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INTRODUCTION

§1. Apocalypse Now

“The death of metaphysics or the overcoming of philosophy has never been a problem for us; it is just tiresome, idle chatter.”

-Gilles Deleuze and Felix Guattari

“But this distress must still be experienced.  And what if man has become hardened against this distress and, as it seems, is as stubborn as ever?  Then those must come who awaken...”

-Martin Heidegger

Can we take seriously nihilism in today’s philosophy?  Or is nihilism a problem of the past and only “tiresome, idle chatter”?  This thesis will discuss the loss of value and meaning in our shared lives on the premise that, yes, nihilism is a problem of today’s philosophy—and that, as Heidegger forewarns, it is all too easy to become hardened against the fact that we are meaning-seeking individuals whose goals and values in life are not always pre-given to us.  I will argue that values and connections to meaning are being challenged; they are being devalued, abandoned, and forgotten in the contemporary world because of a unique historical process of nihilism that has privileged technological and scientific modes of thinking over normative modes of thinking—especially damaged are religious conceptions of the world which possess the form as the ability to consider the divine—what I call “the possibility of religion.”  I argue in agreement with Heidegger that considering the divine—God(s) that are pre-ontic, non-objectifying, and necessarily pre-Christian—otherwise understood outside of the history metaphysics (and thus also before the historical movement of nihilism and the framework offered by technological and scientific thinking)—offers a way to combat nihilism and devaluation based on the notion of thinking about the possibility of religion.  I argue this is a plausible philosophical position to take in response to devaluation because thinking philosophically about the possibility of religion means we are given the opportunity to critically re-construct guidelines about values and meanings as if they were constructed before nihilism arrives at its consummation in our present age.  Considering the divine allows a thinking of another beginning outside of the history of Western metaphysics, and creates the opportunity to think again a possibility of religion, a place to critically re-construct values mindful of their importance and their potential destruction, thus garnering a piety and reverence for birthplaces of religious reflection.  This way of making possible again the wonder and awe of Gods, Being, and sacred ways of life would furnish a rediscovery of value and meaning more primordially conceived before the onset of nihilism.  But how did we manage to arrive at such a desolate point in history with diminished value, somehow beyond the postmodern, but also still fully conscious of it—not quite sure where to proceed from here, or what divide to cross?  How could we “be late to the end of history?” as Derrida questions.
  I must take up that question to introduce the theme of nihilism, value, and technology for this thesis.

There is a robust sense in our culture that things are not quite how they should be—and that things seem slightly out of place. Increasingly, the sentiment exists that our shared value systems and previous norms and beliefs have become fragmented and disjointed.  With increasing regularity we hear about the “end” of all values hitherto, beginning with Nietzsche’s proclamation “God is dead.  God remains dead.  And we have killed him.”
  What of this tone of apocalypse, that we are the source of this questioning of meaning; or does the loss of meaning and all explanation, all direction, all foundation originate from somewhere else?  Further, if God, or any other grand narrative telling us what to do disappears (including rational discourse or science), then what exactly are the consequences?  Does this mean all is permissible?
  Surely this questioning of foundations is nothing new for philosophy in the twentieth-century.  In fact, many postmoderns celebrate the disappearing of all foundations.  It is not in course of this thesis to chart the transition from modernist certainty to postmodern skepticism, or to argue for or against either position—however we must consider voices from both those intellectual periods to discover how this tone of apocalypse has come about in relationship to nihilism, or why nihilism becomes significant as epistemological and normative foundations disappear—and more importantly, why those are relevant questions today.

The themes of the end of history and nihilism as a historical process are important because they address conceptions of values that have been recurrent throughout history and appear to culminate in today’s technological and scientific world.  It has not been uncommon for philosophers to proclaim crisis, as Nietzsche had, throughout history; whether during the great Roman Empire, the German Weimar Republic, or today.  Yet this tone seems prevalent in upheavals of thought; during great and rapid social and intellectual change.  For example, George Steiner remarks in his Martin Heidegger: An Introduction (1989) that during the nine years between 1918 and 1927, German philosophy produced more than a dozen books whose “dimensions and manners of extremity” reacted against all previous philosophic and historical order.  These books addressed themselves in the literature as “the last things” or to contain “apocalyptic prevision.”
  Works such as Oswald Spengler’s The Decline of the West (1918),  Moeller van der Bruck’s The New Front (1922), or Arnolt Bronnen’s Rhineland Rebellion (1925) typify the upsurge of intellectual visions of apocalypse and violent philosophical reaction to the current status quo of that time—all reacting, interestingly, to the industrialization and technologizing of modern Germany.
  Perhaps the violent peculiarity of these philosophies, as opposed to the received status quo, is what makes them appear untimely and seem “apocalyptic”, as was in Nietzsche’s case, where it was the “madman” who proclaimed the death of God.     

