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ABSTRACT

ARTICLE HISTORY

The aim of this paper is to analyze those passages of the Black
Notebooks where Heidegger mentions Søren Kierkegaard and to
see how Heidegger interprets Kierkegaard’s impact on his own
philosophical thought. The paper intends to clarify whether, and
to what extent, Heidegger’s rejection of an existentialist reading of
his early thought is plausible and justiﬁed. The conclusions
reached will be twofold. First, Heidegger tries to reinterpret his
existential analytic by using the approach he has developed in his
work after Being and Time. In so doing, Heidegger tries to understate or diminish the Kierkegaardian background of his analytic of
existence. Second, Heidegger’s retrospective self-interpretation
argues for a continuity between the approach he develops in
Being and Time and that which he calls the question of ‘the truth
of beyng’. In so doing, he does not recognize the inconsistencies
and mismatches that characterize his thought during the transition from the existential analytic to the philosophy of the event.
The passages dealing with Kierkegaard in the Black Notebooks are
important sources that allow us to note how problematic
Heidegger’s self-interpretation is.
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Introduction
The publication of the so-called Black Notebooks (GA 94, GA 95, GA 96, GA 97) has
reawakened the debate about Heidegger’s Nazi involvement in both academic and
nonacademic circles.1 The considerable number of publications, academic conferences,
and public events concerning these writings attests to the increasing interest the Black
Notebooks have aroused.2 Although the relationship between Heidegger’s thought and
Nazism is the most hotly debated issue in this regard, it should also be noted that the
published volumes deal with virtually all of the most important themes of Heidegger’s
philosophy, including his stance toward religious and theological questions.3 The aim of
this paper is to analyze those passages of the Black Notebooks where Heidegger
mentions Søren Kierkegaard and to see how Heidegger interprets Kierkegaard’s impact
on his own philosophical thought.4 This inﬂuence had been clearly identiﬁed immediately after the publication of Being and Time,5 but it is only after Heidegger’s collected
works have appeared that a detailed investigation into the relationship between
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Heidegger and Kierkegaard has been possible.6 This paper does not intend to analyze
the historical development of Heidegger’s reception of Kierkegaard.7 Nor does it locate
that reception within its general historical, philosophical, and cultural context.8 Recent
scholarship, especially that of Thonhauser, has already provided us with a very informative examination of both questions. The scope of this paper is much more limited
insofar as it only aims to discuss the passages on Kierkegaard from the Black Notebooks
in the light of Heidegger’s interpretation of his own alleged existentialism. On the basis
of these passages, this paper intends to clarify whether, and to what extent, Heidegger’s
rejection of an existentialist reading of his early thought is plausible and justiﬁed. The
conclusions reached will be twofold. First, Heidegger tries to reinterpret his existential
analytic by using the approach he has developed in his work after Being and Time. In so
doing, Heidegger tries to understate or diminish the Kierkegaardian background of his
analytic of existence. Second, Heidegger’s retrospective self-interpretation argues for a
continuity between the approach he develops in Being and Time and that which he calls
the question of ‘the truth of beyng’ (GA 94, 281; ENG 206). In so doing, he does not
recognize the inconsistencies and mismatches that characterize his thought during the
transition from the existential analytic to the philosophy of the event (Ereignis). The
passages dealing with Kierkegaard in the Black Notebooks are important sources that
allow us to note how problematic Heidegger’s self-interpretation is.

