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1 
Two Dietrichs 

Bill Dietrich was my best friend. We met in first 
grade and he was the only boy my age who could beat me 
in wrestling. We liked the same games, the same 
flavors of ice cream and the same girls. He lived in a 
row house three blocks away, full of older Dietrich 
children. His buxom German mama always had a smile for 
us--and cookies. Bill's parents had come from Prussia 
after WWI to start a new life. His father worked in a 
factory somewhere. I don't remember much about him 
except that he was huge in size, spoke with a heavy 
accent and a funny syntax, worked long hours and brewed 
his own beer in the basement. Once, the apparatus blew 
up and all the family had to pitch in to clean the 
mess. Bill complained that he had to take two baths to 
get rid of the smell of beer before he could go back to 
school. 

At first we spent all our free time together, 
learning to play tennis, joining the Boy Scouts and 
exploring our ever expanding world, on foot, bicycle or 
roller skates. We shared everything and there 
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developed a bond of love and trust that comes only once 
in a lifetime--with your first 'best friend'. 

Then Bill's father suddenly died and the family 
was plunged into poverty. Two older children dropped 
out of school to find work. Bill nearly dropped out of 
my life. Every afternoon and all day Saturday, he 
earned nickels and dimes as janitor and delivery boy 
for a local pharmacy. Whatever he made he turned over 
to his mother. Everyone felt sorry for the Dietrichs 
but respected them too. I never heard of their asking 
anyone for help. They stuck together as a family and 
found their own ways to survive both the Great 
Depression and their personal hardships. They never 
went hungry and they never lost their house, as many 
others did. In those days tradi tional working class 
values of endurance, hard work and loyalty to one's 
employer still paid off---sometimes. Bill's self 
discipline and devotion to his family made a great 
impression on me, so that I valued my own middle-class 
blessings and opportunities all the more. 

It was the mid-thirties and word began to reach 
even teenagers about the rise of Hitler and the Nazis 
and their early days of violence, pageantry and 
arrogance. Bill and I were sipping sodas at the drug 
store when I asked him, "What do you, as a good German 
boy, think of Hitler and all that?" He got very angry 
and replied, "I'm American, not German! and what my 
family thinks about what's happening in Germany is--
the reason we are here! The Ka i ser and Hitler are both 
~he same, enemies of my freedom, everything we believe 
l.n." 

I. 
"Are you willing to go to war against them?" said 

"That is not for me to decide," he answered , like 
a good German boy. 

. ~ears lat7r, long after the War n fac t, another 
D~etr~ch came ~nto my life Dietric h Bonhoef f As 
part of the healing proces~ after t ha t terrib~~· 
conflict, it was important to learn t hat t here had been 
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other "good" Germans, who had opposed H~tler ~rom the 
start, helped rescue Jews from destruct~on, r1sked 

thing in a plot to overthrow the d1ctator and in 
~~:r~nd sacrificed their lives. More than 5000,of 
Germany's brightest and best were put to death 1n 
connection with that plot alone. 

The comparison to the vietnam war era in America 
is striking. While the majority of Americans accepted 
the government's definition of their patriotic duty 
(and many made the supreme sacrifice), a significant 
minority were convinced this was an unjust war and 
opposed it from the start. The least risky option was 
to avoid the draft if possible or to flee the country 
if necessary. others, for conscience' sake, chose more 
costly forms of resistance, organizing both underground 
and public civil disobedience, though they were 
regarded by the majority as cowards and traitors for 
doing so. 

This is not to suggest that the situations were 
the same. LBJ and Adolph Hitler were not in the same 
category. The penalty for opposing public policy in 
America was not death, though it might be jail and 
permanent damage to one's reputation. All I maintain 
is that the moral dilemmas and optional courses of 
action for loyal citizens were very comparable. And if 
one was well connected it made a big difference. 

Bill Dietrich and Dietrich Bonhoeffer came from 
opposite ends of the social scale. Bonhoeffer's family 
belonged to the intellectual and social elite of 
Berlin. His friends were able to offer him sanctuary 
abroad (which he refused) to keep him out of the draft, 
to protect him during his underground work in the 
resistance and even to secure for him special liberties 
and privileges inside Gestapo prisons. A recent 
Literary Club paper gave a fine account of Bonhoeffer's 
life and I will not repeat the details here. Read it 
in the Literary Club Sampler, under the title A Nation 
of Poets and Thinkers. 