Themes of “the end of history”, “the last man”, “the end of philosophy” and so forth seem to be recurrent, but are all the more important today.  These themes thus are not tired anachronisms, but rather on the other hand acute observations upon culture that a process has been recurrent and perceived to be reaching an apex.  The positive benefit to thinking seriously about nihilism is that it forces us to reflect, as we have been doing since Hegel, as to what happens if history were to end, or what would occur after history ended.  I believe philosophers today should be more interested in asking why history may be coming to a close.  Jean Baudrillard explains the end of history as comparable to the idea of an escape velocity required by a body to free itself from the gravitational field of a star or planet.  The acceleration of modernity, of history, of technology, of events and media, of all exchanges —economic, political and sexual—all have hyperaccelerated and propelled us to what he calls “escape velocity” where the result is we have been flown free of the referential sphere of the real and of history.  We have been “liberated” in every sense of the term, so liberated that we have taken leave of space-time and passed beyond all gravitational connection from each other or any meaning and awareness of significance.  Baudrillard writes,

So far as history is concerned, its telling has become impossible because that telling is, by definition, the possible recurrence of a sequence of meanings.  Now, through the impulse for total dissemination and circulation, every event is granted its own liberation; every fact becomes atomic, nuclear, and pursues its trajectory into the void.  In order to be disseminated to infinity, it has to be fragmented like a particle.  This is how it is able to achieve a velocity of no-return which carries it out of history once and for all.  Every set of phenomena, whether cultural totality or sequence of events, has to be fragmented, disjointed, so that is can be sent down the circuits; every kind of language has to be resolved into binary formulation so that it can circulate not, any longer, in our memories, but in the luminous electronic memory of the computers.  No human language can withstand the speed of light.  No event can withstand being beamed across the whole planet.  No meaning can withstand acceleration.  No history can withstand the centrifugation of facts or their being short-circuited in real time…[everything] is forced to a point of no return.

Reference to anything real has dissipated, as the events which we call history or culture lose all coherence and are replaced by a present system of meaninglessness.
  In a cacophony of voices and disorientation, all goals and values evaporate under the drone of that multiplicity, and crisis ensues.  Derrida writes of these symptoms, “The age is off its hinges.  Everything, beginning with time, seems out of kilter, unjust, dis-adjusted. The world is going very badly, it wears as it grows.” 
  

Some argue that it is too late to do anything about the consequences of this end of history, and that history, and philosophy are, in fact, over and are no longer of any consequence or use.
  Strangely, such an attitude rings well with analytic philosophers, who contend that in history and philosophy, especially metaphysical philosophy, there is not much left to do—save for some simple finishing-up-clarifications having to do with logical language analysis or mopping up with symbolic logic.  Most postmoderns seem to celebrate rather than lament this loss of value and foundation, and argue that any kind of stable vantage point of sense and meaning is truly impossible, and therefore philosophy is not of much use (paradoxically, as in the case of the liars paradox.)  Does this not bear the same nihilistic attitude of the analytic philosophers?
  And furthermore, perhaps this makes analytic philosophers “postmodernists” as well because both camps believe history and philosophy must turn themselves in from active duty, for there is nothing any longer valuable within them and we should thus abandon the project of philosophy altogether in favor of other methods.  If value and meaning have no basis, what value or importance is there to an argument telling you of the value of believing an argument that ‘there is no value or meaning’ (that they have disappeared either in history or in the logical analysis of language.)  In other words, even if you are not a postmodernist, why simply “give up” in a search to combat nihilism and the loss of value or meaning for life?   For without the possibility of philosophy (and later I will argue without the possibility more primordially of awe and wonder found in the possibility of religion) significance itself would not stand out, not even in its absence.  To cognize significance would be impossible.  Citing an argument from Conor Cunningham in his Genealogy of Nihilism (2002), a field of bodies would simply be regarded by their number, shapes, sizes, or smell if purely apprehended without significance.
  To say the total loss of values has triumphed in the total consummation of nihilism is premature.  I argue nihilism is a valid enterprise of study, that values and the analysis of meaning is an alive philosophical enterprise and must be, otherwise the philosophy to announce a claim denying such would itself be impossible, for there would be no historical or philosophical ground to proceed upon.  Thus there is still time to act; to think philosophically about metaphysics, nihilism, the source of all values, and offer an alternative because, yes, nihilism is still a valid problem and not part of “idle chatter.”  In order to offer an alternative, or seek one out, we must identify what is responsible for this loss of values as historical nihilism and experience the distress it has caused (that is to see it as a problem.)

§2. Technology and its relationship to The Nothing

“The essence of technology is nothing technological”









-Martin Heidegger

“…the hegemony of the nothing sucks all in, allowing (only) nothingness to escape.” 









-Conor Cunningham

So why has postmodern society still not transitioned beyond the modern struggle over its loss of freedom and meaning in an ever-increasing hyperactive world?  What does technology have to do with this loss of value?  Surely things have significance for us, yet apathy is increasing as a sense of loss takes over.  Strained international relations, growing fear of a proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, anxiety in the face of the risks to the ecology of the planet, not to mention never before seen leaps in the advance of the sciences including biotechnology or genetic engineering—all have increased, at least in advanced societies, an apparent breakdown in grasping the meaning of existence as values and previous social systems are all challenged, almost inevitably accompanying the development of science, technology, and modern social organization.  


