he says
about the bridge in the second section of the essay: “But things
themselves secure [bergen] the fourfold only when they themselves
as things are let be in their presencing [in ihrem Wesen gelassen
werden)” (Exst; G25-26). This idea of letting things be present
allows Heidegger to pick up on the two modes of Bauen he
identified earlier: building and cultivating, It is easy to see how
cultivating is a kind of letting things be. It is not so easy to see how '
building a bridge is letting something be. This new sleight of hand
is necessary to avoid thinking of bridge building as mere engineer-
ing or Technik. Much more is said about this in one of Heidegger’s
most difficult essays, “Die Frage nach der Technik” (“The Ques-
tion Concerning Technology”), but “Building Dwelling Think-
ing” contains in miniature Heidegger’s doctrine of technique or

|

technology. Zechnik, he says, really still means what fechne meartts

the Greeks: “The Greeks conceive of fechne, producing [das her-
vorbringen), in terms of letting appear [Erscheinenlassen)” (E159;
G34). In order to avoid thinking of bridge building as an autono-
mous human activity, building a bridge must be seen as analogous

to letting a thing be itself—to planting a potato and letting it be a
Whl/“‘lﬂﬂuul‘u‘“\l‘lﬂ“lu\




R T

238 Slipping Vaulting Crossing

potato. That allows Heidegger to conclude section one by saying
that “ Dwelling, insofar as it keeps or secures [verwahrt] the fourfold
in things, is, as this keeping, @ building’ (E1s1; G26).
o A-crucial word here and throughout the essay is the little word
9 ‘ “is” (isz). The deep structure or basic character (Grundzug, a key
word in the essay, as I shall show) of his sentences is “A is B.”
Though in fact B is only a metaphorical transposition of A; the “fs”
‘in “A is B” asserts a literal identity between them. We know how
Heidegger read Nietzsche, but is it worth speculating about how
Nietzsche would have read Heidégger? Probably he would have
read him as a hyperbolic example of the hypostatizing of grammati-
cal accidents he condemns in the posthumously published notes.
As Nietzsche recognizes, this error also lies behind anthropomor-
phisms, such as Heidegger’s personification of language. Language
does certain things. There must be a doer behind this doing. Hence
"language must be a quasi-person capable of deciding to withdraw

or to come back from occultation.
Heidegger’s trick is to affirm that analogies or figurative displace-
ments are identities. He must forget, and lead us to forget, that they
are figurative substitutions if he wants to claim he has purified his
language of all rhetoric or figuration and can write as an absolute
literalist.| But the careful reader should always be wary when a
/ writer says he or she is expunging all tropes. It is just then that the
most powerful effects of figuration, powerful in part because ob-
scured and unacknowledged, are likely to be doing their work. The
covert speech act that declares a figure is a literal fact is perhaps the
ﬁ most powerful tool of ideology making.

—

The complex displacements of the essay’s first part are prepara-
tion for the second section about the bridge and about the way the
“bridge creates a landscape around it. The sequence of positings in
“the first section is presupposed in the second section.(It is not the
bridge as such that makes the landscape, says Heidegger, but
the bridge as a built thing let to be :m&jﬂrn later details about the
last bridge and the altar in the peasant house, in their turn, follow
from ideas about the mortality of man, about death and the
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divinities, in the first section. Having answered the first question,’
“What is it to dwell?,” he can now turn to the second, “In what way
does building belong to dwelling?”
More specifically, he asks, “What is a built thing? A bridge may
serve as an example for our reflections” (Ers2; G26). The careful
reader should be wary when a philosopher or a literary critic says, N
.“Mm_&. for nxmﬁ?nﬁu. .:Er mnmcan:ﬁmaon .WXMQ}%
by way of examples depends on insinuating the validity of that {»'
most problematic of figures, mwsnn&o%numu&a le asserts that the 1o cevd-
part is like the whole.!! Heidegger’s refusal to see the bridge as a
symbol is an attempt to evade a linguistic problem he inadvertently
reinserts by introducing the bridge “as an example.”
The key word in the description of the way the bridge makes the
region around it into a landscape, establishing zones, limits, and et
E ‘oather”versammeln): “The bridge gathersthe % JPSP&»
earth as landscape around the stream” (“Die Briicke versammeli die G
Erde als Landschaft um den Strom”) (E152; G26). Heidegger says
versammeln, not sammeln. The force of the ver here is as an inten-
sive. The bridge performs a forceful gathering. The vlnﬂmm
Heidegger has the same effect on what is around it as does Wallace , .. (7
ge ; wileidet0¥)
Stevens’s jar on the slovenly wilderness of Tennessee: "
The bridge swings over the stream “with ease and woin\nﬂ It does not
just connect banks [Ufer] that are already there. The banks emerge as
banks only as the bridge crosses the stream. The bridge designedly
causes them to lie across from each other. [Die Briicke liifSk sie eigens
gegeneinander diber liegen.] One side is set off against the other by the
bridge. Nor do the banks stretch along the stream as indifferent border
strips [als gleichgiiltige Grenzstieifen) of the dry land. With the banks,
the bridge brings to the stream the one and the other expanse of the
landscape lying behind them [der riickwirtigen Uferlandschaft]. 1t
brings stream and bank and land into each other’s neighborhood [i7
die wechselseitige Nachbarschaft). (Exs2; G26)

“With ease and power” (leicht und krifiig) is a citation from
Friedrich Hélderlin’s “Heidelberg.” Heidegger’s essay can be read
as an oblique commentary on Halderlin’s poem. A set of presup-
positions underlies the topographical assertions in this passage.
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The rest of the essay works these out. They include the reintrodyc.
tion of the theme of the fourfold one by way of a new piece of
wordplay on the word “Thing” (Ding), the projection on the basis
of that of a paradigmatic life story that is enacted within the
landscape brought into being by the bridge, and, on that basis
again, a challenge to the traditional and commonsense concept of
space, as well as an explicit rejection of the notion (present in
different ways in Kant and Nietzsche) that an unknown and un-

. knowable X underlies, “things” as their unpresentable ground.

Traditional notions of consciousness as a subject set over against it
objects and of thinking as mental representation are also, and
necessarily, rejected along the way.

The fourfold one is brought back into the discussion of the
bridge by the introduction of yet another metaphorizing etymol-

ogy. Thing meant in early Germanic languages a gathering or

MWMBE& for example, the assembly of the elders of a tribe for
collective deliberation. If a bridge is a thing, then it must do the
same thing that the medieval thing as deliberative assembly did.
Sure enough, just that is asserted: “The bridge is a thing [ein
' Dingl—and, indeed, it is such as the gathering [ Versammlung) of
the. fourfold which we have described” (E1s3; Ga7). Just here
Heidegger rejects the idea that the bridge is a symbol, or an
expression of any kind. In doing this he sets aside implicitly all that
he has said about listening to language to find out what dwelling
and building a thing are. Heidegger wants to have his cake and eat
it 80.@: the one hand, you can find out what kind of a thing a
bridge is only by listening to language. On the other hand, the
bridge is entirely free of language])If the bridge is a thing and
nothing but a thing, then it does whatever it does without any help
from language, and it not clear why we need language to see that. It
would seem to be a matter of perception or apprehension, not of
naming,.

