
Heidegger "the Nazi"

By Michael O'Meara

Heidegger: The Introduction of Nazism into Philosophy in Light of the Unpublished 
Seminars of 1933-1935
Emmanuel Faye
Trans. Michael B. Smith, foreword Tom Rockmore
New Haven: Yale University Press, 2009

National Socialism was defeated on the field of battle, but it wasn’t defeated in the realm 
of thought.

Indeed, it’s undefeatable there because the only thing its enemies can do to counter its 
insidious ideas is to ban those thinkers, like Martin Heidegger, whose works might attract 
those wanting to know why National Socialism is undefeatable and why its world view 
continues to seduce the incredulous.

Or, at least, so thinks Emmanuel Faye in his recently translated Heidegger, l’introduction  
du nazisme dans la philosophie (Paris: Albin Michel, 2005).

Why, though, all this alarmed concern about a difficult, some say unreadable, philosopher 
of the last century?

The reason, Tom Rockmore says, is that he lent “philosophical cover to some of the 
darkest impulses that later led to Nazism, World War II, and the Holocaust.”

One.
The Scandal

Faye’s book is part of a larger publishing phenomenon — in all the major European 
languages — related to the alleged National Socialism of the great Freiburg philosopher.

Like many prominent German academics of his age, Heidegger joined Hitler’s NSDAP 
shortly after the National Revolution of 1933.

He was subsequently made rector of the University of Freiburg, partly on the basis of his 
party affiliation, and in a famous rectorial address — “The Self-Assertion of the German 
University” — proposed certain reforms that sought to free German universities from 
“Jewish and modernist influences,” reorienting it in this way to the needs and destiny of 
the newly liberated Volksgemeinschaft.

Heidegger’s role as a public advocate of National Socialist principles did not, however, 
last very long. Within a year of his appointment, he resigned the rectorship.

As he told the de-Nazification tribunal in 1945, his resignation was due to his frustration 
in preventing state interference in university affairs, a frustration that soon turned him 
away from all political engagements.
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The story he told to the liberal inquisitors (which most Heideggerians accepted up to 
about 1988) was one in which a politically naive academic, swept up in the revolution’s 
excitement, had impulsively joined the party, only to become quickly disillusioned.

The story’s “dissimulations and falsehoods” were, indeed, good enough to spare him 
detention in a Yankee prison — unlike, say, Carl Schmitt who was incarcerated for two 
years after the war (though the only “Americans” Schmitt ever encountered there were 
German Jews in the conquerors’ uniform) — but not good enough to avoid a five-year 
ban on teaching.

In any case, it has always been known that Heidegger had at least a brief “flirtation” with 
“Nazism.”

Given the so-called “negligibility” of his National Socialism, he was able, after his ban, 
to resume his position as Germany’s leading philosopher. By the time of his death (1976), 
he had become the most influential philosopher in the Western world. His books have 
since been translated into all the European languages (and some non-European ones), his 
ideas have come to dominate contemporary continental thought, and they have even 
established a beachhead in the stultifying world of the Anglo-American academy, 
renowned for its indifference to philosophical issues.

Despite Heidegger’s enormous influence as “the century’s greatest philosopher,” he 
never quite shed the stigma of his early brush with National Socialism. This was 
especially the case after 1987 and 1988.

For in late 1987 a little known Chilean-Jewish scholar, Victor Farìas, produced the first 
book-length examination of Heidegger’s “brush” with National Socialist politics.

His Heidegger and Nazism  was not a particularly well-researched work, and there was a 
good deal of speculation and error in it.

It nevertheless blew apart the story Heidegger had told his American inquisitors in 1945, 
revealing that he had been a party member between 1933 and 1945; that his National 
Socialism was something more than the flirtation of a politically naive philosopher; and 
that his affiliation with the Third Reich was anything but “fleeting, casual, or accidental 
but [rather] central to his philosophical enterprise.”

