the truth concerning what he taught.
Anyone taking the time to read this book
with care will understand that Mill was
concerned with bothliberty and control—
in the service of a most ambitious pro-
gram of moral transformation. Marx could
hardly have asked for more.

1. See his James Mill and the Art of Rhetoric (1963),
Intellectuals in Politics: John Stuart Mill and the
Philosophic Radicals (1965), and Macaulay and the
Whig Tradition (1976). 2. The sole exception is
Maurice Cowling, Mill and Liberalism (1963). 3. Of
course, both Mill and Hamburger make much of
the influence on Mill of Saint-Simone, Comte,
Coleridge, and von Humboldt. But almost no atten-
tion is paid to the great similarities uncovered by
Hamburger between Mill's utopianism and that of
a broad slice of contemporary and somewhat
later nineteenth-century German thinkers, most
importantly Marx and Nietzsche. The theme of
“being too early” and serving as a mid-wife to
those who will follow are particularly stunning in
their common resonance in Mill and Nietzsche. 4.
As Henry Reeve noted in his Autobiography of John
Stuart Mill, 121, Mill “knew nothing of the world,
and very little of the play and elasticity of human
nature. It would have been of incalculable value
to his philosophy if he had condescended to
touch the earth, and to live with men and women
as they are; but that was a lesson he had never
learned, a book he had never opened.”

Appropriating Heidegger
Russerr, Winsrow

Heidegger’s Roots: Nietzsche, National
Socialism, and the Greeks, by
Charles Bambach, lthaca and London:
Cornell University Press, 2003. 400 pp.

IN 1922 MarTIN HEIDEGGER wrote a rather
brief, yet particularly signal essay entitled
“Phenomenological Interpretations in
Connection with Aristotle: An Indication

RusseLL WINSLOW teaches philosophy at Eugene
Lang College in New York City.
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of the Hermeneutical Situation.”! In-
tended as an introduction to a larger—
though, never-to-be-completed—mono-
graph on Aristotle, the essay attempts to
lead the reader into a kind of philosophi-
cal comportment within which Heideg-
ger’'s phenomenological research willbe
undertaken;thatis tosay, it seeksto offer
a way by which Heidegger—and the
reader along with him—may affect a dis-
position not only toward the work to be
interpreted (in this case, Aristotle), but
also toward one’s own “hermeneutical
situation” in and through which reading
always takes place. For the Heidegger of
this early path-mark on the way to Being
and Time (1927), a philosophical reader
always encounters the hermeneutical
problem of interpreting works through
the “conceptual resources” that the re-
searcher brings to the text.

Moving away from the historicist
model of the “suspension of all subjectiv-
ity,” Heidegger argues that we need to
elucidate these conceptual resources of
the hermeneutical situation motivating
our research, and to recognize that such
research andreading are never animme-
diatetransfer ofthe pastintothe present,
but rather an appropriation of the past by
the present. “The situation of interpreta-
tion,” Heidegger writes, “i.e., of the appro-
priation and understanding of the past, is
always theliving situation of the present.”
Indeed, the task of philosophical re-
search, for Heidegger, isnot torender the
present mute and impotent in order to
allow the text and time of Aristotle, for
example, to shine forth in its universal
objectivity, for if that were possible, the
present would not so often feel compelled
toretranslateits received authors. Quite
the contrary, that which thereader brings
tothetextremains pivotal insofar as “the
past opens itself up only in accord with
the degree of resoluteness and power of
the capacity to disclose that the present
has available to it.” For Heidegger, the
hermeneutical situation of theinterpreter
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must be laid bare and elucidated if philo-
sophical interpretation is to distinguish
itself from historiography and to appro-
priate and make the past its own.

Itis preciselyinthe spirit of this herme-
neutical elucidation that Charles
Bambach—in his Heidegger’s Rools:
Nietzsche, National Socialism, and the
Greeks—undertakes the topic of Heideg-
ger’'s readings (and writings) in philoso-
phy and poetry from the years 1933 to
1945. As the reader quite clearly intuits
from the title, Professor Bambach’s book
endeavors to analyze and to evaluate
Heidegger’s work from this tumultuous
periodin the philosopher’s academic and
political life. A card-carrying member of
the Nazi party and holder of the highly
political rectorate at Freiberg University
for 9 months in 1933-34, Heidegger re-
mained famously and conspicuously si-
lent in the post-war years when it came to
philosophically assessing the guiding es-
sence of his involvement in the move-
ment. Further, heappearedto orchestrate
his publications in a way designed to in-
sure that this “hermeneutical situation”
remain undisclosed and un-elucidated.