On the basis of this concept of the bridge as a thing that gathers
not only the banks and landscape but also earth, sky, divinities, and
mortals, Heidegger can take up a more general topographical idea,
that of space as such. Along with space go the associated concepts
of locations, sites, horizons, and boundaries. It is man’s building,
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whether of a bridge, or a house, or a temple, that creates locations.
Locations open space and make it into an organized field wich

boundaries:

A boundary [die Grenze] is not that at which something stops but, as
the Greeks recognized, the boundary is that from which something
begins its presencing [von woher etwas sein Wesen beginnt]. That is why
the concept is that of Aorismos, that is; the horizon, the boundary. . . .
That for which room is made [Das Eingeriumte] is always granted and
hence is joined [gestattet und so gefiigt], that is, gathered, by virtue of a .
location [durch einen Orf], that is, by such a thing as the bridge.
Accordingly, spaces receive their being from locations and not from “space.”
[Demnach emfangen die Riume ihr Wesen aus Orten und nicht aus
“dem” Raum.] (E1s4; G29)

‘Heidegger’s topographical thinking, as is evident in this citation,
cannot be detached from the complex of ideas about language,
thinking, building, and aén_::m that surrounds it in this essay and
in Heidegger’s writing as a whole. fO:na again his goal is to over-
turn our everyday, common ideas. In this case it is the assumption

that that empty, Euclidean, scientific neutral space is-there to begin
with and then filled and outlined with various things man builds:
houses, roads, walls, bridges, everything that makes empty space

_into a human territory that might be Bmmvn&@ space is made by
things, such as the bridge. The bridge “enspaces” (einziiumt).
Euclidean space is not original, already there. It is the reductive
derivation from a space that has its ultimate origin not so much in
the bridge as in man the builder and dweller who lets space be by
building, who clears a place for space by making sites and locations

that surround themselves with a landscape.'?

In his discussion of space in this essay, Heidegger makes an .

implicit reference backward to Being and Time. There space is said
to be generated by time. Paragraphs twenty-three and seventy are
the crucial ones. In the latter Heidegger says “Dasein’s specific
spatiality must be grounded in temporality” (“Dann mufl aber
auch die spezifische Riaumlichkeit des Daseins in der Zeitlichkeit
griinden”).'® Time takes precedence over space. Why is this? The
rest of paragraph seventy explains: “Dasein takes space in; this is to
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be understood literally [im wortlichen Verstande). Space is by no
means just present-at-hand in a bit of volume which its body £l
up. In existing it has already made room for its own leeway
[Spielraum: literally, “play room,” taking “play” in the sense it hag
when we say “There is play in this wheel”]. Dasein determines its
own location in such a manner that it comes back [zuriickkommi]
from the space it has made room for to the ‘place’ which it has
reserved” (E419; G368). This movement of going out and coming
back is the basic movement of temporality. |Dasein moves forward
into the future in order to come back to the past,; This is made ex

plicit on the next page: “Because Dasein as temporality is ecstatico-
horizonal in its Being it can take along with it a space for which it
has made room [einen eingerdumten Raum), and it can do so
factically and constantly” (E420; G369). The argument culminates
in a portentously italicized sentence: “Only on the basis [Grund] of
its ecstatico-horizonal temporality is it possible for Dasein to break into
space” (E421; G369).

This account of space and human temporality in Being and Time
is implicit in the account of enspacing in “Building Dwelling

* Thinking.” Heideggei’s thinking about space or enspacing has

changed little, if at all, except in dropping the emphasis on “fall-
ing.” In Being and Time Heidegger asserts that “Temporality is
essentially falling [wesenhaft verfallend] and it loses itself in making
present [das Gegenwiirtigen)” (E421; G369). Nothing is said about
falling in “Building Dwelling Thinking,” unless the withdrawal of

its primal meanings by language is a kind of fall.

The choice of a bridge as an example is crucial, since a bridge is a
way to get from here to there through time. This is made explicit in
what Heidegger says about crossing bridges. His examples of the
uses of bridges are temporal. They implicitly contain a historical
narrative tracing out the course of human life. Would Heidegger
include graveyards among the works that organize space and make
it a place—the barrow, for example, in the midst of Egdon Heath in
The Return of the Native, or the country churchyard of which so

- much is made in Goethe’s Elective Affinities: (Every topography

implies a narrative that unfolds through aBm,uInEnmmﬂw topogra-
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hy is no exception. An implicit story lies behind the humanized
wwn&nmww Heidegger constructs around his imaginary bridge. This
story surfaces at one point, in the paragraph about the Black Forest

casant house. This is a little story of birth, dwelling, cultivation,
worshipping, and death. (A good dwelling embodies .ﬁrn. whole
journey of “man” from birth to mamﬁm Heidegger’s mmmm:wmo: ofa
rwo-hundred-year-old farmhouse in the Black Forest includes the
room- set aside “for the hallowed places [geheiligten Plitze] of
childbed and the ‘tree of the dead’—for that is what they call a
coffin there: the Totenbaum—and in this way it designed for the
different generations under one roof the character of their journey
through time [zhres ganges durch die Zeit]” (E160; G35).14 Already,
death has unostentatiously appeared in the interpretation of the
bridge as “the vaulting” (das Uberschwingende) of men and women
over a gulf or stream that takes them, as mortals, toward their final
journey over the last bridge to deathy In the midst of life, trying to
get from here to there, mortals (die Sterblichen) are “always them-

selves on their way to the last bridge” (“immer schon Unterwegs -

qur letzten Briicke”) (E153; G27). Building of all sorts, for Heideg-
ger, makes earth and sky a domicile within which man can dwell,
think, and, ultimately, die in proximity to the gods, as he makes his
way through a space that is a dimension of time.

Another fundamentally temporal dimension organizes “Build-
ing Dwelling Thinking”: the history of language. This contains the
whole history of mankind (Heidegger says nothing about wom-
ankind), or at any rate of German-speaking mankind. This history
is the story of the forgetting of what language says, or rather, of

language’s withdrawing and then its uncovering by Heidegger. Th
implication is that we do not really dwell now because we have
forgotten, or technique has made us forget. We have even forgotten
what technique is or used to be. It was another example of bringing
things out and letting them be, according to Heidegger’s under-
standing of the Greek word.