Kierkegaard and the history of metaphysics
In the Black Notebooks (GA 94, 74–76; ENG 56–58), Heidegger is highly critical of
those who provide an existentialist interpretation of Being and Time by identifying
Kierkegaardian themes – such as ‘situation’, ‘existence’, and ‘decision’ (GA 94, 75; ENG
57) – in the analytic of Dasein. At ﬁrst sight, Heidegger’s rejection of such a reading of
Being and Time seems to be fully justiﬁed if we look at way in which he formulates the
main question addressed in the book, that is, ‘the question of the meaning of being’
(GA 2, 3; ENG 1). In this connection, the crucial point stressed by Heidegger is that
existentialist interpretations of Being and Time are incapable of recognizing the function the analytic of Dasein performs within the broader framework of his fundamental
ontology.
It must be noted that Heidegger’s vehement reaction to such interpretations is
directed at two targets. One target of Heidegger’s criticism is the use those interpretations make of Kierkegaard. In understanding Kierkegaard as a proto-existentialist and
reading Being and Time as a Kierkegaardian book, they fail to recognize the actual
ontological import of the book. Kierkegaard is not the only author that Heidegger
associates with such a philosophy of existence, he also mentions Nietzsche. There are in
principle two reasons why Heidegger argues that the Kierkegaardian reading of Being
and Time, which is incorrect in his view, and the proper ontological interpretation of
the book are fundamentally irreconcilable. The ﬁrst reason is that the Kierkegaardian
reading relies on an incorrect understanding of the relationship between the question of
existence and the question of the meaning of being. The second, more technical reason,
which I will explain in more detail in the second section of this paper, is that, according
to Heidegger, Kierkegaard allows us to gain insight into fundamental existentiell aspects
of existence but is not able to develop a proper existential (or ontological) approach.
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This crucial point has to do, among other things, with Heidegger’s ontological method,
which is based on ‘formal indication’ (GA 29/30, 421–35; ENG 291–301).
The second target is Kierkegaard himself, whom he associates not only with
Nietzsche but also with Hegel. In this context, the gist of his criticism is that these
three authors have not been able to dispose of traditional philosophy. In other words,
they are located at the end of the history of metaphysics but are not able to open up a
new horizon for philosophical thinking: ‘Neither Kierkegaard nor Nietzsche had the
courage and, above all, the power – if anything – to break oﬀ with philosophy – but
such is, as in all human creations, something positive, by no means a mere running out
and ebbing, and Hegel, who brought to completion, utterly did not posit the end –
because he no longer grasped the beginning’ (GA 94, 75; ENG 57). Heidegger’s attempt
to locate Kierkegaard within the ﬁnal stage of the history of metaphysics is well
documented in the Black Notebooks. In this context, Kierkegaard is associated with
other nineteenth-century thinkers and artists – such as Schiller, Hölderlin, Van Gogh
(GA 94, 324; ENG 235) – but it is the link between Kierkegaard and Nietzsche that
plays a crucial role. One may wonder why this is so. I think there are at least two
reasons. The philosophical reason is that both Kierkegaard and Nietzsche are crucial to
Heidegger’s discussion of the relationship between Christianity and metaphysics (GA
97, 133; see also GA 97, 245). However, there is also a second motivation, that is,
Heidegger’s philosophical – and perhaps personal – conﬂict with thinkers like Jaspers
and Löwith, who devoted particular attention to Kierkegaard and Nietzsche and
provided diﬀerent interpretations than Heidegger.9 Jaspers plays a particularly crucial
role in Heidegger’s polemics against the so-called philosophy of existence. From
Heidegger’s point of view, rejecting existentialist interpretations of Being and Time is
bound up with his attempt to distance himself from Jaspers.
One may wonder whether Heidegger’s rejection of any existentialist reading of Being
and Time can actually be fully justiﬁed. In GA 94, it is Heidegger himself that identiﬁes
at least three sources of his existential analytic, that is, the neo-Kantian approach, ‘the
“existentiell”’ (GA 94, 75–76; ENG 57), which he links with Kierkegaard and Dilthey,
and phenomenology. At the same time, he also complains that those who criticize the
book point out its sources without seeing its overarching philosophical scope – namely,
the question of the meaning of being. Heidegger’s stance toward the sources of his
existential analytic appears to be ambiguous and highly symptomatic of the philosophical struggles he was engaged in after the publication of Being and Time. On the one
hand, it is true that the ontological scope of the existential analytic is already asserted
very clearly at the beginning of the book (GA 2, 3–26; ENG 1–19), which implies that
all readings that foreground the existential problem are one-sided and do not capture
Heidegger’s actual intentions. On the other hand, at least two objections can be raised
against Heidegger’s attempt to minimize the existential and existentiell import of his
approach.
First, Heidegger’s complaints about the misunderstanding of Being and Time are
voiced from the viewpoint of his post-Being and Time approach to the history of
metaphysics. In this context, he can be seen to move in two directions that can hardly
be merged in a coherent manner. He wants to defend the innovative character of Being
and Time, but at the same time he is pursuing a new way of thinking that signiﬁcantly
deviates from the analytic of Dasein. In other words, he tries to frame these two
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directions by claiming that Being and Time is on the way to the actual question of the
meaning of being, which is put forward within the framework of the thinking of the
event (GA 65). The plausibility of such a retrospective self-interpretation is doubtful
because it does not take the inner inconsistencies of Being and Time seriously enough.
This leads to my second objection.
Second, there are a number of possible reasons that could explain the fact that
Heidegger did not complete the existential analytic after Being and Time. One plausible
explanation, which has been given by many authors,10 is that the existential analytic
remains oriented towards subjectivity and does not manage to go beyond the CartesianHusserlian legacy it claims to have overcome. From this point of view, Heidegger’s
Being and Time does not escape the objection he himself would raise against the
modern philosophy of subjectivity (see, e.g., GA 5, 75–113; ENG 57–85), including
Sartre’s existentialism (GA 9, 313–64; ENG 239–76), in his later philosophy. One can go
so far as to say that Heidegger’s philosophy of subjectivity in Being and Time remains
profoundly Christian to a great extent. A vast number of studies have provided very
extensive evidence of the Christian roots of Heidegger’s existential analytic, with
particular reference to themes such as authenticity, selfhood, anxiety, and thrownness,
which famously deﬁne his account of Dasein. In this connection, the inﬂuence of
authors such as Paul the apostle, Augustine, Luther, and Kierkegaard is very well
documented.11 If we look at the Christian background of Heidegger’s early thought, it
is legitimate to ask whether, and to what extent, the analytic of Dasein is exposed to the
same objections Heidegger has leveled against the onto-theological framework of
metaphysics.12 Heidegger seems to be aware of this possible objection when he explicitly admits that Being and Time entails elements of Christian anthropology and
mentions Kierkegaard and Augustine as sources in this connection (GA 94, 476; ENG
345). However, he does not hesitate to qualify the way in which those Christian
elements play a role in the existential analytic. In this context, Heidegger deploys the
same argument he uses against the existentialist interpretations of Being and Time. He
contends that the anthropological and Christian components of the 1927 treatise must
be seen in the light of the overarching question of being. It is true that any attempt to
lead the existential analytic back to anthropology is already foreclosed in Being and
Time. Nevertheless, Heidegger’s critique of anthropology in the Black Notebooks is
voiced from the viewpoint of his later philosophy, which, as I explain in the following
section, reframes the question of being in a manner that is not yet present in Being and
Time.