By way of a refreshingly clear and el-
egant prose style—a quality so often lack-
ing in the majority of secondary litera-
ture on Heidegger—Bambach engages
Heidegger’s earlier philosophical pro-
paedeutic by placing his works and lan-
guage within their historical/political
context. On the one hand, the author
navigates the reader through a selection
of Heidegger’s texts from this stormy pe-
riod, a period which is often marked by
impenetrable prose in highly edited es-
says published 15years or more after they
were originally penned. On the other
hand, through carefully reading Heideg-
ger alongside his more or less forgotten
contemporaries, Bambach locates the
Alemannian-Schwabian philosopher’s
language within the sociopolitical con-
text of these years in turmoil—an ap-
proachwhich truly discloses the worksin
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ways unimaginabletothosereading them
in their published versions, stripped of
their historical domain.

Of course, asthe author quickly brings
to our attention, there exists already a
vast body of secondary literature on the
topic of Heidegger’s activity in the Na-
tional Socialist movement during these
years. However, Bambach claims that
these studies commonly posture them-
selvesintwo opposing ways of approach-
ing the topic—both of which lend them-
selves to philosophically assessing
Heidegger’s political comportment or the
questions born out of this comportment
insofar as it shapes hisreading of philoso-
phy and its history. On the one hand,
secondary literature often relies upon
therhetoricalforce of anecdotes thatare
then employed to affirm suspicions of
non-critical conceptions of National So-
cialism as a unified monolith. “All too

often the discussion about Heidegger'’s

politics rests on an ahistorical concep-
tion of Nazism as a moral evil rather than
on the concrete ideological concepts,
themes, language, and presuppositions
that generated the NS movement in Ger-
many during the 1920s and 30s.” Or, on
the other hand, commentators argue for
making acleanline of separation between
Heidegger's politics and his philosophi-
cal work, as if Heidegger’s corpus were
“like a toolbox from which we can pick
and choose what we like, ignoring the
pernicious elements of National Social-
ist thinking at our leisure.”

Rather than avoiding what is herme-
neutically at stake by embracing either of
these two approaches, Bambach claims
that we ought attend carefully to the
historical and rhetorical contexts in
which Heidegger’s works were penned
and/or orally given. Thus we will be able
to interpret Heidegger's language from
out ofthe historical and geographical soil
from which it was cultivated, effectively
unhinging Heidegger's language and
philosophemes from their apolitical pos-
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turing and releasing them into an histori-
cal constellation among other German
philosophers and political figures em-
ploying the same vocabulary and reading
the same authors.

Central to the task of retracing and
laying bare this hermeneutical situation
lies theneed toindicate the guiding meta-
physical essence governing Heidegger’s
philosophical and political decisions
during the period between 1933-45. The
author will point toward a leitmotiv that
binds Heidegger’s political speeches to
his properly philosophical works:
Bodenstindigkeit (rooted-ness or
autochthony). In order to give concep-
tual shape to this essential structure rul-
ing over Heidegger’s works, Bambach
appropriates the paradoxical trope of
pastorale militans from Ernst Bloch'’s es-
say “Heritage of Our Times” (1935). With
this essay, Bloch presents a disturbing
account of the emergence of National
Socialism. Through a folkish nostalgia
and romantic preoccupation for a cer-
tain pastoral connection to earth and
soil, there emerges in Southern Germany
a form of National Socialism rife with the
language of “landscape” and “homeland.”

ForBloch, pastoralappeal tothe Heimat
and its deep connection to the land give
rise to “a dangerous political ideology of
oppression, exclusion, violence, and ter-
ror.” The political appropriation of the
language of the bucolic German country-
side—the strength derived from being
rooted in the soil of the homeland, the
healthy spirit achieved by attending to
and working the native land that nour-
ishesthe Volk—will simultaneously serve
as the motivating militant call for the ex-
clusion of (and violent confrontation with)
the culturally-sick in the communist East
and the capitalist West. Through caring
for its Bodenstdndigkeit and relying upon
the strength of its cultural rooted-ness in
hearth and home, the German Volk will
provide the world with a Sonderweg, a
third political path grounded upon “the
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steadiness and steadfastness that comes
from being rooted.”