—~

Just what further assumptions underlie the idea that the bridge
“enspaces,” that is, surrounds itself with an organized space making

—_—
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a landscape? A necessary presumption of these further positings,
which has already been noted, is the rejection of symbolism. The
bridge must act on its own, as an independent thing not in any way
dependent on language. A further necessary presumption is the
rejection of Kant’s and Nietzsche's idea that the thing is “an un-
known X [ein unbekanntes X] to which perceptible properties are
attached” (E1s3; G28). This would make, Heidegger says, “every-
thing that alveady belongs to the gathering nature [versammelnden
Wesen] of this thing . . . appear as something that is afterward read
into it [als nachtriiglich hineingedeutete Zutas)” (Exs3; G28).(Kant’s
and Nietzsche’s somewhat &mm_aa:\ﬁ notions that an unknown sub-
stratum lies behind each thing are replaced by Heidegger’s idea of
occultation, withdrawal, mgmnﬁasmuﬁ he gathering may be a bring-
ing into the open of something secret, hidden, but this is by no
means to be understood according to the model of the Ding an sich,
which eternally remains an unknown X.15 '

On the basis of this repudiation, Heidegger goes on to develop
his idea of space as something for which the building makes a site.
What the bridge does is to be a location that can make space fora
site: “But only something that is itself a location [Ort] can make
space for a site [eine Stitte einriumen)” (E154; G28). This space is
defined by the fact that it is a particular gathering of the fourfold
one of earth, sky, divinities, and mortals. To assert this Heidegger
once more goes back to the “ancient meaning” of a word. “Raum
(Rum) means a place cleared or freed for settlement and lodging”
(Ex54; G28).

It will be necessary to follow Heidegger’s argumentation a little
more closely here in order to locate the hidden rhetoric that
facilitates the argument. Once again, the procedure is a crisscross
substitution. What seems to be the cause is shown to be derived,
but, as throughout the essay, the way this depends on verbal rever-
sals is covered over, crossed ocm.Ehaame argues first that build-

ing a bridge creates a location (Or), which ¢ e asite

(Stdtte). The site organi e around it from a horizon, Heideg-
.

ger plays here on the ety oﬁmmw of the Greek Sozm. which comes
from a verb, horizein (to divide, separate), from boros (boundary,
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it). A horizon implies the act of &sm:Dm or mnmmﬂmmmcm.. This act
. serformed by the building that is putin an Ors, making ita w&&m
Mpmﬁ “ensites” and “enspaces.” Each of those last two words is a
neologism in English, so the argument En&nmm.mn makes can o:._v\
be made in German. Or it can only wqmmcm.m:\m_w vn. Bmmn.E
German. In German you can much more am&_& ﬁrwn in mwm:mw
make a verb by adding a prefix to a noun, “ensites from site,”
“enspaces” from “space,” both :o:-éon.mm in English, ﬁro.cmr site
and “space” are perfectly good mbmrmr verbs.{A horizon, says
Heidegger, is not a boundary or limit but ﬁr.m product wm an act
making a :B@ It is that from which space vnm_.:mv so nothing exists
beyond it. The Ort that becomes a Stitte n:m:nw and enspaces. It
goes otit to make the border from which a space is cleared, beyond
which the same genius loci does not reign. About that beyond
nothing can be said. It is not governed by %.n same ~om.om. for
example, the idioms of a given F:mcmmwmwb this basis Heidegger
can go on to say that we do not move through a neutral space, but
are already anywhere within the space that is created by ﬁrw act of
making a given place into a site) Thinking of the old bridge at
Heidelberg is being there, perhaps being there more than the
people who thoughtlessly cross it every day.!¢

lim!

On the basis of the claim that spaces receive their being from

locations and not from space, Heidegger goes on to ask: cSS.ﬁ is
the relation between location and space? and What is the relation
between man and space? The answer to the first involves a reversal
of our usual idea that space is there to start with, able to rn
measured in a way that does not in any way depend on what is
within the space. He contrasts the genuine space ﬁrwﬁ is allowed
(eingelassen) by the bridge to the space of pure extension that can
have any of its distances measured Bmﬁraam:nm,:v\. vMmoc noﬁwi nm&
the latter “the” space, he says, but “in this sense ‘the’ space, ‘space,
contains no spaces and no places” (E1ss; G30).

A moment before Heidegger had said that in a space of pure
indifferent extension, Euclidean space, the bridge could be re-
placed by something else or by a mere marker: “In a space that is
represented purely as spatium, the bridge now appears as a mere

o
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something [ein blofes Etwas) at some position [Stelle], which can be
occupied [besetz#] at any time by something else or replaced [ersery)
by a mere marker [eine bloffe Markierung]” (Exss; G30). This is an
important sentence. The key words in it are beserzz, ersetzt, and
Markierung. Besetzt and ersetzt are setzen words, that is, words that
in one way or another suggest positing, placing. Ubersetzen meang
“translate,” that is, set across from one language to another. What
Heidegger rejects, once more, is substitutability, one might say,
figuration. (He began by saying the bridge was just taken “as
example,” that is, the bridge is something that stands in for all the
other possible examples}If it is just an example, there could
presumably be other examples that would do as well, the peasant
shoes or the temple in “The Origin of the Work of Art,” for
axgw_n.@vm rhetoric of exemplarity is now forgotten, and Hei-

~ degger wants to say the temple or bridge is irreplaceable. It is not a
mere placeholder or marker, an X, a mere Etwas, or “something.”
This refusal is symmetrical with the refusal of symbolism. The
bridge, however, was initially posited as a placeholder, a marker, a
mere Etwas, an X, that is, it was posited as an example, one
presumably out of many. Once again, Heidegger must ignore the
thetoric of his own essay.

Having posited the relation between locations and space, and
having asserted that we live in a space provided for by locations, not
just in wild nature or in empty space with no built things in it, no
presiding spirit of the place, Heidegger goes on to identify the
relation between man and space. Here he has to reject two other
possibilities. One is that “man” is set over against space as subject to

%moh\ﬁh that space i nner experience.” He says,
categorically, that space “is neither an external object nor an inner
experience” (E136; G31). In place of these possibilities he sets his

FW model of a belonging together of man in the fourfold (earth,

heaven, divinities, mortals) that has been “allowed for” by enspac-
ing: “by the name ‘man’ I already name the stay within the fourfold
among things” (E156; G31). Since all these things belong together
in an inextricable, fourfold one, we are already everywhere in that
space. Space has been generated by Dasein’s building and therefore
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. an extension of it. Again Heidegger’s underlying motive is rejec-
—m . . O .
tion of substitution or trope, in this case, the idea that mental

representations substitute for absent or distant things, the trope om
mimests. 1he German word for mcvmc:.;nm Ersatz, connects wit
oeizen and zusetzen, already discussed: “We do not represent
distant things merely in our mind—as the ﬁ@zvoowm.vmﬁ it .TSN
man lehr]—so that only mental representations of maﬁmzﬁ. things
run through our minds and heads as substitutes for the ﬁfcmm [s0
daff als Ersatz fiir die fernen Dinge in unserem Innern und im Kopf
aur Vorstellungen von ihnen ablaufen)” (Exs6; G31). Instead of that,
thinking about the old bridge at Heidelberg gets us through the
distance to that [ocation: “If all of us now think, .mo:.y Ermno we are
right here,'7 of the old bridge in Heidelberg, this thinking toward
that location is not a mere experience inside the persons present
here; rather it belongs to the nature of our thinking of that bridge
that in itselfthinking gets through, persists through, the distance to
that location [vielmehr gehért es zum Wesen unseres Denkens an die
genannte Briicke, daff dieses Denken in sich die Ferne zu diesem Ort
durchsteht]. From this spot right here, we are there at the bridge—
we are by no means at some representational content [ Vorstellungs-
inhalf] in our consciousness” (E156—s7; G31).