Kierkegaard and Heidegger’s ontology of the existentiell
As has been seen, Heidegger’s criticism of Kierkegaard, Nietzsche, and Hegel (GA 94,
75; ENG 57) can be explained in the light of his more general critique of metaphysics.
From Heidegger’s point of view – this is the crucial objection that is implicit in GA 94,
75 – these three authors remain metaphysical thinkers, albeit in diﬀerent ways and to
diﬀerent degrees, either because they are the completion of traditional metaphysics by
formulating its extreme form – this applies Hegel – or because they voice antimetaphysical positions that nevertheless rely on the conceptual repertoire of traditional
metaphysics. The latter objection applies to Kierkegaard and Nietzsche especially.13
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The question therefore arises as to whether one may use the same argument against
Heidegger by stating that Being and Time is still metaphysical in that the existential
analytic conﬁnes itself to formalizing a number of phenomena that are largely present
in our philosophical and theological tradition. Let us consider the well-known passage
of Being and Time in which Kierkegaard is credited with discovering the phenomenon
of the authentic present:
S. Kierkegaard saw the existentiell phenomenon of the Moment in the most penetrating
way, which does not mean that he was also as successful in the existential interpretation of
it. He gets stuck in the vulgar concept of time and deﬁnes the Moment with the help of the
now and eternity. When Kierkegaard speaks of ‘temporality’, he means human being’s
being-in-time. Time as within-time-ness knows only the now, but never a moment. But if
the moment is experienced existentially, a more primordial temporality is presupposed,
although existentially inexplicit. (GA 2 447–48; ENG 323)