What interested me was the contrast between the 
two Dietrichs and the strong traits of character and 
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responsibility that molded them both. Bill had no 
interest in politics or the big picture of clashing 
ideologies and social change. The Depression taught 
him to take things as they were and to make the most of 
them. He grew up to be a skilled craftsman and chief 
engineer of a large foundry, moving, as one can in 
America, from labor to management. He died suddenly in 
mid-career, as his father before him, leaving a widow 
and several teen-age children. His only son became a 
jazz pianist and one of the first victims of AIDS, 
contracted from a tainted blood transfusion. 

N~xt mont~ wi~l be the 50th anniversary of the 
ex~cutlon o~ ~letrlch ~on~oeffer in Flossberg Prison. 
Chll~ of prlvllege, brllllant and promising scholar, 
appolnt~d to the faculty of theology of the university 
of Berlln at age 24, an international leader of 
student~, a devout,protestant pastor, he was by 
professl0n,and tralning unlikely to be involved in 
plots Of,vlolence and assassination. He was after 
all, t~a~ned by the tradition of his church to stay out 
of pol~tlcs and to obey the civic authorities, whoever 
they mlght be, as ordained by God. What led Bonhoeffer 
to abandon that tradition and to break with both the 
established church and the rulers of his nation? 

Martin Luther's doctrine of the two realms has 
been blamed for the passive acquiescence of German 
Protestants to the rise of Hitler. Some say that 
Luther was misinterpreted but, if so, that 
misinterpretation had begun long before. In the 
theology of st. Paul, law and grace are always together 
as gifts of God, the one for our preservation, the 
other for our salvation. In his great commentary on 
the Letter to the Galatians, Luther developed his 
doctrine of the two realms; the realm of civil 
authority, law and order if you will, and the realm of 
grace, namely the church. It was the duty of the state 
to support and defend the church and the duty of the 
church to foster morality in society, including loyalty 
and obedience to the state. This was not a simple 

L' £ church and state as we understand it in 
separa~lon 0 o;stinct but interdependent 
:~:~{;~bot~h;c~~~ni:i~g their subordinat i on to God. It 
i s one of history's ironies that Luther rebelled 
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against the Catholic Church which claimed that ,all 
kings and princes were subject to p~pal autho~lty, only 
to establish a Protestant church wh:ch found ltself 
centuries later subject to adolph Hltler, who 
recognized no authority ab~ve himself: As early as 
1932 Bonhoeffer and his frlends percelved that, under a 
totalitarian state, law and order were an illusion. 
The Nazis rose to power and maintained themselves in 
power by making a law of disorder. And the church, 
which was meant to adopt a critical attitude within the 
culture, even if it meant suffering persecution, had 
become a realm of inwardness and pietism and moral 
paralysis. 

It is impossible to imagine Bonhoeffer saying, in 
such a situation, "It is not for me to decide." He had 
not only to decide but to act. His second book, 
written in his early twenties, was called Akt und sein 
(Act and Being), in some ways an answer and a contrast 
to Heidegger's major work, Sein und zeit (Being and 
Time). Heidegger, the Nazi collaborator (at least for 
a while), was able to separate the realm of philosophy, 
even the most radical and original analysis, from the 
life he actually lived. That split too was a German 
tradition, that has had much influence in American 
universities; it is called Wissenschaft, knowledge for 
its own sake, or more accurately, an attempt to reduce 
all fields of investigation to the objectivity of a 
science. In Being and Time Heidegger describes even 
theology, the rational ordering of revealed truth and 
human belief, as a "positive science". 

Bonhoeffer, however, was primarily an ethicist. 
The philosophical question of Being (that is, the 
meaning of existence) was transformed for him into the 
practical question, "How shall we live?" Like all men 
of good will, he sought consistency between belief and 
action, between dogma and ethics. The ancient world 
took it for granted that any philosophy is validated in 
the life lived by the philosopher. The prime example 
is Plato's account of the death of Socrates. But more 
than validation and consistency is at stake here. In 
ethical decision and action one discovers the meaning 
of Being as it can be discovered in no other way. 
Because he was a Christian, Bonhoeffer believed that we 
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live in a fallen and rebellious world, in which we have 
no certain knowledge to guide our decisions, but live 
by grace and by faith, a world in which we face all 
sorts of contradictions and ambiguities, but also a 
world in which God himself continues to be an actor. 