This “revelation” — that the greatest philosophical mind of the 20th century had been a 
devoted Hitlerite — provoked a worldwide scandal.

In the year following Farìas’ work, at least seven books appeared on the subject.

The most impressive of these was by Hugo Ott, a German historian, whose Martin 
Heidegger: A Political Life  (1994) lent a good deal of historically-documented substance 
to Farìas’ charges.

In the decades since the appearance of Farìas’ and Ott’s work, a “slew” of books and 
articles (no one is counting any more) have continued to probe the dark recesses of 
Heidegger’s scandalous politics.
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Almost every work in the vast literature devoted to Heideggerian philosophy must now, 
in testament to the impact of these studies, begin with some sort of “reckoning” with his 
“Nazism” — a reckoning that usually ends up erecting a wall between his philosophy and 
his politics.

In this context, Emmanuel Faye’s book is presently being touted as the “best researched 
and most damaging” work on Heidegger’s National Socialism — one that aims to tear 
down the wall compartmentalizing his politics and to brand him, once and for all, as an 
apologist for “the greatest crime of the 20th century.”

It’s fitting that Faye, an assistant professor of philosophy at the University of Paris-
Nanterre, is French, for nowhere else have Heidegger’s ideas been as influential as in 
France.

Heidegger began appearing in French translation as early as the late 1930s. The 
publication in 1943 of Jean-Paul Sartre’s Being and Nothingness , based on a misreading 
of Heidegger, gave birth to “existentialism,” which dominated Western thought in the late 
1940s and 1950s, helping thus to popularize certain Heideggerian ideas.

At the same time, French thinkers were the first to pursue the issue of Heidegger’s 
alleged National Socialism.

Karl Löwith, one of the philosopher’s former Jewish students exiled in France, argued in 
1946 that Heidegger’s politics was inseparable from his philosophical thought. Others 
soon joined him in making similar arguments.

Though Löwith’s critique of Heidegger appeared in Les Temps Modernes, Sartre’s 
famous journal, the ensuing, often quite heated, French controversy was mainly restricted 
to scholarly journals. Faye’s father, Jean-Pierre Faye, also a philosopher, figured 
prominently in these debates during the 1960s.

It was, though, only with Farìas and Ott that the debate over Heidegger’s relationship to 
the Third Reich spread beyond the academic journals and touched the larger intellectual 
public.

This debate continues to this day.

Part of the difficulty in determining the exact degree and nature of Heidegger’s political 
commitment after 1933 is due to the fact that Heidegger’s thought bears on virtually 
every realm of contemporary European intellectual endeavor, on the right as well as the 
left, and that there’s been, as a consequence, a thoughtful unwillingness to see 
Heidegger’s National Socialism as anything other than contingent — and thus without 
philosophical implication.

This unwillingness has been compounded by the fact that the Heidegger archives at 
Marbach are under the control of Heidegger’s son, Hermann, who controls scholarly 
access to them, hindering, supposedly, an authoritative account of Heidegger’s thinking 
in the period 1933-1945.
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Moreover, only eighty of the planned 120 volumes of Heidegger’s Gesamtausgabe have 
thus far appeared and, as Faye contends, these are not “complete,” for the family has 
allegedly prevented the more “compromising” works from being published.

The authority of Faye’s Heidegger — which endeavors to eliminate everything 
separating his politics from his philosophy — rests on two previously unavailable 
seminars reports from the key 1933-34 period, as well as certain documents, letters, and 
other evidence, which have appeared in little known or obscure German publications — 
evidence he sees as “proving” that Heidegger’s “Nazism” was anything but contingent — 
and that this “Nazism” was, in fact, not only inseparable from his thought, but formative 
of its core.

On this basis, along with Heidegger’s collaboration with certain NSDAP thinkers, Faye 
claims that the philosophy of the famous Swabian is so infused with National Socialist 
principles that it ought no longer to be treated as philosophy at all, but, instead, banned as 
“Nazi propaganda.”