The rest of the paragraph asserts firmly that we pervade space,
and are always already constantly near things and locations. When
I move in space, for example, toward the door of the lecture hall, T
can do that only because I am there already: “I already pervade
(durchstehend) the room, and only thus can I go through Eﬁ.n.\?
gehen] it” (Eis57; G32). @Tn claim that we are at ﬁ.rm old v.Dm_mm in
Heidelberg just by thinking of it is truly amazing if you &EW of it
from the perspective of “our” commonsense mmmcn%.no:& It is not
only amazing but insidiously at(fadtive. \It satisfies in the form of

Qmnipresence the infantile desire for omnipotence Freud ascribes
to every baby. Only some counterintuitive concept such as the one
Heidegger proposes can avoid seeing mental images as representa-
tions, symbols or tropes standing for objects that are external to .ﬂrm
mind. Heidegger’s refusal of figuration therefore r,.mm metaphysical
and psychological as well as linguistic Bo&,\mao:m/._ Or rather, the
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three motivations are aspects of the same insistence that everything
unfolds from a Dasein that always already contains space and all
things in it. About the political implications of this insistence |
shall say more.

More than once Heidegger uses the word Grundzug, translated
by Hofstadter as “basic character.” One example comes several
paragraphs from the end of the essay, where he says, “Dwelling,
however, is the basic character [der Grundzug] of Being in keeping
with which mortals exist” (Ex6o; G35). Grundzug can be set against
other words built on Grund: Grund itself in the sense of reason,
base, logos, as in the title of Heidegger's Der Satz vom Grund (The
Principle of Reason), Grundyifs, or “groundplan,” as used in “The
Origin of the Work of Art,” Abgrund or Ungrundfor chasm, abyss.
The other half of the word Grundzug, Zug, means “drawn” in
several senses. It also combines with many other words. Grundzug
is a crucial word in “Building Dwelling Thinking,” one to which
Heidegger does not call special attention, but one that is therefore
all the more important. It hides a version of the unknown X in the
guise of an apparently innocent word that appears to name some-
thing out in the open: “fundamental character.” Grundzug is an
equivocating word meaning “essential features” and “fundamental
features” at the same time, thar is, it names both the external
features by which a thing is known to be what it is and jts
underlying, invisible but determining, characteristics, Grundzugin
the latter sense underlies Grundzugin the former sense. Zug means
features in the sense of something drawn out on the surface, like
the features of a face, while Grund implies something hidden, the
foundation of the rest. A Grundzugis hidden and out in the open at
the same time. This word is Heidegger’s covert way of smuggling
back in the “unknown X” he had repudiated.

When Heidegger refuses the definition of the thing as an un-
known X to which “perceptible properties are attached,” and then
chooses as an example a bridge that he initially defines as “crossing”
the stream, he has both refused the X and introduced it in another
way into his discourse. Though he speaks of the bridge as some-

/ thing that “lets the stream run its course” and that also lets mortals

f
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“come and go from shore to shore” (dafS'sie von Land zu Land .WN\R:
und fahren) (Exs2; G27), nevertheless he tends to mmn&n as if the
traffic on a bridge all goes one way. Heidegger’s bridge is not a
route for to and fro commerce, but a means by which the vm:\nmm
wagon goes from the fields to the village or the means vv\ which the
lumber cart gets from the field path to the road. Heidegger does
nothing conceptually in this essay with the other flow that crosses
the bridge widdershins, namely, the flow of the stream. E
Em course, also a way of expressing temporality, for example,
in Heraclitus’s fragments, about which Heidegger elsewhere has
much to say. The bridge is a means of transport for Heidegger in
this essay. It gets him from one place to another in the trajectory he
is following.[The bridge works in this way because it is a metaphor
or symbol that Heidegger is unwilling to admit is a metaphor or

symbol. The examples he gives of what different bridges do are all

examples of commerce or transactions of one kind or another.
From the country various things are brought into town. The bridge
is also a means of transport from castle to cathedral square, from

temporal to spiritual power bases.|But the paradigmatic passage is
the one from this world to the other, from death to life. Whatever
Iﬁmﬂmﬂmn we cross is oriented toward the crossing of the last bridge to
death. Whatever Heidegger may say about going to and fro (4in
und her) across the bridge, his bridge is ultimately a one-way
crossing. It is not a means for the interchange of properties, such as
those on which the hidden rhetoric of Heidegger’s essay depends.
~

The final pages of the essay say the building of a bridge “admits
and installs” the fourfold. This doublet, zulassen and einrichten, is
of great importance as a clue for reading the essay. Inmmnmm.mmm
formulations posit forking alternatives between which a decision
must be made and yet between which a decision cannot be made.
His hesitation between the two terms, or his need to assert them
both, is his version of the aporia of invention, the impossibility of
knowing whether something invented is discovered or made. “The
location [Or#],” says Heidegger, “admits the fourfold [lisst das
Geviert zu] and it installs the fourfold [richtet das Geviertein]. The

;
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two—making room in the sense of admitting [ Zulassen] and in the
sense of installing [ Einrichten]—belong together” (E1s8; G33).

- Admit or install? Which is it? There is no way to tell which
precedes the other either in the activity of building that makes or
allows a space for landscape or in the activity of writing a novel, o
poem, or a philosophical essay—“Building Dwelling Thinking,”
for example, or The Return of the Native, or “The Idea of Order at
Key West.” Each such work depends on a landscape already there,
admitting it into the work in a process of mimesis, or installing a
new imaginary landscape, superimposing Wessex on Dorset, for
example, as Thomas Hardy did when he wrote 7he Return of the
Native, or creating a new poetic topography, as Wallace Stevens did
when he wrote “The Idea of Order at Key West,” or mapping a
new philosophical landscape on the Black Forest and Heidelberg,
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with figurative displacements” and “permeated also with persuasive
%nmow acts.” The latter are positings disguised as assertions of fact.