Although careful to distinguish
Heidegger from “third-rate ideologues
parroting the homologies of a political
regime,” Bambach nevertheless makes
the claim that the philosopher of the
BlackForest pursues his questions within
avocabularythat bespeaks precisely the
spirit of pastorale militans. “From within
the organizing matrix of Bloch’s presen-
tation, Heidegger’s pastoral language of
field paths, native soil, path marks, fertile
ground, and folkish rootedness—what |
will summarily term ‘Heidegger’sroots'—
betrays a fundamental unity with the
language and axiomatics of his ‘other’
paramilitary discourse about heroism,
sacrifice, courage, will, struggle, hard-
ness, violence, and self-assertion that
marks his political works of the '30s and
beyond.” Taking this paradoxical struc-
ture as the guiding metaphysical force
behind many of Heidegger’s political and
philosophical questions during the years
of bothworld wars and beyond, Bambach
reads Heidegger’'s interpretations and
writings as a militant confrontation—or
Auseinandersetzung—not only with the
reigning political powers of his day, but
also with the received tradition, espe-
cially Nietzsche and “the Greeks.”

By way of a provocative and revealing
textual analysis of many of the works
written during the period (“What is Meta-
physics,” the political speeches, “On the
Essenceof Truth,” “Introduction to Meta-
physics,” “The Self-Assertion of the Ger-
man University,” the Nietzsche lectures,
among other less known documents),
Bambach argues that Heidegger’s con-
frontation with and critical appropria-
tion of the originary philosophical com-
portment of “the Greeks” and Nietzsche
was principally in the service of a geopo-
litical, national socialist vision in which
Germany leads the world upon a deci-
sive, revolutionary Sonderweg. Thatis to
say, the well-grounded Volk—enriched
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byits cultural rooted-ness and steadfast-
ness in the soil of the great beginning of
the Greeks and attuningitselfto the proper
cultivation of its communal soul in prepa-
ration forthe “other beginning” to come—
will achieve its destiny by leading the
world upon a self-assertive, authentic
political path.

Perhaps the most overt articulation of
this geopolitical vision lies in the essay
Bambach re-titles “The Nietzschean Self-
Assertion of the German University.”
While this document—Heidegger’s
rectoral address presented in 1933—re-
mains the text most often read and cited
as an example of Heidegger’s National
Socialism, the author argues that for the
most part it has been philosophically
neglected. Convinced that the essay
should beread hermeneutically as a “con-
densed and concentrated expression of
Heidegger’s most enduring philosophi-
cal themes,” Bambach counters those,
like Orlando Pugliese, who criticize at-
tempts to focus on this short political
speech on the grounds that it represents
a fraction of the more than 100 collected
volumes of Heidegger’s Gesamtausgabe.

In comparison with other nationalis-
ticspeeches presented by other academ-
ics atthetime, the Rectoral Address does
indeed betray a certainmodish and trendy
thematic structure: like Heidegger, many
committed national socialist philoso-
phers—such as Baeumler, Heyse, and
Krieck—conceived of the university as
the “vanguard of university change.” The
fervor of rhetoric circulating in the Ger-
man universitylecture economy suggests
that many, in addition to Heidegger, held
great hope that the university would
emerge as the center of the geopolitical
revolution, committing itself to the care-
ful cultivation of the Aufbruch (the revo-
lutionary awakening) through aretrieval
of a more originary articulation of sci-
ence from “the Greeks,” a science that
might curetheillness of Western nihilism
that Nietzsche had already diagnosed.

138

While the Rectoral Address participates
in this common, modish rhetoric,
Bambach argues that the problem of
Bodenstdndigkeit remains the guiding
metaphysical trope that governs and ori-
ents the claims of the text. As such, it not
onlytranscends therhetorical context of
1933, but also binds itself to the theme
with much more longevity, the theme of
autochthony that determines the con-
ceptual shape of Heidegger’s “private”
National Socialism.