Two.
Faye’s Argument

Heidegger’s seminars of 1933 and 1934, in Emmanuel Faye’s view, expose the “fiction” 
that separates Heidegger’s philosophy from his politics. For these seminars reveal a 
brown-shirted fanatic who threw himself into the National Revolution, hoping to become 
Hitler’s philosophical mentor.

At the same time, Faye argues that Heidegger’s work in the 1920s, particularly his 
magnum opus, Being and Time  (1927), was already infected with pre-fascist ideas, just as 
his postwar work, however much it may have resorted to a slightly different terminology, 
would continue to propagate National Socialist principles.

Earlier, however, when the young Heidegger was establishing himself in the world of 
German academic philosophy (the 1920s), there is very little public evidence of racial or 
anti-Jewish bias in his work. To explain this, Faye quotes Heidegger to the effect that “he 
wasn’t going to say what he thought until after he became a full professor.” His reticence 
on these matters was especially necessary given that his “mentor,” Edmund Husserl, was 
Jewish and that he needed Husserl’s support to replace him at Freiburg.

(For those militant Judeophobes who might think this is somehow compromising, let me 
point out that Wilhelm Stapel [1882-1954], after also doing a doctorate in Husserlian 
phenomenology, was a Protestant, nationalist, and anti-Semitic associate of the 
Conservative Revolution who played an important early role in NSDAP politics.)

Faye nevertheless claims that Heidegger’s early ideas, especially those of Being and 
Time, were already disposed to themes and principles that were National Socialist in 
nature.

In Being and Time, for example, Heidegger rejects the Cartesian cogito, Kant’s 
transcendental analytic, Husserlian phenomenology — along with every other bloodless 
rationalism dominating Western thought since the 18th century — for the sake of an 
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analysis based on “existentials” (i.e., on man’s being in the world).

Like other intellectual members of Hitler’s party, Heidegger disparaged all forms of 
universalist thought, dismissing not only notions of man as an individual, but notions of 
the human spirit as pure intellect and reason.

In repudiating universalist, humanist, and individualist thought associated with liberal 
modernity, Faye’s Heidegger is seen not as contesting the underlying principles of liberal 
modernity, which he, as a former Catholic traditionalist, thought responsible for the 
alienation, rootlessness, and meaninglessness of the contemporary world. Rather he is 
depicted as preparing the way for the “Nazi” notion of an organic national community 
(Volksgemeinschaft) based on racial and anti-Jewish criteria.

Revealingly, this is about as far as Faye goes in treating Heidegger’s early thought. In 
fact, there is very little philosophical analysis at all of Being and Time or any other work 
in his book. Every damning criticism he makes of Heidegger is based on Heidegger’s so-
called affinity with National Socialist themes or ideas — or what a liberal defending a 
Communist would call guilt by association.

Worse, Faye lacks any historical understanding of National Socialism, failing to see it as 
part of a larger anti-liberal movement that had emerged before Hitler was even born and 
which influenced Heidegger long before he had heard of the Führer.

For our crusading anti-fascist professor, however, the anti-liberal, anti-individualist, and 
anti-modern contours of Heideggerian thought are simply Hitlerian — because of their 
later association with Hitler’s movement — unrelated to whatever earlier influences that 
may have affected the development of his thought. Q.E.D.

Faye, though, fails to make the case that Heidegger’s pre-1933 thought was “Nazi,” both 
because he’s indifferent to Heidegger’s philosophical argument in Being and Time, which 
he dismisses in a series of rhetorical strokes, and, secondarily, because he doesn’t 
understand the historical/cultural context in which Heidegger worked out his thought.

More generally, he claims Heidegger negated “the human truths that are the underlying 
principle of philosophy” simply because whatever doesn’t accord with Faye’s own liberal 
understanding of philosophy (which, incidentally, rationalizes the radical destructurations 
that have come with the “Disneyfication, MacDonaldization, and globalization” of our 
coffee-colored world) is treated as inherently suspect.