Albert Borgmann, in his Crossing the Postmodern Divide (1992) writes, “Postmodernism must become, for better or worse, something other than modernism.  In its inchoate phase, it already exhibits two distinct tendencies.  The first is to re-fine technology.  Here postmodernism shares with modernism an unreserved allegiance to technology, but it differs from modernism in giving technology a hyperfine and hypercomplex design.”
  Borgmann describes the accompanying mood to these conditions of “hyperreality” and technology in postmodern society as ”sullen”, whereby a certain absence or lack of meaning pervades all attempts to come to terms with existence.
   This absence as a lack of meaning and values or where no meaning or values as “nothing” would be found or provided, evolved historically and has followed the logic of “nothing as something,” where we recognize that the highest values have been devalued to a zero-point in the historical movement of “nihilism”—nihil, to eradicate into nothingness.  The talk of a zero point and nothingness suits the apocalyptic tone of nihilism well; we are evoked images of Baudrillard’s particles flung into the void, or perhaps even the ultimate absence of meanings, so much that it must somehow to be prior to all meaning as in the case of Derrida’s concept of difference.
  Nietzsche writes of a cold and lonely planet, alone in the universe, the death of stars and loss of warmth in favor of darkness, and Heidegger considers the zero point in his “Question of Being” essay.
  

But if there is something (nothingness) to overcome, it does not mean there is required an end to the further questioning of all things, for that, too, would reside in the program of nihilism; to overcome or deal with nihilism means we must transport ourselves to another vantage point, to another beginning where we may consider possible alternatives to nihilism.  Because nihilism has not yet reached consummation, then this is a valid philosophical step to take.  Yet, how is nothingness at work on something?  The dark and enigmatic language about nihilism points directly to an historical process behind what is perceived as “real”, and as Borgmann notes, the sullen and morose state of our normative lives almost inevitably accompanies a “hyperreality”—a condition directly associated with technological science (by “technological science” I mean the apparatus of control and ways of thinking used to predict our environment and dictate truth.)


Hyperreality is a term Borgmann (1992) uses to classify a broader intellectual visage of what he calls “hypermodernism”—or the postmodern condition which has led to the unworried aggressiveness and the dangerous unencumberedness of today’s brash and sometimes “arrogant” intellectual landscape.  Developments in liberal democratic theory, many kinds of feminism, litigation and mediation, communitarian reflections, as well as “heroic” medical technology—all intended to liberate—actually in practice represent a shift, he says, from enlightenment to dogmatism.
  The previous flexible and animating insight offered before has been replaced by a less pliable and less yielding adaptability.
  Thus in the long run there has been a shift from “light to darkness” with the vague feeling that there may be emptiness at the center of the power of “progressive” transformation precisely because progress was never possible.  The analysis of nihilism has consequences for ideologies or world views in this respect, and begins to expose the emptiness of any coherent worldviews’ center even more, and those who practice these ideologies grasp on more firmly to them.  The adherents to these empty worldviews then proselytize them with more frustration and less patience for others.  I believe Borgmann is correct in his analysis of hypermodernism; that it has sullenness and emptiness at its core and is a direct symptom of nihilism.  The dogmatic efforts paid to totalization (whether in world views, ideologies, theories, given accounts et cetera) represent a fundamental historical process at work, with theoretical developments manifest in culture as its most abstract reflection.  At the surface level we see emerging outlines of hyperactiviy associated with the explosion of technology.  Such is characterized, citing Borgmann, by: “haste, impatience, restlessness, hyperalertness, explosiveness of speech, tenseness of facial musculature and feelings of being under the pressure of time…”
  One level below the theoretical reaction to nihilism in this respect is the cultural material manifestation of nihilism.

The “hypermodern” condition of hyperactivity is a reflection of hyperreality, which is a reflection of nihilism, which reflects the emptiness at its center driving the entire process at the most basic and fundamental ontological level.  It is for these reasons I side with Borgmann, Heidegger, and others to believe that technology is symptomatic of a fundamental process in the realm of ontology reflecting all the way up through material culture, with nothing at the ontological center.  Heidegger was not the only philosopher to predate contemporary philosophers of technology who thought about the connection between nihilism, technology, and value (Borgmann, Idhe, Haraway, et cetera.)  It is important to realize this critical ontological level of technology was meditated upon by three other proto-postmodern, although I would hesitate to call them “modern”, philosophers: Friedrich Nietzsche, Hans Freyer, and Ernst Jünger.
  All four philosophers grappled with technology and its relationship to the Nothing.  All four waged personal battles with nihilism and sought various solutions for it, perceiving nihilism, not just as a problem of their age, but the problem of all history and future time.  These philosophers, Nietzsche, Heidegger, Freyer, and Jünger truly wrestle with the ontology of technology in the most rigorous of ways; considering it for its metaphysical character and that is why they not only hang together in theme of considering technology, but are critically important for this thesis.  But what exactly does ontology have to do with technology at this critical level?