Another way to put that would be to say that Heidegger does not
allow for the unauthorized performative power in language, his
own language, for example. “Admit” and “install” can be read as
different ways of saying the same thing. To admit is to allow the
sky, earth, gods to enter into a space that has been cleared, accord-
ing to that active/passive (it is both at once, and neither without
the other) letting things be that Heidegger counsels. But to install
is also active and passive at the same &Bn.@ building a bridge we
install the earth, sky, gods, and men, in the sense of a specific
culture and way of :i:m Heidegger means this installation not in
the sense of an unauthofized, unsanctioned speech act but in the
sense of letting language speak through us, letting space-making

occur through our Bauen. In a similar way, it is always possible to ,
see a purely human performative as allowing another power, say a

divine power or a state power, to speak through language, as when

the president of a university says, for instance: “By authority of the il
power vested in me by the State of California, I declare that you are il
doctors of philosophy.” On the other hand, all performatives may |
be seen as unsanctioned, free, inaugural. What they do, for exam-

W | as Heidegger does in this essay. Each activity, admitting and install-

- ing, presupposes the other as always already having been accom-

i plished, in an unstillable oscillation of each between primary and
i secondary. ‘

tﬁ%ﬁf\” Heidegger defines technique as a “letting appear” (Erscheinenlas-

Leclnngue sen) (E159; G34) and claims that thinking and dwelling belong to

. i/w&,& apquar one another and to building. Building and thinking are analogous

in being necessary for dwelling. “Building and thinking are, each in
its own way, inescapable [unumgiinglich) for dwelling” (Ex60—61;
G36). The two must learn to listen to one another. What Heideg-
ger does not see, must not see, is that both building and ﬁrm:_mnm

go by way of the making or using ofsigng, and that sign using and

making are always caught in the undecidable opposition between

admitting and installing. If sign using and making are taken as a

matter of installation, then once the installation is complete it
appears that something already there has been admitted. If you say
it is a matter of admitting you cannot know that or encounter that
without first installing something, for example, composing an essay
or building a bridge. Heidegger does not think by means of a
recovery of the primal, literal meaning of certain words. He per-
forms, rather, a mystified and mystifying thinking as though lan-
guage were only grammar and logic and not also always rhetoric.
Rhetoric must be taken here in the double sense of “permeated

ple, what Heidegger’s essay does, has no precedent and no author-
ity beyond the one that is created, installed, by just these words in
just this order as Heidegger puts them together in this way.

Heidegger wants to put all the blame on language, which speaks
through him. He wants, that is, to ignore or evade all the rhetorical
devices his essay uses to install a whole architectural fabric of
unauthorized equivalences by way of the “is” of metaphor taken as
the “is” of ontological identity: building is dwelling is thinking is
speaking. He wants also to evade his own agency and responsibility
by surreptitiously projecting in covert prosopopocia a personality
and a sovereign autonomous power into language, as though lan-
guage were an autocratic emperor who comes and goes when he
likes.

Heidegger misses everything but in an interesting way. The -
reversal or crisscross whereby he blames language for what he does
substitutes something that speaks through language for language
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itself. That is the “everything” he misses. When he says that
building “installs” as well as “admits,” he has the clue in his hand,
That is the place where he brings momentarily into the open the
chiasmus whereby he has projected a ground he in fact creates. The
question raised by Heidegger’s essay is parallel to Stevens’s question
in “The Idea of Order at Key West”: “Whose spirit is this?”
Heidegger is right to say it is not just the subjective spirit of the
maker, just as Stevens is right to deny that when he says, “It
was more than this.” What Heidegger misses is the mechanism
whereby signs of one sort or another open a new world that then
infallibly seems to be grounded in some preceding spirit or genius.
A new start both makes its own ground and seems to reveal 2
ground that was already there. Heidegger’s error is not just a refusal
to accept the groundlessness of creation through “building,” in-
cluding building through speech acts. It is also a refusal to accept
responsibility for the inaugural power of language, for example, his
own language in “Building Dwelling Thinking.”

I began by asking whether or not Heidegger’s topographical
ideas are politically innocent. It is not immediately apparent what
complicity there may be between Heidegger’s concept of dwelling
and his endorsement of the programs of National Socialism during
the Nazi era. My reading of “Building Dwelling Thinking,” how-
ever, has shown that this concept is tied in manifold ways to
“national aestheticism” and even to National Socialism. Heideg-
ger's conception of language universalizes German. If you can
philosophize only in German or in ancient Greek, if the secrets of

‘dwelling in the sense of the proper way to build, dwell, and think

on earth are hidden in the now-withdrawn primal meanings of
common German words, then a recovery of those primal meanings
and building, dwelling, and thinking in their light would be not a
local project but a universal one. This project would justify the
imperial ambitions of the Reich. Using the covert personification
in the claim that “language speaks” as a way of covering up the
ungrounded performative claims of his own declarations, and as a
way of occulting the figurative transfers on which the rhetoric of his
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essay depends, Heidegger ascribes a spurious transcendent validity
to a local, nationalist ideology. This ideology, moreover, was .:.wnm
to ‘.cm&@ the unspeakable atrocities of the mrwmr. Those w:,.non:._mmV
finally, are a logical consequence of the specifically topographical
ideas the essay posits on the basis of what Heidegger finds _m:m:mmmw
saying. In spite of Heidegger’s disclaimer when he says, “Our
reference to the Black Forest farm in no way means that we should
or could go back to building such houses; rather, it Ecm.ﬁwﬁm by a
dwelling that has been [gewesenen] how izwas able to build AmHmow
G3s), nevertheless the Schwarzwaldhof is presented as anmnﬁ.lm
matic example of proper dwelling. Just as Heidegger’s celebration
in “The Origin of the Work of Art” (written in£935, that is, during
the Nazi era) of the immemorial toil of the peasant woman he
incorrectly assumes was the owner of the shoes painted by Van
Gogh says nothing about the life most people in Germany were
living at that time, as the Germans under Hitler prepared the great
industrial might of the Wehrmacht, so “Building Dwelling Think-
ing,” first presented in 1951, that is, six years after the end of World
War II, says nothing about the fact that the housing shortage
mentioned at the beginning and end of the essay was primarily
urban and was a result of the bombing of German cities by the
Allies. .