Only on the basis of the 1933-34 and ’34-35 seminars does Faye have a case to make.

For the Winter term of 1933-34 Heidegger led a seminar “On the Essence and Concepts 
of Nature, History, and State.” If Faye’s account of the unpublished seminar report is 
accurate (and it’s hard to say given the endless exaggerations and distortions that run 
through his book), Heidegger outdid himself in presenting National Socialist doctrines as 
the philosophical basis for the new relationship that was to develop between the German 
people and their new state.

Like other National Socialists, Heidegger in this seminar views the “people” in völkisch 



terms presuming their “unity of blood and stock.”

Faye is particularly scandalized by the fact that Heidegger values the “people” (Volk) 
more than the “individual” and that the people, as an organic community of blood and 
spirit, excludes Jews and exalts its own particularity.

In this seminar, Heidegger goes even further, calling for a “Germanic state for the 
German nation,” extending his racial notion of the people to the political system, as he 
envisages the “will of the people” as finding embodiment in the will of the state’s leader 
(Führer). 

Faye contends that people and state exist for Heidegger in the same relation as beings 
exist in relation to Being.

As such, Heidegger links ontology to politics, as the “question of all questions” (the 
“question of being”) is identified with the question of Germany’s political destiny.

Heidegger’s rejection of the humanist notion of the individual and of Enlightenment 
universalism in his treatment of Volk and Staat are, Faye thinks, synonymous with 
Hitlerism.

Though Faye’s argument here is more credible, it might also be pointed out that 
Heidegger’s privileging of the national community over the interests and freedoms of the 
individual has a long genealogy in German thought (unlike Anglo-American thought, 
which privileges the rational individual seeking to maximize his self-interest in the 
market).

The second seminar, in the Winter term of 1934-35, “On the State: Hegel,” again 
supports Faye’s case that Heidegger was essentially a “Nazi” propagandist and not a true 
philosopher. For in this seminar, he affirms the spirit of the new National Socialist state 
in Hegelian terms, spreading the “racist and human-life destroying conceptions that make 
up the foundations of Hitlerism.”

In both courses, Faye sees Heidegger associating and merging philosophy with National 
Socialism.

For this reason, his work ought not to be considered a philosophy at all, but rather a 
noxious political ideology.

Faye, in fact, cannot understand how Heidegger’s insidious project has managed to 
“procure a planetary public” or why he is so widely accepted as a great philosopher.

Apparently, Heidegger had the power to seduce the public — though on the basis of 
Faye’s account, it’s difficult to see how the political hack he describes could have pulled 
this off.

In any case, Faye warns that if Heidegger isn’t exposed for the political charlatan he is, 
terrible things are again possible. “Hitlerism and Nazism will continue to germinate 
through Heidegger’s writings at the risk of spawning new attempts at the complete 
destruction of thought and the extermination of humankind.”



Three.
Race and State

From the above, the reader might conclude that Faye’s Heidegger is a wreck of a book. 
And, in large part, it is, as I will discuss in the conclusion.

However, even the most disastrous wrecks (and this one bears the impressive moniker of 
Yale University Press) usually leave something to be salvaged. There are, as such, 
discussions on the subjects of “race” and “the state,” which I thought might interest TOQ 
readers.

A) Race

National Socialism, especially its Hitlerian distillation, was a racial nationalism.

Yet Heidegger, as even his enemies acknowledge, was contemptuous of what at the time 
was called “biologism.”

Biologism is the doctrine, still prevalent in white nationalist ranks, that understands 
human races in purely zoological and materialist terms, as if men were no different from 
the lower life forms — slabs of meat whose existence is a product of genetics alone.

Quite naturally, Heidegger’s anti-biologism was a problem for Faye, for how was it 
possible to claim that Heidegger was a “Nazi racist,” if he rejected this seemingly 
defining aspect of racial thought?