That is why the controlling metaphor for his life 
and teaching was the notion of d i scipleship: to be an 
obedient follower of Jesus Christ, to attach oneself to 
what God is doing now in the wor l d as it is. This was 
not sentimental moralism but costly commitment, 
requiring one to risk everything including life itself. 
Bonhoeffer was a realist about the world as it is. He 
did not underestimate the power of evil or exaggerate 
the power of religion. His criticism of the official 
church was scathing, for i ts offering men "cheap 
grace," for its silence and cowardly support of the 
Nazi system, for the priority it gave to institutional 
interests rather than the defense of human values. 
"Who is Jesus Christ for us today?" he asks. His 
answer begins by focussing not on religion or on the 
institutional church but on the world and what we 
perceive that God is doing there. To be a follower of 
Jesus in the wor ld leads him to the strange notion that 
what is emerging is "religionless Christianity." As he 
wrote to a young French pastor, "It is only by living 
completely in the world that one learns to believe. 
One must abandon ~very atte~pt to make something of 
oneself, wheth~r 1t be a saInt, a converted sinner, a 
ch~rc~man, a rIghteous man or an unrighteous one .... 
Th1; 1S w~at I ~ean by ~orldliness--taking life in 
one s strIde, w1th all 1ts duties and problems its 
success~s.and failures, its experiences and ' 
perplex1tles. It is in such a life that we throw 
our~elves utterly into the arms of God, that we take 
serIously not our own but God's suffering in the world 
that we . wa~ch w~th Christ in Gethsemane. And I think I 

that th1s 1S faIth, and it is in this way that one 
becomes a man, a Christian." 

His sense of discipleship led him to work for the 
defeat of his own nation, that western c i vil ization 
might survive; led him to sacrifice his pacifist 
principles, his career as a professor , the protection 
and privilege of his social class a nd, in t he end, his 
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life. Death at an early age left so much uncompleted, 
a few published sermons, poems and letters written from 
prison, the outline of a book on ethics, notes of 
provocative ideas he wanted to explore further. 

His life ended, as did that of Jesus, in apparent 
failure, but his influence on subsequent generations 
has been profound and is still growing. His example of 
radical obedience continues to challenge us. We have 
had to face many questions which he was the first to 
articulate. It is not too much to say that he was the 
first Christian of a new era, a flame, a beacon from 
the ruins of Berlin. "Socrates was mistaken," says 
Bill Coffin, another radical Christian. "It is not the 
unexamined life but the uncommitted life that is not 
worth living." 

Bill Dietrich was my best friend. Dietrich 
Bonhoeffer was my best teacher. 

Charles H. Long 

2 
Am I Really That? 

The scriptural text for the following paper is 
taken from Martin Heidegger's The Basic Problems of 
Phenomenology. Heidegger says: "Even a rough 
consideration shows that the being that we ourselves 
are, the Dasein, cannot at all be interrogated as such 
by the question What is this? We gain access to this 
being only if we ask: Who is it? The answer does not 
give a thing but an I, you, we. But on the other hand, 
we still ask: What is thiswho - what is the who in 
distinction from the aforementioned what in the 
narrower sense of the reality of the extant at-hand? 
But this only shows that this what, with which we also 
ask about the nature of the who, obviously cannot 
coincide with the what in the sense of whatness." 
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Though what Heidegger says is so obvious as not to 
call for elaboration, I shall nevertheless comment upon 
it. 

A puzzling bit of esoterica in some English 
translations of the Hebrew scriptures is the reply 
attributed to God when Moses, appalled at having just 
learned that he is to organize the Exodus, asks what 
name God has. In the English translations under 
consideration, God answers, "I am that I am." The 
Hebrew words are susceptible to other translations; for 
example, I am what I am, I am who I am, I am that which 
I am, I shall be what I shall be, I become what I 
become, and, even, I am because I am. 