Einfalt (oneness, or onefold) is a key term in “Building Uém_rbm
Thinking,” as in the repeated phrase “the oneness of the four” QR
Einfalt der Vier). The imperialism of the Third Reich was publicly
justified in part by the need of the German people for more
Lebensraum (living space). The topographical ideas of “Building
Dwelling Thinking” would authorize only the monolithic, one-
fold, culture of a people (ein Volk) sharing the same language, laws,
and customs, and dwelling in one particular place. In that place
their building has admitted or installed a single, unified landscape
of hills, fields, and rivers, buildings, bridges, roads, and horizons.
Beyond that horizon no other authentic culture may be conceived
to exist. Such topographical assumptions would underwrite a uni-
cultural nationalism. They could be used to justify the expulsion or
extinction of all those who do not share that single language and
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culture. It is a little scandalous that Heidegger was E%Qﬁch_umzw
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asserting these ideas six years after the end of the war and after the
end of the thousand-year Reich’s ambitions. It is also a little
scandalous that the standard English translation of this essay and
related ones under the title Poerry, Language, T} hought says nothing
about these political implications. On the other hand, ideas not too
different from Heidegger’s lie behind the disquieting return of 5
violent nationalism directed against immigrants in unified Ger
many today. Our own country is not entirely free from such
- dangerous nationalism, as in the law, already referred to, that
 declares English the official language of the state of California.
The lesson to be learned from reading Heidegger is not that we
should not read him, but that we should read him, though with
extreme care and wariness, as though we were entering on dan-
gerous ground. We should read him as the most persuasive and
intellectually exigent expression of an interlocking complex of
ideological assumptions from which no one can these days with
certainty claim to be entirely free. The conceptual study of ideol-
ogy does not free one from ideology. The study of the way rhetoric,
tropes, and the materiality of language generate ideological mystifi-
cations may possibly, however, have a good political effect. By good
effect I mean conducing to a new form of democracy, a democracy
of difference that puts the manifold (Mannigfalt) in place of the
onefold (Einfals). It would do that by trying to show “us” (another
appeal to the solidarity of the “we”) the political efficacy of the
rhetorical, tropological, and material aspects of our own language.
“Show” here does not name a revelation of anything that can ever
be phenomenal. It would do that, rather, by giving us a glimpse of
the way this efficacy is based on unauthorized performative effects
of language and other signs. These effects would include those of
unitary territorial delineation and sovereignty. For these effects
those who utter the speech acts should and must take respon-
sibility. We must not attempt to palm off the responsibility on
language or on some transcendent, authorizing power that speaks
through language. That is easy to say, but “we” should not mini-
mize the difficulty of doing it.

Stevens

It might seem perverse to look for ethical themes m.: Wallace
Stevens's work, just as it might seem perverse to attack him for not
writing poems about ethics. Heisa poet in 270.% work the subj nmn
to object relation dominates, the domain wm epistemology, not the
intersubjective relation, the domain of ethics. No Fﬁ that I wz.oé
of, ethical or otherwise, demands that all poets write &uoﬁ.h nm:nm%
Or maybe there is such a law, operating whether we know it or not?
In any case, just as Frank Lentricchia could plausibly m:mﬂ a perva-
sive political dimension in Stevens’s work,' s0a concern with Eosm
to Live. What to Do,” as he puts it in the title of an early poem,
runs all through Stevens’s poetry.? .

“How to live. What to do”: the formula defines the ethical
relation as a resolute decision to live in a certain way and to do
certain things. The ethical person knows how to live and what to
do. Ethics traditionally grounds such decisions in a sense of strong
obligation to some law. In response to the demand made on me by
this law, I say, “I must live in such and such a way; I must do this or
that.” This living and doing, grounded in the _mﬁ. define my
relations to my fellows. The protagonist of “How to h:&.. /x\.rm: to

Do” faces the moon, the rock, and the cold wind side by side with a
“companion” (CP125). I live and do with others m:&. toward o.ﬁrmnm.
I want this living and doing to be justified. I want it to be aligned
with a command laid on me to live and do in just this way rather

than any other.
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356 Note to Page 210

ness is still and always has been materialized in language, from which i
cannot be distinguished. Language is the material “outering” of con-
sciousness for social relations, but language is not added later to 4
consciousness already there. “Language is as old as consciousness” (“Die
Sprache ist so alt wie das Bewuf3tsein”) (E44; G357). The whole passage
about language and consciousness puts this assertion in context. It is an
extremely important passage for understanding Marxism: “Only now,
after having considered four moments [Momente), four aspects of pri-
mary historical relations, do we find that man also possesses ‘conscious-
ness.” But even from the outset this is not ‘pure’ consciousness [‘reines
BewufStsein]. The ‘mind’ [‘Geist’] is from the outset afflicted with the
curse [den Fluch] of being ‘burdened’ [f bebafier’] with matter [‘der
Materie’], which here makes its appearance in the form of agitated layers
of air, sounds, in short, of language [der Sprache). Language is as old as
consciousness, language is practical, real consciousness that exists for
other men as well, and only therefore does it exist for me; language, like
consciousness, only arises from the need, the necessity, of intercourse [des
Verkebrs] with other men. Where there exists a relationship [ein Ver-
hiiltnis], it exists for me: the animal does not ‘7elzze [‘verhilt’] itself to
anything, it does not ‘relate’ itself at all” (E43—44; G356—57). The same
moving forward through history to a higher abstraction and differentia-
tion that does not leave matter behind, that remains essentially mate-
rialized, is repeated a little later in the passage about modern nationalist
ideology I have referred to above. The ideology of nationalism is “muck”
(these phrases are not in the German edition, but the word was possibly
Dreck), not pure spirit, but dung,. It seems to a given nation that the
contradiction between a national and a general or international con-
sciousness is entirely internal: “since this contradiction [Widerspruch]
appears to exist only as a contradiction within the national conscious-
ness, it seems to this nation that the struggle too is confined to this
national muck, precisely because this nation represents this muck as
such. Incidentally, it is quite immaterial [ganz einerlei] what conscious-
ness starts to do on its own: out of all this trash [aus diesem ganzen Dreck)
we get only the one inference that these three moments, the productive
forces, the state of society and consciousness, can and must come into
contradiction with one another” (E4s; G, only in part, 358). Ideology,
what consciousness starts out to do on its own, is not Geistbut Dreck, the
material remainder of a material historical process resulting from a
division of labor, “which was originally nothing but the division of labor
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in the sexual act” (“die Teilung der Arbeit im Geschlectsakt”) (E44; Gs8).
Or, rather, the Geistand the Dreckgo inextricably together, like conscious-
ness and ‘its necessary materialization in language. The Dreck of ideology
takes the form of abstract or idealist “mental expressions,” which are
concomitant images of material constraints. Ideology and matter are
intertwined indissolubly, just as are consciousness and language. “It is self-
evident, moreover,” says Marx at the end of this section, “that ‘spectres,’
‘bonds,” ‘the higher being,’ ‘concept,” ‘scruples’ [ Gespenster, ‘Bande,
“hiheres Wesen,’ “ Begriff;  Bedenklichkeir], are merely idealist, speculative,
mental expressions [Ausdruck], the concepts apparently of the isolated
individual, the mere images of very empirical fetters and limitations [die
Vorstellung von sehr empirischen Fesseln und Schranken), within which
move the mode of production of life, and the form of intercourse coupled
with it [zusammenbingende Verkehisform]” (E4s; G359).

Chapter 9

1. See Werner Hamacher, “Amphora (Extracts),” Violence: Space, ed.
Mark Wigley, guest issue of assemblage: A Critical Journal of Architecture
and Design Culture 20 (1993): 40—41, for an admirably succinct and
penetrating discussion of Heidegger’s notion of place and space in the
context of Aristotle, Celan, and others.

2. M. Heidegger, “Bauen Wohnen Denken,” Vortrige und Aufsiitze, >
(Pfullingen: Neske, 1954): 19; Poetry, Language, Thought, trans. Albert
Hofstadter (New York: Harper & Row, 1971), 145. Further references will
be to these texts, identified as “G” and “E.”