Let us concede that Heidegger is correct in his judgment about Kierkegaard. Let us also
concede that his existential or ontological interpretation of the authentic present is
philosophically deeper than Kierkegaard’s ‘existentiell’ experience of it. One may then
argue that, from the later Heidegger’s point of view, the existential analytic remains
dependent on the philosophical and theological tradition – and does not therefore really
break with it – in that the earlier Heidegger continues to employ a number of concepts
and phenomena bequeathed to him by this tradition. From this point of view,
Heidegger’s complaints about the existentialist misunderstanding of Being and Time
are not completely justiﬁed.
This possible criticism of Heidegger can be corroborated by taking into account
another passage from the Black Notebooks (GA 94, 281; ENG 206), where Heidegger
intends to clarify the meaning of his concept of Dasein. The attempt to dismiss
existentialist readings of Being and Time is made by using the same argumentative
strategy we have just examined – namely, Heidegger considers Being and Time to be
instrumental in elaborating the question of the meaning of being. What is highly
problematic is not the attempt to link the analytic of Dasein to the general ontological
problem of the book. This cannot be doubted. What causes diﬃculties is rather the
endeavor to read the later formulation of the question of the meaning of being – ‘by the
asking of its basic question regarding the truth of beyng and regarding the essence of
truth [aus dem Fragen ihrer Grundfrage nach der Wahrheit des Seyns und dem Wesen
der Wahrheit]’ (GA 94, 281; ENG 206) – into the earlier one. This self-interpretation
allows us to identify Heidegger’s actual target when he distances himself from a
Kierkegaardian reading of Being and Time as Karl Jaspers. It is worth discussing the
crucial points of this self-interpretation. They can serve to bring to light further
objections to Heidegger’s repudiation of his Kierkegaardian background.
It must be noted that Heidegger makes a sharp distinction between his own
existential analytic and Jaspers’ ‘philosophy of existence’. According to him, the essential diﬀerence is the ‘moral’ (GA 94, 281; ENG 206) perspective from which Jaspers
appropriates the Kierkegaardian concept of existence. It is certainly true that Heidegger
repeatedly tells us his existential analytic has no ethical or moral import insofar as it
does not prescribe anything in terms of concrete norms or maxims (see, e.g., GA 2, 416;
ENG 300). This claim is certainly consistent with the phenomenological aim to carry
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out an ontological or formal analysis of Dasein. Nonetheless, persuasive arguments for
an implicit ethical dimension of the existential analytic – and of the earlier Heidegger’s
philosophy in general – have already been provided by a number of Heidegger
scholars.14 The purely ontological nature of the existential analytic is also controversial
because of Heidegger’s ambiguous stance on the issue. In Being and Time, Heidegger
goes so far as to openly admit that his ontological or formal analysis rests upon ontic
presuppositions (GA 2, 411–19; ENG 297–302). This issue would remain an open
question that Heidegger struggled to answer. It is especially evident in the Marburg
lecture course on Leibniz. Here Heidegger tries to elucidate the challenging relationship
between the ontical and the ontological by introducing the quite obscure problem of
‘metontology’ (GA 26, 199; ENG 157), under which he includes the question of ethics.
Nevertheless, this attempted solution is hardly persuasive. Quite the opposite: the open
question of metontology is highly indicative of the fact that Heidegger has not managed
to complete the project of Being and Time – at least in the form in which he presented it
in his 1927 masterpiece. The crucial problem Heidegger was not able to handle can
also – though not exclusively, of course – be formulated as follows: Heidegger’s analytic
of existence tries to integrate two elements into a coherent frame, that is, a
Kierkegaardian component and a Husserlian component. The Kierkegaardian aspect
of Heidegger’s existential analytic can be seen in the fact that he addresses the
existentiell or ontic, that is, the concrete or factical level that always characterizes the
existence of the individual (GA 2, 15–20; ENG 10–13). We have already seen that in the
Black Notebooks he explicitly links this question with Kierkegaard (GA 94, 75; ENG
56–57). In the above quote from Being and Time, we have also read that Heidegger
deems Kierkegaard’s experience of the authentic present to be not yet philosophical and
too ‘existentiell’. The Husserlian component has to be seen in the fact that Being and
Time remains, to a great extent, a traditional philosophical treatise. Heidegger aims at
providing an ontological or phenomenological account of existence with a view to
elaborating the most abstract and universal question. Being and Time seems to oscillate
between these two tendencies. One path concerns Kierkegaard, the ontic, the existentiell, the concrete, and individual existence, namely, that which escapes exhaustive
philosophical conceptualization. The other path concerns Husserl, the ontological, the
existential, the abstract, and the universal, namely, the idea of scientiﬁc philosophy –
albeit one diﬀerent from the sciences (GA 2, 12–15; ENG 8–10). Such oscillation is in
fact the crux of Heidegger’s diﬃculties. After Being and Time, Heidegger makes a
decision in favor of the ontological trajectory and, at the same time, abandons the
Husserlian background of his earlier philosophy. He develops a philosophy of the event
‘by the asking of its basic question regarding the truth of beyng and regarding the
essence of truth’ (GA 94, 281; ENG 206). In the Black Notebooks (GA 94, 281–82; ENG
206–7), this momentous reorientation becomes quite apparent in his self-interpretation
in the light of the question of ‘the truth of beyng’. As we have seen, Heidegger dismisses
any attempt to link his philosophy of Dasein with Jaspers’ ‘philosophy of existence’.
Moreover, he reproaches Jaspers for having interpreted Kierkegaard’s concept of existence in a ‘moral’ fashion. Nevertheless, when it comes to explaining why his concept of
existence is diﬀerent from Jaspers’ Kierkegaardian account, Heidegger’s argument does
not sound very persuasive. On the one hand, he admits that the concept of existence
that comes to the fore in the existential analytic also entails an existentiell component
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(GA 94, 282; ENG 206–7). On the other hand, he reinterprets his own concept of
existence in the light of the question of ‘the truth of beyng’. In other words, if we want
to put it very brieﬂy, we can notice a clear displacement from Dasein to Da-sein (GA
94, 281; ENG 206). Heidegger is certainly free to reinterpret his earlier concept of
existence in the light of his later question of ‘the truth of beyng’. What remain
controversial, however, are both the attempt to understate the Kierkegaardian component of the existential analytic and the claim that the question of ‘the truth of beyng’ is
already operative in the existential analytic. In other words, Heidegger presents the
development of his thought in such a way that its problematic points and incoherencies
seem to slip from view.
A further point should be highlighted when drawing attention to the tension
between the Kierkegaardian component and the Husserlian aspect of Heidegger’s
existential analytic. When Heidegger reproaches Jaspers for turning Kierkegaard’s
concept of existence into a moral notion, he also mentions two other concepts, that
is, ‘communication and appeal [Kommunikation und Appellieren]’ (GA 94, 281; ENG
206). This brief mention draws our attention to a further Kierkegaardian aspect of the
existential analytic that Heidegger seems to understate in the context of his polemics
against Jaspers – namely, formally indicative conceptuality (GA 29/30, 421–35; ENG
291–300).15 It is worth noting that some scholars have insisted on the similarities
between Heidegger’s formally indicative conceptuality and Kierkegaard’s indirect
communication.16 Heidegger introduced the formally indicative method precisely as a
solution to the question of how to conceptualize individual existence philosophically.
Formal indication does not conﬁne itself to communicating conceptual content. It is
also expected to lead the reader to an existential and existentiell reorientation of his or
her own self-understanding. In other words, the reader who understands formally
indicative concepts in a proper manner is expected to enact a transformation of her
or his own self.17