But what are we to make of Heidegger's
“private” National Socialism? While
Bambach’s careful and scholarly study
contributes enormously to our under-
standing of the hermeneutical situation
delineating Heidegger’s political and
philosophical “conceptual resources,”
and while we, reading in English, feel
compelled to understand Heidegger’s vo-
cabulary in the context of this period, we
can scarcely dowithout this book. Never-
theless, the author’s approach has per-
haps limited the scope of his interpreta-
tion of Bodenstdndigkeit. It would seem
that, in this appropriation of the past,
Bambach’s sincere attempt to disclose
the historical/political context of 1933-
45 has perhaps overly determined his
own reading of Heidegger. If an interpre-
tation of the past takes place by the
present, then the present must remain
open—in Heidegger’s understanding of
that term—to freeing the philosopheme
fromits historiographical articulation. It
seems to me that this rigorous study de-
sires so much to orient Heidegger in his
historical situation, that it overlooks or
ignores certain profound and unavoid-
able moments that would break out and
overflowthe “conceptual resources” the
author describes.

IfHeidegger’s Nazism articulates itself
in and through the leitmotiv of Boden-
stindigkeit, then we must question
whether Bambach’s study goes far enough
in assessing autochthony. In an essay
often cited by the author—“On the Es-
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sence of Truth”—Heidegger describes the
situation of interpretation as “freedom.”
On occasional, rare moments, the human
being finds himself outside of himself (ek-
stasis)—outside of his own traditional
concepts and categories in such a way
thathe “or she”is freeand open, suspend-
ing judgment. Normally, one lives within
a comfortable harmony with these tradi-
tional concepts, but occasionally, they
become question-worthy, forcing one
into a disposition that Heidegger de-
scribes as “letting be” and “openness.”
Heidegger writes, “Ek-sistence, roofed in
truth as freedom, is exposure (Aussetzung)
to the disclosedness of beings as such.”
When one finds oneself pulled from the
limits of conceptual resources, one is
free notto pass judgment onthe matter at
hand—free to allow the matter to show
itself. Yet, also, one is exposed; without
the security of traditional concepts and
categories, oneremains naked, exposed.

For Heidegger, authentic, philosophi-
cal existence is rooted in this exposed
disposition in which the limits of one’s
traditional resources remain almost for-
eign and held in suspicion. Thus, there
seems tobeaninherent dichotomyinthe
notion of autochthony in Heidegger’s
work, one side of which—exposure—
Charles Bambach perhaps neglects. In
taking Heidegger’'s propaedeutic for
hermeneutic reading seriously, onereads
ek-statically;that is, one affects a disposi-
tion that contradicts the concepts we
normally associate with National Social-
ism: totalitarianism, xenophobia, and the
like—dispositions that rely upon tradi-
tional concepts and categories, while

shunning that which does not fit into

these categories. Infact, would go so far
as to say that Heidegger’s autochthony,
qua “exposure” and “openness,” isinher-
ently antithetical to presumed tenets
governing our conception of National
Socialism. And so, we continue to won-
der what kind of National Socialist
Heideggerwas.
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1. “Phdnomenologische Interpretationen zu
Aristoteles (Anzeige der hermeneutischen Situa-
tion)” Ed. Hans-Ulrich Lessing. Dilthey Jahrbuch 6
(1989). Recently re-translated by John van Buren
in Supplements (Albany, 2002).
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Marc GUERRA

Christian Faith and Modern Democ-
racy: God and Politics in the Fallen
World, by Robert P. Kraynak, Notre
Dame, Ind.: University of Notre Dame
Press, 2001. 334 pp.

FiFTy YEARS AGO, Jacques Maritain, Yves
Simon, and John Courtney Murray had
reputations as being non-traditional,
even somewhat progressive, Catholic
thinkers. Remarkably, today the three
men are widelyviewed as conservatives.
That this transformation of perspective
goes largely unnoticed makes it all the
more remarkable. At the midpoint of the
twentieth century, each man was en-
gaged in a project to establish the basic
compatibility of Christianity and liberal
democracy. Faced with the brutal, dehu-
manizing experience of communist and
fascist totalitarianism, these three think-
ers defended the virtue of the only politi-
cal regime that seemed legitimate in the
modernworld.

There were, to be sure, substantive
theoretical differences between them.
Simon and Murray, for example, harbored
serious reservations about the ultimate
theoretical compatibility of liberal democ-
racy and Christianity. Maritain on the

MaRrc GUERRA feaches theology at Assumption
College in Massachusetts. He is the editor of
Reason, Revelation, and Human Affairs: Se-
lected Writings of James V. Schall (2001).
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