 
This thesis begins with the premise that first, nihilism is a valid problem, and secondly, technology is the Nothing at work, or in other words, technology and science are indicative of deeper ontological movement active in a history of devaluation as nihilism, and it is a serious problem because nihilism challenges the conception of the possibility of the divine which is a potential source of value.
  From higher abstract theoretical reflections down to the manifestation of nihilism in material culture, down to the most basic and fundamental ontological level—technology forces us to examine its nihilistic process at its source, the Nothing.  As well shall later see, the “Nothing” is a unique term that requires some explanation—but for now it may be loosely defined as an a priori existential category, and should be linked with nihilism, which may be understood as the process of the highest values devaluing themselves.
  A large part of this thesis will be explaining what exactly Heidegger meant by the “Nothing” and how it relates to nihilism.  While nihilism is identified by Nietzsche and Heidegger alike as a historical event (for Nietzsche continual), I relate this event to Heidegger’s Nothing in the sense that nihilism works with the Nothing in tandem for it is what presents Being, points towards “Be-ing”, but also threatens to cover over any thinking of Be-ing.
  In this case the various usages of Being or Be-ing are required by Heidegger to differentiate between the various modes of our experience of historical existence, as well as the possible beginnings of philosophical thought within various multiple histories tracing back to what Heidegger sees as the most primitive beginning of Western thought in Pre-Socratic philosophy.
  I agree with Heidegger that the historical consummation of nihilism is presented against the backdrop of the Nothing, for it is the Nothing which allows this event to have its ontological weight or possibility presented.  Nietzsche, Heidegger, Freyer, and Jünger all construct responses to nihilism, but based on the lone realization by Heidegger that technology had a form dominant over its function which differed from its function (that technology is not equivalent to the essence of technology), he sought to directly address that form (the Nothing); versus attempting to merge with it (Nietzsche/Jünger) or seeing it exclusively as part of objective culture dominant over human subjectivity (Freyer.) Yet the religious response I propose and of which Heidegger leads us to conceive, although coming from within the Nothing, seeks to transport our vantage point outside of it and the metaphysical history of nihilism. The Nothing, as the auxiliary backdrop against Being or existential a priori, helps allow our daily life-worlds or our “daily routines” to be jarred so that Being, Gods, or sacred ways of life are seen as being possible in comparison to their absence.  This “lightning flash” of danger is necessary for Heidegger so that if Being is threatened by oblivion then its true importance (and I argue additionally its sanctity garnering our piety) is revealed.
  Such only may occur, I argue, against the backdrop of the Nothing, for it is the Nothing which co-presents Being as its withdrawal.  

§3. Descent into the Abyss: 

Appropriating Classical and Postmodern Philosophy of Technology
“The end of the End.”

-Alain Badiou

“I conceptualize absolute beginnings (which requires a theory of the abyss.)”

-Alain Badiou

In American-continental philosophy of technology, much work has been done in understanding the modern interrelationships between science and the human appropriation of value—extremely important in this area of thinking is the philosophy of Friedrich Nietzsche, Martin Heidegger, Hans Freyer or Ernst Jünger.
  These continental philosophers of science, technology and modernity (later I shall demonstrate this terms relationship to “nihilism”) have been cited by Hans Achterhuis as “classical philosophy of technology.”
  Current American scholarship continues along the path of  classical philosophers of technology and develops a “postmodern” context—and the work of  American-continental “postmodern philosophers of technology” often takes a realist approach in studying technologies effects upon our daily lives and relationships with culture; for example postmodern philosophers of technology may study anything ranging from media studies and industrial arts to the effects of television upon political representation to the integration of technical devices in our daily routines.  Philosophers such as Don Ihde, Hubert Dreyfus, Donna Haraway, Andrew Feenberg and Larry Hickman through a variety of perspectives and methodologies seek to understand technology and science in an empirical and realist context; especially with attention paid to neutralizing the classical philosophers’ nostalgic attitude of turning away from the modern to something prior in favor of a progressivist view of technology that is not afraid to see ourselves uniting with technology in new “humanized” conceptions of the life-world.  It is in that respect current postmodern philosophers of technology seek to integrate technical concerns in a harmonious, yet instrumental way, with nature.
  Rather than seeing technology in the light of either something beyond human control, external, and determinative of human behavior as thought the classical philosophers of technology, the postmodern philosophers of technology view technology as instrumental and less insidious than what the classical philosophers of technology thought; most times offering pragmatic or deconstructionist approaches to the previous problems associated with modernity and technology or science.  Achterhuis, in his American Philosophers of Technology (2001) entitles this an “empirical turn” in contemporary philosophy of technology—not in the sense of a relation to anglo-analytic philosophy, but in that current postmodern philosophers of technology see themselves as offering new and more “realistic” solutions to problems of technological science and its cultural significance, versus thinking about technology in its more pure philosophical form.
  Thus, postmodern philosophers of technology would argue they handle more efficiently and realistically problems of technological science than the classical philosophers because there see themselves as offering better practical solutions.  

In this study, although interest begins at a point of concern over the cultural affects and material manifestations of technological science and, in agreement with Achterhuis, I find the efforts of this “empirical turn” laudable due to the clarity and rigor of the work as well as the basis of their concern about those affects and manifestations, I do not agree with the empirical turn position entirely. For in the empirical turn there appears to be an overall lack of concern for the more pure philosophical oriented work to be done, abandoned in favor of obtaining results based on sheer practicality or acceptance by scientific and analytic community.  I believe the classical philosophers of technology have work that is not complete and which is in need of more analysis and further extension in thought, and then in application.  Analyzing cultural affects and material manifestations prematurely for the sake of practicality would be skipping over much needed ontological analysis that has yet to be completed.  Therefore, this research begins from within, yet turns away from, to contemporary “philosophy of technology” in the call to perform an ontology of what technology and science has made manifest in our current culture.
  In that sense this thesis continues the pure philosophical concerns of classical philosophy of technology, yet offers new perspectives according to the empirical turn because the basis of concern, relative to today’s life-world, is the same.  Therefore motivation for this work’s research is simple: the empirical turn overlooks the more important philosophical work to be done in this field and a need to do philosophy of technology is really a need to do philosophy as basic ontology mindful of today’s scientific culture and developments.
  