The ambiguity of the Hebrew, and the obscurity of 
the possible translations has led to the postulation of 
various theological meanings for God's assertion. The 
postulations are based upon the assumption that God 
supplied not merely a name, but rather a designation 
that expressed the essence or essential nature of God. 
ThUS, "I am What I am" and its equivalents suggest that 
God has some unique nature, inexpressible in available 
words. "I shall be what I shall be" seems to promise a 
future revelation of God's essence, a useful sort of 
promise for Christian theologians. "I am because I am" 
apparently implies that God's existence is self
sufficient; that is, either there is no reasons or 
cause for God's existence, or God's existence causes 
itself. 

,But what can one make of "I am that I am"? The 
EngIlsh seems to be so ill-formed that the sentence 
makes no sense. The trouble lies in the peculiar 
nature of "that" when used as a relative. So used, it 
has a demonstrative aspect. It requires some 
antecedent to point to while setting up a relation. 
Thus, "I am the thing that I am" UL "I am the being 
that I am" make grammatical sense. The word "that" has 
the az:tecedent "the thing" or "the being" to point to. 
And, In such cases, the antecedent has to appear in the 
sentence which uses "that" as a relative pronoun. 

In what follows, I want to see what significance, 
if any, can be dredged out of the assertion, "I am that 
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I am", given the foregoing grammatical facts. I will 
not be interested in whether or not the English 
sentence is a proper translation for the Hebrew. I 
will assume, in effect, that God spoke to Moses in 
English and that the assertion is what God said. 

The most plausible approach is to recognize that 
the word "that" in the sentence simply cannot function 
as a relative pronoun because the sentence contains no 
antecedent for,"that" to point to. However, there is 
al! antecedent lf "that" is treated, not as a relative 
wlth a demonstrative aspect, but as a pure 
demonstrative connoting identity. Then, "that I am" 
becomes a refe~ence to some previously occurring or 
understood ent1ty, I am. To make the point clearer, 
suppose I say, "I am that man." "that" functions as a 
pure demonstrative pointing to some previously 
mentioned or understood man with whom I am identical. 
Similarly, "I am that I am" says that I am identical 
with some previously occurring I am. There is only one 
previously occurring I am in the context, namely the 
one which starts the sentence. Hence, "I am that I am" 
asserts that I am identical with the I am which started 
the sentence. 

We seem to have gone from a sentence which 
apparently was nonsense grammatically to an 
interpretation which may accord with grammar, but which 
is otherwise gibberish. Things are not quite that bad, 
however. To see that they are not, consider what you 
would reply to the demand, state your essence or what 
you, as you, intrinsically are. Or, rephrasing demand, 
give me a name for yourself that conveys your essential 
nature. In thought or in voice, you would likely start 
a reply with "I am ... "; bu~ then you w<?uld stop'"not 
knowing exactly how to cont1nue. You mlgh~ t~y, I am 
Frederick oglesby Dunklemeier III". That 1S lnadequate 
because you could change your name and still be you. 
So you have not conveyed,your,ess~nce. ~r, try "I am 
Doctoris" or "I am Dux Hlstor l cus , mean1ng, I am 
essentially a physician or essentially He~d of a 
history department. But those atte~pts wlll n<?t do 
either because, again, you woU~d,st1ll be you lf you 
were not a physician or an adm1n1strator. Hence, your 
essence cannot consist of that. Nor can your reply be 
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"I am Human Being". There are lots of human beings, so 
that name doesn't pick out you either. 

In the end, the only acceptable replies to the 
demand for an essence conveying name seem to be "I am 
who or what I am", or "I am I". The answer, "I am what 
I am" is, of course one of the possible interpretations 
of the Biblical Hebrew. And, if that is the sense of 
what God said, there does not seem to be any deep 
significance to the assertion. God, li k e you or me, 
was simple frustrated by the imposs ibility of giving 
Moses any really good answer. 