3. Brian Ingraffia, in a brilliant book forthcoming from Cambridge
University Press, discusses this in detail from the perspective of biblical
theology. The book is based on his dissertation, “Vanquishing God’s
Shadow: Postmodern Theory, Ontotheology, and Biblical Theology,”
University of California, Irvine, 1993.

4. “Das Ding,” Vortrige und Aufsiitze, 2: 59; “The Thing,” Poetry,
Language, Thought, 186. Further references will be to these texts, identi-
fied as “G” and “E.”

5. Paul de Man, “The Resistance to Theory,” The Resistance to Theory,
(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1986), IL.

6. See the entry on the Indo-European root bheu in The American
Heritage Dictionary. Two, or more, can play Heidegger’s game of etymol-
ogy hunting.
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7. The translator of “Bauen Wohnen Denken,” Albert Hofstadter,
obscures this issue by adding a phrase and a sentence in the translation
not present at all in Heidegger's German. Heidegger says “Das alt-
hochdeutsche Wort fiir bauen, ‘buan’ [The Old High German word for
building, buan]” (G20). Hofstadter’s translation says: “The Old English
and High German word for building, buan” (E146). Hofstadter adds:
“The neighbor is in Old English the neahgebur; neah, near, and gebur,
dweller.” This sentence does not exist in the German original. Adding
this sentence is by no means an innocent clarification. It bypasses the
problem of translation by trying to persuade the reader that what works
for the German language works for the English language, too. The
historical context for this move includes, for example, the nineteenth-
and twentieth-century justification for the study of Anglo-Saxon in
English and American universities. This justification goes by way of a
claim that English is, after all, a Germanic language. The study of Anglo-
Saxon will put the student in connection with the roots of our culture,
for example, the roots of démocracy in the Germanic “Thing,” or
legislative and deliberative gathering of the men of the tribe. Gerald Graff
discusses this in Professing Literature: An Institutional History (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1987). The meaning of “Thing” as formal
gathering of community leaders is also mentioned by Heidegger as part
of his argument supporting the idea that things like bridges gather.

8. See Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, The German Ideology, Col-
Jected Works (New York: International Publishers, 1976), 41—4s5; Karl
Marx, Die Deutsche Ideologie, in his Die Frithschriften, ed. Siegfried
Landshut (Stuttgart: Alfred Kroner, 1971), 354—59.

9. Just as Heidegger uses questions as a fundamental part of his
thetorical strategy, so I have used questions to a somewhat different
purpose in my reading of his essay. That raises the question of the
question. Heidegger's use of the question is another form of the double
bind of the parable. You must already know the answer in order to ask the
question: “as long as we do not bear in mind that all building is in itself
dwelling, we cannot even adequately ask [zureichend fragen], let alone
properly decide, what the building of buildings might be in its nature”
(E148; G22—23). My questions, on the other hand, are a form of ironic
detachment that is meant to sustain the interrogation of what Heidegger
says. My questions are apotropaic, a way of trying to ward off the great
force of Heidegger’s rhetoric.

10. A passage in Unterwegs zur Sprache (On the Way to Language)
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explicitly associates man’s unique ability to experience death with his
unique ability to speak, and therefore, presumably, to listen to the silence
as language speaks through him: “Mortals are they who can experience
death as death. Animals cannot do so. But animals cannot speak either.
The essential relation between death and language flashes up before us,

but remains still unthought [ist aber noch ungedacht)” (Unterwegs zur

Sprache [Pfullingen: Giinther Neske, 1959], 2155 On the Way to Language,
trans. Peter D. Hertz [New York: Harper & Row, 1971], 107). See Jacques
Derrida, Aporias, trans. Thomas Dutoit (Stanford: Stanford University
Press, 1993), for an extended discussion of the motif of death in Heideg-
ger’s work.

1. Deborah Esch, in a brilliant, unpublished essay, has discussed the
problematic of examples by way of the example of the way the entry on
“example” in the O.E.D. disobeys the basic ordering principle of entries
in the O.E.D., that is, the assumption that the historical sequence of uses
is also a logical sequence tracing developing meanings of the word from
initial literal meanings to later figurative ones. That logic is in the entry
on “example” disturbed by the aporias of exemplification. The literal
meaning of any example of example is already figurative, since an exam-
ple is a synecdoche, and presupposes the validity of what it at the same
time puts in question.

12. Does this mean that all modern mappings, since they are “scien-
tific” in their use of coordinates and projections, presupposing an under-
lying neutral geometrical space, are a falsification? Yes, unless it is recog-
nized that the making of a map according to various conventions is also a
form of building, a way of letting things be or come into presence.

13. Martin Heidegger, Sein und Zeit (Tiibingen: Max Niemeyer,
1967), 367; Being and Time, trans. John Macquarrie and Edward Robin-
son (London: SCM Press, 1962), 418.

14. The story here links up to the one in “The Origin of the Work of
Art” about the so-called peasant shoes in Van Gogh’s painting.

15. Heidegger's Die Frage nach dem Ding (The Question of the Thing)
takes this up at length, mostly by way of a discussion of Kant (What Is 2
Thing, trans. W. B. Barton, Jr., and Vera Deutsch [Chicago: Henry
Regnery, 1967]; Die Frage nach dem Ding [Tiibingen: Max Niemeyer,
19751).

16. A. N. Whitehead’s idea of “prehension” posits a somewhat similar
ubiquity. Everything, says Whitehead, in a sense is everywhere in the
universe at all times (Science and the Modern World [New York: Free Press,
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1967], 69—72). But for Heidegger this being everywhere is Eﬁ._nr more
limited and individual, special to a single social group. One might even
say Heidegger’s conception of space is nationalistic. goaoéb.mg Hei-
degger ubiquity is a unique feature of Dasein, Swanm.mm for /,x\r:mrnm& a
stone is as much everywhere at once as a person. Heidegger’s attempt to
support what he is saying by analogy to the way Bomwan wrwm_nm repre-
sents “the spatial medium of cosmic space as mnE-cm._Q mQQB.E.m& by
body as dynamic center” (E156) seems spurious, since in ﬁr.n end it is not
the bridge as body but the bridge as product of man’s UEESW. that, so he
claims, is an Or¢ that determines a Stizte that enspaces. That is not at all
the same thing, It is an analogy, a figurative substitution, and a false one

at that. .
17. Darmstadt, where the lecture was initially presented.

Chapter 10

1. Frank Lentricchia, Ariel and the Police: Michel Foucanlt, William
James, Wallace Stevens (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1988).