Doing philosophy as basic ontology was the philosophical program of Martin Heidegger and it is in this tradition of questioning I proceed.
  Heidegger thought questioning the foundations of modern technology and modern natural science came to mean asking the “question of Being” –the most basic question of ontology—and he  thought this could deliver answers about the truths of existence as if they were conceived “from the beginning of history…”.
  I agree with Heidegger that a philosophy of technology does not primarily call one to a surface ontic analysis as say, sociology would study technological effects of technology upon societies, or anthropology the effects of tools upon culture; but rather philosophy as ontology calls one to investigate the effects of technology upon our human nature and how the forces of technology may be bound up with the nature of reality itself.  It is precisely this philosophical work which positions the ontology of technology and science even outside of itself; that is, in performing philosophical analysis of the ontology of technology and science, it is argued as a point of beginning, one no longer is merely confined to the realms of technology and science but a wider investigation is called upon because we are looking at a metatechnology.
  Thus, it would be misguided to say this work has only to do with  philosophy of technology—as one, in doing ontology, has superseded realist/empirical distinctions and ventured into the vast realm of metaphysics in an attempt understand the world at bottom, and to understand how reality works in relationship to technology or science—for it is thought here, along with those classical philosophers of technology, that technological science reflects fundamental metaphysical movements in the depths of ontology.
  While those movements upon surface are reflected through culture or technology and science, there is need of more fundamental analysis which is not limited to realist/empirical distinctions, but perhaps has made them possible.

In the investigation of technology, nihilism, and value, previous classical philosophers of technology have attempted to work out the question of existence itself, and our place within it—otherwise known as the question of Being.  No one else has more significant impact in this arena of thought than Martin Heidegger.  For sometime I debated whether or not to include selections on Husserl (Heidegger’s early mentor), given his affinity to the notion of lebensphilosophie (Life-Philosophy) as advanced in the organicism or quasi-vitalistic struggle against nihilism by all four philosophers discussed in this work (Nietzsche, Heidegger, Freyer, and Jünger.)  I decided against that because simply put, Husserl’s critiques of science and its imposition upon the life-world would fit best only marginally into a discussion concerning Jünger and Freyer and their structural ontologies, but it does not connect well to the overall theme of a recidification of values through the possibility of religion.  As well, I struggled with the thought to include sections on Derrida, however the reverse is true: Derrida would offer much insight into religion, but offer nothing into the scope of technology and nihilism.  For the purpose of this thesis, Heidegger’s important place in investigating the contemporary age needs little introduction and I will come to that in the fourth section of this introduction.  Nietzsche, also in the context of thinking about nihilism and values, stands only little introduction as well.  However two other philosophers, as well as their specific place in this study, do require some more extended remarks.  

Introducing what lay behind current discussions about technology, and discussing the thinking of those philosophers whose thought made possible today’s technological and scientific philosophy is paramount to contextualize this study.  While Nietzsche and Heidegger, among few others, have been the milestones between nineteenth and twentieth-century philosophy, two names discussed in this thesis are not adequately recognized as such in the literature.  Actually, Hans Freyer and Ernst Jünger, currently, are little known to the English-speaking world, yet they greatly influence today’s philosophers of technology more so than most are aware.  Although as indebted as, say, Dreyfus, Idhe, Borgmann, or Haraway are to Nietzsche and Heidegger –there is, unfortunately, little mention of either Jünger or Freyer in their work.  I believe simply all four of Nietzsche, Heidegger, Freyer and Jünger are seminal to any philosophy of technology and must have their work drawn upon in tandem to accomplish a coherent, and correct, philosophy of technology with a stable ontology as its basis.

Hans Freyer (1887- 1969) was a German born philosopher of technology and society, and one of the first philosophers of culture and technology in the conservative tradition.  His major works include Revolution von Rechts (Revolution from the Right)  (1931) (a political polemic of sorts), and the more philosophy of culture orientated Theorie des Objektiven Geistes (Theory of Objective Spirit) (1923).
  Freyer’s essay “Zur Philosophie der Technik” (“On the Philosophy of Technology”) (1928), however, stands completely in unison with his philosophy of culture found in the Theory of Objective Spirit.  A neo-Hegelian by trade, Freyer is responsible for a first philosophy of technology through his work in the area of technological metaphysics and ontology—and hence it is relative to this study.  Freyer’s work is responsible for the identification of greater technological processes and their influence on the exertion of human culture and he even to some extent provides spiritualized resolutions.  In fact, Heidegger and Jünger’s programs of ontology are indebted to Freyer’s work in the respect they identify within technology a certain degree of ontological autonomy.  Freyer is more aligned with Husserl and Jünger than Heidegger with his critique in seeking the correction of metaphysical science and its apparent planetary, or in Husserl’s case, universal structures.
  Again, the theory of a universal structure responsible for the metaphysical nature of humanity is in the tradition of Husserl correcting Hegel’s absolutism devoid of meaningful content, and in-turn, is partly responsible for creating the discipline of phenomenology.    Freyer, like Husserl, seeks to explore the interiority of the spirit in its relationship to a greater objective structure, manifest, he says, through the logical and then more spiritual creation of tools and their exercise.  Technology, Freyer argues, is the ultimate manifestation of the interior objectivized spirit.  Freyer then continues to build an elaborate ontology based on the metaphysical principles of technology in its relationship unto nature, which he finds on level of equal parity to the human spirit.  Such is evident in his essays Über das Dominantwerden technischer Kategorien in der Lebenswelt der industriellen Gessellschaft (On the Domination of Technical Categories in the Life-world of Industrial Civilization) (1960) and Technik als Lebensmacht, Denkform und Wissenschaft (Technology as Life-Work, Thought-Form and Science) (1970).  