Conclusion
All the philosophical and interpretive problems we have so far discussed come to the
fore in GA 96. The volume contains a note titled ‘My relation to Kierkegaard [Mein
Verhältnis zu Kierkegaard]’ (GA 96, 215–16; ENG 169–70), which summarizes
Heidegger’s position in a concise and clear way. A brief analysis of this note can
serve as an appropriate follow-up to what has already been established in this paper.
Heidegger remains steadfast in rejecting an existentialist account of Being and Time,
but in this context, he focuses on a particular version of this reading, which can be
called ‘secularized’. Heidegger says that, according to this (mis)interpretation of the
existential analytic, Being and Time appropriates Kierkegaard and eliminates the
Christian content of his thought. Heidegger depicts this reading as a simplistic and
superﬁcial understanding of his intentions because it neglects the originality of the
question of being he poses. At the same time, he thinks that one has very good reasons
to identify such a secularization of Kierkegaard in Jaspers’ thought (GA 96, 216; ENG
170). However, we can argue against Heidegger that he does not explain the extent to
which his existential analytic can or must be considered to be really formal. It has
already been emphasized that Heidegger does not give a convincing answer to this
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problem. In other words, despite the ontological import of the analytic, Being and Time
can still be seen as an analysis that formalizes Christian phenomena, such as the Pauline
experience of temporality or the Kierkegaardian experience of anxiety (GA 2, 253; ENG
184; see also GA 97, 459).18
In the note in question, Heidegger once again admits that his existential analysis
entails a pivotal Kierkegaardian component, that is, the question of the existentiell.
Remarkably, he explains more clearly what this means: ‘Because Kierkegaard attempts,
within Western (speciﬁcally modern) metaphysics, to grasp the selfhood of the human
being essentially, on the basis of subjectivity’ (GA 96, 215; ENG 169). This is the crucial
problem the existential analytic takes from Kierkegaard, according to Heidegger himself. In this context, he plays Kierkegaard oﬀ against Hegel because he seems to consider
Kierkegaard to be an alternative to the Hegelian metaphysics of subjectivity insofar as
Kierkegaard is able to draw attention to the existentiell. Nevertheless, he once again
argues that Kierkegaard has not developed an existential analysis and, therefore, that
Being and Time provides a more radical account of selfhood (see also GA 97, 268). The
approach adopted in Being and Time is defended by Heidegger a posteriori, that is, by
rereading the existential analytic as instrumental to the actual question, which turns out
to be the problem of ‘the truth of beyng’. And yet, as the foregoing analysis has
hopefully made clear, this reformulation of the question of being is based on a
philosophical decision that fails to account for the relationship between the existentiell
(or ontical) and the ontological.