5. Wallace Stevens, The Collected Poems (New York: Alfred A. Knopf,
1954), 125. N

3. This chapter has benefited greatly from opportunities to present
carlier versions to audiences in Taipei, Jerusalem, Zurich, Lausanne, and
Irvine. For their sponsorship or for helpful comments that have led to
changes or additions, I thank especially Shan Te-hsing, Lee Yu-cheng,
Sanford Budick, Emily Budick, Lawrence Besserman, Judith Besserman,
Peter Hughes, Christa Knellwolf, Peter Halter, Catherine Gallagher, and
Georgia Albert. o

4. L have discussed Stevens’s “A Primitive Like an Orb” in “When Isa
Primitive Like an Orb?,” Tropes, Parables, Performatives (London: Har-
vester Wheatsheaf, 1990; Durham: Duke University Press, 1991), 227—44.

5. Further unidentified citations come from this poem. )

6. See James Longenbach, “The Idea of Disorder at Key West,

Raritan 11, no. 1 (Summer 1991), 104—5.
7. Kimon Friar and John Malcolm Brinnin, eds., Modern Poetry (New

York: Appleton-Century Crofts, 1951), 538. .
8. See Ramon Fernandez, Messages (Paris: Gallimard, 1926); Messages,
trans. Montgomery Belgion (New York: Harcourt, Brace, 1927).

9. Longenbach, “Idea,” 110. . A
1o. On the basis of the presence of the battleship Wyoming and other
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naval ships atanchor off Key West when Stevens visited in 1934, Longen-
bach argues for a complex political context and meaning for the poem
(ibid., 92—114). There can be no quarrel with the project of establishing a
political context for Stevens’s life and work. Stevens’s next volume, Payzs
of @ World, ends with a poem making explicit reference to war: “Exam-
ination of the Hero in a Time of War.” Unfortunately for Longenbach’s
hypothetical reading of “The Idea of Order at Key West,” however, there
is no reference in it, that I can see, to the U.S. Navy. The only boats
named are, in so many words, “fishing boats at anchor there,” just what
one would expect in Key West harbos. It seems to-me exceedingly
unlikely that “fishing boats” is a euphemism for battleships and de-
stroyers. That is not Stevens’s kind of word play.

1. See Ken Frieden, Genius and Monologue (Ithaca: Cornell Univer-
sity Press, 1985).

12. The American Heritage Dictionary (1969).

13. Wordsworth, “Nutting,” ll. 54—56.

14. See Friedrich Nietzsche, Das Philosophenbuch/Le Livie du phi-
losophe, ed. Angele K. Marietti (Paris: Aubier-Flammarion, 1969), 188;
trans. David J. Parent, Friedrich Nietzsche on Rbetoric and Langnage New
York: Oxford University Press, 1989), 252. -

15. Martin Heidegger, “Bauen Wohnen Denken,” Vortrige und Auf-
siitze, 2 (Pfullingen: Neske, 1967), 26, 27; idem, “Building Dwelling
Thinking,” Poetry, Language, Thought, trans. Albert Hofstadter (New
York: Harper & Row, 1971), 152, 153.

16. This, by the way, would mean that a cat or a dog or a fish cannot
have a “world,” an exceedingly problematic assumption.

17. “Autobiography as De-Facement,” The Rhetoric of Romanticism
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1984), 81.

18. I have discussed the political implications of Heidegger’s topo-
graphical ideas in chapter nine.

19. I have been helped here by Terence Harpold’s brilliant unpub-
lished essay, “The Contingencies of the Hypertext Link.”

20. Jacques Derrida, Psyché (Paris: Galilée, 1991), 271.

21. See Ralph Waldo Emerson, “Seashore,” Poems, Complete Works,
Concord edition, 9 (Boston: Houghton, Mifflin and Company, n.d.),
242. The sea speaks: “Then I unbar the doors: my paths lead out / The
exodus of nations: I disperse / Men to all shores that front the hoary
main.” :

22. For characteristically rigorous formulations of the failure of orig-




= .W% ..wwm

.\
oo

o & - 42 ’ 4
This book investigates a cluster of relafed concepiiis they gadher
around the'central'question of top@eraphy. The other topics ins

T Ty, o iy 7 -
clide the nTath Md%nm@ ofisPeech acts, éthical responsibiling
political om\ﬂnmw& tve pawer, the tmansladon ok heony fromione
topographical o to another, the'way topouniphical’delins

cations can funcdt

fication tolands€ape. The way speechiaets’operate in lireraure
#and in lifeis it most nwgmmwﬁmﬂo,m these additional topics: :
mmﬁaownrnm_._.hmoa the perspegtive of topaemphy: How do m@ha ;
descriptions or tenmsifunctign'in novels, patms, and’ &
icalstexis? ucmwﬁrmr ina m?m: text, is disopographisal

_piiLosoph o) . ; gl
component and howadoes it operate? ;

: .\wgwrwnm_

#The ropoaraphical ferms in edch worlkdCrente an Lmagnany land-
. pographical c apinar

BeEmames in botb¥the senenic angdsy
) @tmmv path, ficld, hedge, road; s
. nidge lcgery, ] _.‘.‘.w‘&o::mmﬁﬁ hatizon, but also
;mmmmﬁgmmr: “Bdo; Heaghet The QuiceMWomaniinn,” “Surpen’s
Aundzeds e oldditidlee ar Heidelidgre” and saion. Thoygh the
e rimanlly by ninge Heand twendeth-Lencunypoets
& ,;ﬁuﬁwwbmaﬂowﬁ:mq evens)moyclissi(Kleisy DickensiiHardy,
ST oullentr), philosoply " cheorsusf(Nietzschy, Bleidegaéal@errida),

readings of RIS’ Protagopas andsihe _woo_m of Ruch(fromthe Bible

>

A

I d. N\

S 3§

._ ,
TOPOGRAPHIES

=]
Q
=
=

Wisteria
_m_.mna
“Light

f

Key West Bif

(5}

& 77

US NAVAL/
RESERVATION Ré
F AR

:m_«r\u

Mol
oy

Fort Taylor'

Whitehead
Spit

J. Hillis Miller

sLight




|
_w TOPOGRAPHIES
!
. Hillis Miller

.

|

Stanford ~

University |

Press «

u,

Stanford u
California
1995




Contents

i Introduction

» St Philosophy, Literature, Topography:
Heidegger and Hardy 9

~ §2 Face to Face: Faces, Places, and
Ethics in Plato 57.

_ §3 Laying Down the Law in Literature:
: Kleist 80

§ 4 Sam Weller’s Valentine: Dickens 105

§'s Temporal Topographies: Tennyson’s Tears 134

m § 6 Naming, Doing, Placing: Hopkins 150
_ ® §7 Nietzsche in Basel: Changing Places in

Thus Spoke Zarathustra 169

§ 8 Ideology and Topography: Faulkner 192

. t S9 Slipping Vaulting Crossing: Heidegger 216

Xtiz




Xiv

§ 10

S

S 12

Contents
- The Ethics of Howomn%rw.. Stevens 255
Derrida’s Topographies 291
Border Crossings, Translating Theory:
Ruth 316
Notes C 341
Index | 369

b

TOPOGRAPHIES