This study will draw on Freyer’s major works to view how he saw technology as a spiritual process that could be used to confront nihilism, and argue that he was incorrect in seeing reality (and the technic forces behind it) completely spiritually in Hegelian fashion—where technology possessed an ultimate and coherent direction that was to unfold in logical self-understanding.  While this thesis draws on Fryer to construct a spiritualized resolution to the problems of technology, which I see as indicative of deeper problems of ontology and the human situation, Freyer was mislead in thinking the spirit behind technology (for him, known as Geist) was through a process of Verstehen (understanding) coming to a manifestation of cultural consciousness.
  

Ernst Jünger (1895-1998), by contrast, is better known than Freyer in Europe –yet interest in him still is deficient in North America.  That is because, like Freyer, very few of his philosophical works have been translated.
  Jünger is quickly becoming considered the Goethe of the twentieth-century among literary and philosophical circles in Europe, while his name is continually still overlooked in the North American literature.  His work is, along with Heidegger, essential not only for an understanding of Nietzsche, but of both world wars literary output, any philosophy of technology, the birth of science fiction, and interestingly, understanding bug collections.
  Nonetheless, Jünger’s time of introduction is coming, incidentally, through the soon-to-be translated Vol. 90 of the Gesamtausgabe, Heidegger’s collected works, in which he presents a lecture on Jünger’s Der Arbeiter: Herrschaft und Gestalt (The Worker: Domination and Figure) (1932). Otherwise, the fascination with Jünger remains on the purely literary, and not the philosophical, level -which is evinced by the interest in his late science fiction works such as Eumeswil (1980) and Aladdin’s Problem (1983), as well as the now prophetic The Glass Bees (Gläserne Bienen) (1957).
  Of course, with the political controversy surrounding these thinkers, as with the original introduction of Heidegger into North America, one can only assume hesitant are continental Jüngerians to broach the thinking of Jünger into the American academy, given its predilections about and objections to the “tradition” or political spectrum into which all Nietzsche, Heidegger, Freyer, and Jünger (or Carl Schmitt of Göttfried Benn, for example) are tossed and disregarded.
  With that understanding, Jünger’s true philosophy has been, until this point, overlooked.  

Jünger’s philosophy is, unlike Nietzsche, for example, very distinct.  Jünger’s thought follows a straightforward path and progression of development, but like Nietzsche, it curiously mirrors his personal life. Jünger ran away as a teenager to join the French Foreign Legion, was a Stormtrooper in World War I, and was involved in the occupation of Paris in World War II.  He became the youngest soldier ever to win Germany’s highest military honor (he was wounded fourteen times). The early work of Jünger has much to do with trench-warfare and the destructive, but as he thought about it, aesthetically enhanced spectacle of war.
  From war memoirist to science-fiction writer, concurrent throughout, remarkably, is Jünger’s fascination with and contemplation of technology in the modern and future world.  With stunningly crisp and highly refined prose he drafts stories, essays, and philosophical treatise discussing Nietzschean applications of technology, and later critiques of their abuse in the modern world.
  

Jünger’s place in this thesis is minimal with inclusion, but very important nonetheless for it is through Jünger’s understanding of Nietzsche, that Heidegger takes into consideration the effects of global technology.  This study will draw upon Jünger’s assessment of Nietzsche’s technological will-to-power, and I will utilize Jünger’s modernization of that concept into a postmodern understanding—however I will criticize Jünger’s robust and aggressive Nieztscheanism, which Heidegger wants to deny—resulting in Heidegger’s “free relationship” (Gellasenheit) towards technology where he retreats into poetic (or reverent) language, rather than “mobilizing” the forces of technology so to complete the total and complete consummation of nihilism as attempted by Jünger.
  The tie between Nietzsche, Jünger and Heidegger is such that Jünger provides the bridge for what Heidegger was weary: a philosophy more “active” and outspoken, perhaps too aggressive, in the effort to combat nihilism.  The tie between Freyer and Jünger is that both philosophers identified a considerable degree of ontological autonomy to technology, and both sought to integrate that autonomy under human control.

§4. The Last Gods, or, A Possible Response of Religious Possibility

“The two hundred years that have been governed by Enlightenment thinking represent only a very tiny section, and maybe only an interruption, compared with times in which one worshiped gods and demons.”

-Ernst Jünger

“One cannot rebuild an imploding system, nor reject it from within—just as one cannot turn a black hole into a red dwarf, nor counter the gravitational pull from within the black hole itself…possibility, which installs the theological project, can radically challenge the system from elsewhere, from an exteriority…”

-Graham Ward

“See the Gods, Bow their Heads

The Sun is setting, oh the Sun is setting…

In the West”

-Tony Wakeford (Sol Invictus)

Uniting the theme throughout this work is the aim of a philosophy of technology having its roots in fundamental ontology leading to a conclusion drawn in agreement with Heidegger.  It is not surprising that all four thinkers seem to be closely related, especially from Nietzsche to Jünger and Freyer, and from Jünger to Heidegger.  Therefore, to discuss technology, nihilism and value as it pertains to all four of these philosophers we require an interesting philosophical roadmap.  Before I discuss my argument formulated from my readings of Heidegger, I want to briefly sketch course, section by section, of how my argument came about and why all four Nietzsche, Jünger, Freyer and Heidegger relate philosophically.  Then to conclude my introduction I will offer some insight into Heidegger and the question of religion and qualify how, and why, I choose to associate Heidegger’s thought in some respects with a specialized understanding of “religion.”