Notes
1. References to Heidegger’s writings are cited in the text using the abbreviation GA
(=Martin Heidegger Gesamtausgabe) followed by the volume number and the page
number. The page numbers of the corresponding English translations are cited using
the abbreviation ENG. The bibliography provides complete information for both the
original texts and their English translations.
2. There have been an increasingly large number of publications on the Black Notebooks. I
conﬁne myself to mentioning a couple of useful books that can help the reader gain
insight into the broad historical and philosophical context of these highly controversial
writings: Trawny, Heidegger und der Mythos der jüdischen Weltverschwörung; Farin and
Malpas, Reading Heidegger’s ‘Black Notebooks 1931–1941’; Denker and Zaborowski, Zur
Hermeneutik der ‘Schwarzen Hefte’; and Mitchell and Trawny, Heidegger’s Black
Notebooks.
3. On the question of religion and theology in Heidegger’s Black Notebooks, see especially
the signiﬁcant volume edited by Mårten Björk and Jayne Svenungsson, Heidegger’s Black
Notebooks and the Future of Theology. The volume includes, among many other inspiring
contributions, a paper by Judith Wolfe, “Religion in the Black Notebooks”, which provides
a very useful overview of the religious themes addressed in the Black Notebooks and
discusses them in the light of the development of Heidegger’s thought.
4. For a very useful overview of the Kierkegaard passages in Heidegger’s collected works
(Gesamtausgabe), see Thonhauser, Ein rätselhaftes Zeichen, 145–57.
5. See especially Wahl, “Heidegger et Kierkegaard” (translated into English and republished
as “Heidegger and Kierkegaard: An Investigation into the Original Elements of
Heidegger’s Philosophy”, in Wahl, Transcendence and the Concrete, 107–31).
6. The most detailed analysis of the relationship between Heidegger and Kierkegaard is
provided by the highly valuable study by Gerhard Thonhauser, Ein rätselhaftes Zeichen.
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7.
8.
9.

10.
11.

12.
13.

14.

15.

16.

17.
18.