In an earlier piece (“Freedom’s Racial Imperative: A Heideggerian Argument for the 
Self-Assertion of Peoples of European Descent,” TOQ, vol. 6, no. 3), I reconstructed the 
racial dimension of Heidegger’s thought solely on the basis of his philosophy.

But Faye, who obviously doesn’t put the same credence in Heidegger’s thought, is 
forced, as an alternative, to historically investigate the different currents of NSDAP racial 
doctrine.

In his account (which should be taken as suggestive rather than authoritative), the party, 
in the year after the revolution, divided into two camps vis-à-vis racial matters: the camp 
of the Nordicists and that of the Germanists.

The Nordicists were led by Hans K. Günther, a former philologist, and had a “biologist” 
notion of race, based on evolutionary biology, which sought, through eugenics, to 
enhance the “Nordic blood” in the German population.

By contrast, the Germanists, led by the biologist Fritz Merkenschlager and supported 
especially by the less Nordic South Germans, held that blood implied spirit and that spirit 
played the greater role in determining a people’s character. (This ought not to be 
confused with Klages’ “psychologism.”)

The Germanists, as such, pointed out that Scandinavians were far more Nordic than 
Germans, yet their greater racial “purity” did not make them a greater people than the 
Germans, as Günther’s criteria would lead one to believe.



Rather, it was the Germans’ extraordinary Prussian spirit (this wonder of nature and 
Being) that made them a great nation.

This is not to say that the Germanists rejected the corporal or biological basis of their 
Volk — only that they believed their people’s blood could not be separated from their 
spirit without misunderstanding what makes them a people.

For the Germanists, then, race was not exclusively a matter of biological considerations 
alone, as Günther held, but rather a matter of blood and spirit.

(As an aside, I might mention that Julius Evola, whose idea of race represents, in my 
view, the highest point in the development of 20th-century racial thought, was much 
influenced by this debate, especially by Ludwig Ferdinand Clauss, whose raciology was a 
key component of the Germanist conception, emphasizing as it does the fact that one’s 
idea of race is ultimately determined by one’s conception of human being.)

Faye claims that, in a speech delivered in August 1933, Hitler emphasized the spiritual 
determinants of race, in language similar to Heidegger’s, and that he thus came down on 
the side of the Germanists.

The key point here is that, for Faye, the “völkisch racism” of the Germanists was no less 
“racist” than that of the biological racialists — implying that Heidegger’s Germanism 
was also as “racist.”

The Germanist conception, I might add, was especially well-suited to a “blubo” (a Blut-
und-Boden nationalist) like Heidegger. Seeing man as Dasein (a being-there), situated not 
only in a specific life world (Umwelt), but in exchange with beings (Mitdasein) specific 
to his kind, his existence has meaning only in terms of the particularities native to his 
milieu, (which is why Heidegger rejected universalism and the individualist conception 
of man as a free-floating consciousness motivated strictly by reason or self-interest).

Darwinian conceptions of race for Heidegger, as they were for other Germanists in the 
NSDAP, represented another form of liberalism, based on individualistic and universalist 
notions of man that reduced him to a disembedded object — refusing to recognize those 
matters, which, even more than strictly biological differences, make one people unlike 
another.

Without this recognition, Germanists held that “the Prussian aristocracy was no different 
from apples on a tree.”

B) The State

As a National Socialist, Faye’s Heidegger was above all concerned with lending 
legitimacy to the new Führer state.

To this end, Heidegger turned to Carl Schmitt, another of those “Nazi” intellectuals, who, 
for reasons that are beyond Faye’s ken, is seen by many as a great political thinker.

In his seminar on Hegel, Heidegger, accordingly, begins with the 1933 third edition of 
Schmitt’s Concept of the Political (1927). 



There Schmitt defines the concept of the state in terms of the political — and the political 
as those actions and motives that determine who the state’s “friends” and who its 
“enemies” are.