In the first section, I establish an object of phenomenological investigation: namely, nihilism.  I then explore what exactly nihilism has to do with the will-to-power, and why Nietzsche’s metaphysics is a good way to measure technological science as a type of technological will-to-power as will-to-will.  However, I argue Nietzsche’s position over nihilism ultimately fails because the Übermensch, Nietzsche’s Superhuman being designed to overcome the anxieties of the modern age brought about by nihilism, actually contributes in practice to the domineering essence of historical nihilism and the destruction of value where it is intended to be transvalued and overcome.  In other words, Nietzsche conjoins his prototype figure with what it is supposed to react against.  Discussing Nietzsche is relevant to my thesis for the following reasons: first, Nietzsche most adequately identifies nihilism as a historical process, and it is through Nietzsche (as well as through Jünger) that Heidegger understands nihilism. Secondly, by discussing Nietzsche I want to show how Heidegger saw something in technological science and nihilism that Nietzsche did not—namely that nihilism had a form dominant over its function of devaluing the highest values.  Whereas Nietzsche aggressively through active nihilism sought to merge with the will-to-power, he did not recognize, or at least adequately philosophically address, the self-consuming form of nihilism.  Nihilism, for Nietzsche, became absolute yet it was all absolute foundations he proclaimed deceased.  It is on this note I add some brief discussion about Jünger’s Nietzscheanism as well as how Jünger attempted in similar manner to control the form seeking power of the Nothingness through his own modernized prototype of the Worker.
  Mentioning Jünger is important for the theme of this thesis because arguably it was through an understanding of Jünger’s reading of Nietzsche that Heidegger took important influence, so much in fact he developed a lecture course about that understanding and influence.
  Jünger maintained an extremely robust and aggressive Nietzscheanism of which Heidegger became weary and thought symptomatic of the modern will-to-will.  Both thinkers struggled significantly with the question if nihilism could be overcome or not, and they asked if technology was truly autonomous, or if somehow humanity could cross a “meridian” and regain control over the Nothing.
  

In the second section I trace Hans Freyer’s attempt to understand technology as an outward expression of Spirit (Geist.)  Freyer’s analysis became trans-historical and universal, modeled after a neo-Hegelianism prevalent among philosophers during that period in history.
  Freyer struggled with finding a median between the religious expression of this Spirit and culture; Spirit being a form which sought to realize itself through universal expression in objective culture—ultimately and most prevalently through the technological.  While this attempt to merge with the form seeking power of Spirit appears laudable as an attempt to overcome nihilism, it ultimately, too, retreats into a type of nihilism because individual subjectivity (and its value) are subsumed in Spirit and subsumed to a greater process that began the objective process responsible for the loss of value initially (objective technology.)  Overall, Freyer was correct in seeing technology as an ontological system (which grants technology its historical character), but incorrect in arguing that the system itself was spiritual or unfolding in accord to a developing logic (although it could be “spiritualized” or invigorated with a Faustian spirit as Jünger had done.)  Therefore, Freyer’s place in this thesis is critical, for it is precisely this understanding of technology being ontologically autonomous which will prepare way for a discussion about Heidegger’s understanding of the ontology of technology.  I will then discuss how Freyer attributed a spiritual dimension to technology in his attempt to rescue value and the attribution of meaning from nihilism, but failed when he asserted the uselessness of the individual against the greater objective process of Spirit coming to fruition through logical and then more spiritual creation of tools and their exercise.  

The third and largest section draws from texts by Heidegger, especially the Beiträge zur Philosophie (Vom Ereignis) (Contributions to Philosophy: From Enowning) (1936/1938).
  In part, I want to discuss why this thesis leads up to a point of religion in the postmodern context, but does not argue for it (in this thesis at least), but instead leaves it as a point of possible departure for the future.  It will also (hopefully) determine how Heidegger cleared the path for postmodern theology yet his thought also has something radically different in mind.  That will present the context in which I use Heidegger in this thesis as offering a possible response to nihilism in the form of being able to conceive of the divine and why his philosophy is ultimately more tenable than the other previous three philosophers’ solutions to nihilism that are sketched in this thesis.

I am fascinated with Heidegger’s more esoteric thought about the Nothing and the history of metaphysical nihilism because overall, I argue, this was always Heidegger’s main concern.
  He, through his readings of Nietzsche and Jünger, understands the historical event of nihilism in a very specialized way.  The mythological and quasi-religious language of his esoteric works (‘Contributions’ for example) attests to the fact that Heidegger saw himself thinking through the historical event of nihilism.  The mythology he developed in the Contributions became a personal battle against nihilism, found in similar texts discussing the religious offered to us today by the postmoderns; especially Derrida.
  Hidden within Heidegger’s texts is an extremely religious sentiment, albeit without a God; a “religion without religion”, to borrow the phrase from Derrida.
  The god-less God Heidegger passes by in several texts, I believe, offers to us the key to confronting nihilism.  So in the final section I set up Heidegger’s understanding of the history of Being as a history of nihilism in the form of a Nothing seeking form over Being, yet at the same time making Being possible through its potential oblivion.