This book oﬀers a comprehensive historico-philosophical analysis of that relationship by
means of an insightful examination of both primary sources and secondary literature. I
would also like to mention other recent studies that have shed light on the relationship
between Heidegger and Kierkegaard from diﬀerent angles: Buben, Meaning and Mortality
in Kierkegaard and Heidegger; Kuder, Heideggers Kierkegaard; Hüsch, Langeweile bei
Heidegger und Kierkegaard; Morel, Kierkegaard et Heidegger; Thonhauser, Über das
Konzept der Zeitlichkeit bei Søren Kierkegaard mit ständigem Hinblick auf Martin
Heidegger. A number of earlier studies also deserve to be mentioned: Figal,
Lebensverstricktheit und Abstandnahme; Mulhall, Inheritance and Originality; and
Wyschogrod, Kierkegaard and Heidegger. For a short and very informative presentation
of Heidegger’s reception of Kierkegaard, see also Carlisle, “Kierkegaard and Heidegger”.
See Thonhauser, Ein rätselhaftes Zeichen, 141–478.
See ibid., 29–138. See also Thonhauser, “‘Thinker without Category’”.
See Löwith, Kierkegaard und Nietzsche; Jaspers, Existenzphilosophie. See also Jaspers,
Existenzerhellung, 151, 274, 320; Allgemeine Psychopathologie, 262; and Psychologie der
Weltanschauungen, 419–32.
See, e.g., Habermas, The Philosophical Discourse of Modernity, 131–60.
See Heidegger’s lecture courses on the phenomenology of religion (GA 60). See also
Brejdak, Philosophia crucis; Crowe, Heidegger’s Religious Origins; De Paulo, The
Inﬂuence of Augustine on Heidegger; Sommer, Heidegger, Aristote, Luther; Thonhauser,
Ein rätselhaftes Zeichen; Vedder, Heidegger’s Philosophy of Religion; Welz, “Das Gewissen
als Instanz der Selbsterschließung”; and Wolfe, Heidegger’s Eschatology.
See Heidegger, Identity and Diﬀerence.
Heidegger considers Nietzsche to be a Platonic and Christian thinker because he ﬁghts
both Platonism and Christianity by using the conceptual tools he has borrowed from them
(GA 94, 76; see, e.g., GA 5, 209–67; ENG 157–99), thereby being incapable of disentangling himself from their metaphysical and theological horizons. It is worth noting that
Heidegger’s thesis about Kierkegaard’s Hegelianism is already present in his 1923 lecture
course on the hermeneutics of facticity: ‘The pertinacity of dialectic, which draws its
motivation from a very deﬁnite source, is documented most clearly in Kierkegaard. In the
properly philosophical aspect of his thought, he did not break free from Hegel. His later
turn to Trendelenburg is only added documentation for how little radical he was in
philosophy. He did not realize that Trendelenburg saw Aristotle through the lens of Hegel.
His reading the Paradox into the New Testament and things Christian was simply
negative Hegelianism’ (GA 63, 41–42; ENG 33). A very similar thesis is presented in
GA 94, 81 (ENG 61), where Heidegger points out: ‘How “modernity” did not ﬁnd out –
but, rather, utterly entangled in the dialectic, supposed itself “liberated”; how Kierkegaard
and Nietzsche – assisted themselves in that they completely abandoned the question,
turned their backs on everything, and thereby remained precisely in fetters – how today,
with all that, everything completely totters in great confusion and obliviousness’.
It is well known that Heidegger’s existential analytic incorporates a considerable number
of ethical components taken from the Nicomachean Ethics. See, e.g., Volpi, Heidegger e
Aristotle. See also Heidegger’s interpretation of Aristotle in GA 19.
The critical literature on Heidegger’s formal indication is vast. I conﬁne myself to
mentioning a couple of studies that help to contextualize the pivotal role of this methodological problem: Dahlstrom, “Heidegger’s Method”; and Van Dijk, “Grundbegriﬀe der
Metaphysik”.
See, e.g., Van Buren, The Young Heidegger, 325–31. Concerning Kierkegaard’s concept of
indirect communication, see Kierkegaard, Concluding Unscientiﬁc Postscript to
‘Philosophical Fragments’, 72–125; and Practice in Christianity, 123–44.
See Cimino, “Begriﬀ und Vollzug”.
Concerning Kierkegaard’s concept of anxiety, see Kierkegaard, The Concept of Anxiety.
See also Kierkegaard, The Sickness unto Death.
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