But though Heidegger begins with Schmitt, he nevertheless tries to go beyond his concept 
of the political.

Accepting that the “political” constitutes the essence of the state, Heidegger contends that 
Schmitt’s friend/enemy distinction is secondary to the actual historical self-affirmation of 
a people’s being that goes into founding a state true to the nation.

In Heidegger’s view, Schmitt’s concept presupposes a people’s historical self-affirmation 
and is thus not fundamental but derivative.

It is worth quoting Heidegger here:

There is only friend and enemy where there is self-affirmation. The affirmation of self 
[i.e., the Volk] taken in this sense requires a specific conception of the historical being of 
a people and of the state itself. Because the state is that self-affirmation of the historical 
being of a people and because the state can be called polis, the political consequently 
appears as the friend/enemy relation. But that relation is not the political.

Rather, it follows the prior self-affirmation.

For libertarians and anarchists in our ranks, Heidegger’s modification of Schmitt’s 
proposition is probably beside the point.

But for a statist like myself, who believes a future white homeland in North America is 
inconceivable without a strong centralized political system to defend it, Heidegger’s 
modification of the Schmittian concept is a welcome affirmation of the state, seeing it as 
a necessary stage in a people’s self-assertion.

Four.
Conclusion

From the above, it should be obvious that Faye’s Heidegger is not quite the definitive 
interpretation that his promoters make it out to be.

Specifically, there is little that is philosophical in his critique of Heidegger’s philosophy 
and, relying on his moralizing attitude rather than on a philosophical deconstruction of 
Heidegger’s work, he ends up failing to make the argument he seeks to make.

If Faye’s reading of the seminars of 1933-34 are correct, than Heidegger was quite 
obviously more of a National Socialist than he let on. But this was already known in 
1987-88.

Faye also claims that Heidegger’s pioneering work of the 1920s anticipated the National 
Socialist ideas he developed in the seminars of 1933-34 and that his postwar work simply 
continued, in a modified guise, what had begun earlier. This claim, though, is rhetorically 
asserted rather than demonstrated.



Worse, Faye ends up contradicting what he sets out to accomplish. For his criticism of 
Heidegger is little more than an ad hominem attack, which assumes that the negative 
adjectives (“abhorrent,” “appalling,” “monstrous,” “dangerous,” etc) he uses to describe 
his subject are a substitute for either a proper philosophical critique or a historical 
analysis.

In thus failing to refute the philosophical basis of Heidegger’s National Socialism, his 
argument fails, in effect.

But even if his adjectives were just, it doesn’t change the fact that however “immoral” a 
philosopher may be, he is nevertheless still a philosopher. Faye here makes a “category 
mistake” that confuses the standards of philosophy with those of morality. Besides, 
Heidegger was right in terms of his morals.

Faye is also a poor example of the philosophical rationalism that he offers as an 
alternative to Heidegger’s allegedly “irrational” philosophy — a rationalism whose 
enlightenment has been evident in the great fortunes that Jews have made from it.

Finally, in insisting that Heidegger be banned because of his fascist politics, Faye 
commits the “sin” that virtuous anti-fascists always accuse their opponents of 
committing.

In a word, Faye’s Heidegger is something of a hatchet job that, ultimately, reflects more 
on its author’s peculiarities than on his subject.

Yet after saying this, let me confess that though Faye makes a shoddy argument that 
doesn’t prove what he thinks he proves, he is nevertheless probably right in seeing 
Heidegger as a “Nazi.” He simply doesn’t know how to make his case — or maybe he 
simply doesn’t want to spend the years it takes to “master” Heidegger’s thought.

Even more ironic is the scandal of Heidegger’s “Nazism” seen from outside Faye’s 
liberal paradigm. For in this optic, the scandal is not that Heidegger was a National 
Socialist — but rather that the most powerful philosophical intelligence of the last 
century believed in this most demonized of all modern ideologies.

But who sees or cares about this real scandal?
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