I will argue that Heidegger’s philosophy about the godless-God and his discussion of the passing by of the last god provides a way to critically re-construct guidelines about values as if they were constructed before nihilism came to its consummation in our present age.  Turning to key texts including “What is Metaphysics?” (1929), An Introduction to Metaphysics (1935), and the Nietzsche lectures ‘Volume IV: Nihilism’ (1940), I will explain that nihilism relates closely with “the Nothing” (an a priori ontological category) because both operate in a metaphysical history of the technological will-to-power.  I will explain Heidegger’s critique of the culmination of the history of metaphysics as nihilism and how nihilism poses a threat to our sacred or more thoughtful understandings of existence.  Analyzing Heidegger’s Contributions to Philosophy, I argue in agreement with Heidegger that a response to nihilism is tenable by way of making possible again the thinking of the possibility of Gods, Being, and sacred ways of life. The thinking of another beginning outside of the history of Western metaphysics creates the opportunity to think again a possibility of religion, a place to critically re-construct values mindful of their importance and their potential destruction, thus garnering a piety and reverence for birthplaces of religious reflection.  

Heidegger’s understanding of the Nothing closely relates to the consummation of nihilism to occur in the modern world.  The threat of the oblivion of Being, the call to experience and think another beginning of Be-ing (Seyn) opens up a nearly religious dimension of thinking Be-ing (hereforeward following Contributions/MW written as “Beyng”); one that is still within the limits of fundamental ontology, but near an original and primitive experience of the world.
  In that possibility another beginning is presented, where in the context of a religious sentiment, we are afforded the choice to think Beyng in a new way; one that presents, I argue, a possibility to conceive what is divine.  It is for those reasons I argue Heidegger’s thought to be the best alternative among the other three philosophers I discuss in this thesis, and that Heidegger’s alternative allows us to re-construct guidelines about values and meanings more primordially conceived before the onset of nihilism.  

Before I close this introduction, I very quickly would like to remark about Heidegger and his early concern about religion.  This is important because I would like to leave open an avenue presented by Heidegger which may not be philosophically justifiable in and of itself, and in fact, Heidegger’s thought is radically different than postmodern theology’s appropriation of it.  However, it is important to briefly mention this connection because I do argue Heidegger leads us to the conclusion that reconstructing values is possible through the conception of being able to conceive of the divine, what I entitled “the possibility of religion.”  The ability to conceive of the divine with Heidegger through thinking about “last gods”, as well as authentically exhibiting the awe and wonder which accompanies conception of the divine is what Heidegger scholars entitle “performative” thinking (in the context of the Contributions), and is of central importance to Heideggers “later” thought.
   So to exclude Heidegger’s preoccupation with religion, especially the young Heidegger of the early Freiburg period, or for the matter the “later” Heidegger, would be to deprive Heidegger’s thought “of its center.”
  

In a dramatic confessional, what Hans-Georg Gadamer has called “the turn before the turn”, Heidegger in a letter dated January 9, 1919 declared the “system of Catholicism problematic and unacceptable, but not Christianity and metaphysics—these, though, in a new sense.”
  Then, in the 1920-1921 lectures on the phenomenology of religious life, Heidegger grapples with a new language, attempting to come to terms with Christian life compared to Greek life, and displays a tremendous amount of theological knowledge arguing to retrieve a pre-philosophical character of concrete life (later he would introvert this claim and argue for primordial Greek experience rather than uncontaminated pre-philosophical (faith-like) experience).
  Since that early period Heidegger increasingly distanced himself from Christianity, resigning theology to the history of metaphysics as an ontic science of faith—part of “onto-theology”, and he would declare that “fundamental ontology” was the ultimate corrective to theology.  

In “Phenomenology and Theology” (1928) Heidegger finally bids farewell to Christian theology and argues for the formal ontological and existential structures of fundamental ontology over the ontic and existentiell character of theology—the “positive” science of faith.
  In “The Onto-theo-logical Constitution of Metaphysics” (1969) Heidegger looks back at the essential origin of metaphysics, and concludes metaphysical thinking is determined by the difference between Being and beings, and this relation has given structure to both ontology and theology because both posit an ultimate ground; ontology thinks Being as the first and most universal ground to all beings and theology thinks Being as the highest ground above all beings is God.  Thus, the God who has made his way into metaphysics and into philosophy is not the god/s recognized in primordial Greek experience, or what would enable us to with awe and wonder experience god/s and divinity—and before whom we could pray and sacrifice or sing and dance.
  I shall discuss this critically important point in more detail in chapter three.  

The God who has made his way into philosophy, the God caught in the essential metaphysical history of nihilism, governed by onto-theo-logic, is furthest removed from the “godless God” Heidegger will pass by with “the last god/s” in the Contributions.  It is precisely to this point my thesis will lead; that the godless-God represents the possibility of another beginning outside of onto-theo-logic, and thus outside of the history of nihilism enabling us to critically reconstruct values, before the onset of nihilism.  However, the consequences of rediscovering value through the possibility of religion in detailed normative analysis cannot be philosophically argued or justified, but may only be worked out in the theological analysis of faith and belief; thus such details may not be included in this thesis and must be resigned for work elsewhere.  And, it is precisely at that point postmodern theologians pick up Heidegger, “overcoming” the history of ontotheology and constructing new approaches to God “after metaphysics.”
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