The source of the frustratio n is worth mentioning. 
To give the essence of something, one ust describe it. 
But all describing is classifying. And, all the 
classifications we have available are classifications 
of that of which we are conscious. ~ en one tries to 
give the essence of the self, one ' s forc ed to describe 
something of which one is not co sc ' o s, but rather 
self-conscious. Hence, none of tea ai lable 
classifications are usable; and L ere i s nothing 
appropriate to take their p lace. LeL me put the 
diff icul ty in a lot more words - - a t I perceive or am 
conscious of is the world, a nd e world is not me. I 
am the perceiver and what I a erce i v i ng is not the 
perceivi~g I. Eve~ when I 'ntr spect my own thoughts, 
or memorIes, or thIngs dug p:~ - my unconscious what 
I am introspecting is not t he ' rospecting I. All of 
our classifications or descr ' p~~ -e t erms have been 
developed to compare and co Lras what we perceive or 
introspect, or, in short, to are and contrast non-
selves that we can be consc ' f . But, when I become 
aware of m~self as self, I a perceiving the perceiver, 
not somethIng other than t he perceiver. That self-
consciousness or self-percep ' s a wholly different 
state than consciousness of . - i s not the perceiver. 
And none of the descript io 5 c assifications we have 
apply. Hence, we can say - _. g . No answer is 
possible to the question , .~a- essentially are you. 

Having said all of tha~ , will now take some of 
it back. Earlier, I sugges-;_ that you might end up 
saying simply "I am I" w e~. sked for an essence
conveying name. Though t a - sounds like an empty 
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tautology, it actually has a bit of informative 
content. The content follows from the answer to the 
question, what is happening when you are self
conscious. What does self-consciousness consist of? 
The answer is, self-consciousness consists of thinking 
"I" to oneself. When one thinks "I", one is self
conscious; and, vice versa. Hence, saying "I am I" 
implies that at least part of one's essence is self
consciousness. 

A somewhat more radical view is expressed by the 
words "I am that I ". Since "that" designated the "I" 
which began the sentence, and that "I" is the 
expression of self- consciousness, the statement asserts 
that one's entire essence consists of self
consciousness. Such a notion could be useful to those 
who hold that people have, or are, a soul or spirit. 

It is only one more step to come back finally to 
"I am that I am". "That" refers to the two beginning 
words "I am". "I", again, indicates self
consciousness, but self-consciousness of some peculiar 
kind indicated by the word "am". One mistake to avoid 
is to suppose that, in thinking "I am" here, one is 
self-conscious of oneself as an existing entity. The 
"am" in question is not an "am" of existence, but 
rather of possible predication. That is, "I am" 
expresses the thought of the self as something of which 
attributes can be asserted but are not yet asserted. 
It is self-consc i ousness of an unpredicated but 
predicable self. 

Perhaps an analogy is needed. Physicists commonly 
say that mass and energy are equivalent in the sense 
that a certain amount of one can disappear if an amount 
of the other appears, and the amounts are always in a 
ratio determined by an Einstein equation. One way of 
thinking about the transformation is to suppose that 
there is a single stuff which can appear either as 
energy or mass and often changes ~ts.appearanc~ from 
one to the other. In itself , or ln lts essentlal . 
nature, that stuff is neither energy nor mas~. It ~s 
something that can take on those masks, but ~ts essence 
is to be without attributes . One can call it "mass-
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or 

Similarly, the self-consciousness expressed b¥" "I 
am" in "I am that I am" is consciousness <:>f what ml.ght 
be called prime self-consciousness, ~hat lS, se~f
consciousness which can take on attrlbutes b~t In 
itself is without attributes. The God of thl.s odd 
translation is saying in effect, I am self
consciousness which is conscious of its own pure self
consciousness. Or, to simplify, I am like that which 
shows up as mass or energy, only I am self
consciousness, while it is not. And I consist of my 
consciousness of myself as that. 

That is the end of the discussion. One conclusion 
may be drawn. No real God would go around setting fire 
to bushes in order to make such complex assertions. 
Hence, the English versions of Genesis which use "I am 
that I am" are just bad translations. 

Rollin Workman 

3 

si Tacuisses, Philosophus Mansisses? 

About 495 AD Boethius the Ostrogoth coined the 
Latin jingle "si tacuisses, philosophus mansisses" 
meaning that if you only kept silent you would have 
remained a philosopher. The line is actually a 
simplication of verse 13.5 of the book of Job: "Oh 
that you would keep silent, and it would be your 
wisdom!" For my purpose I need a questionmark to keep 
the story less complicated. The philosopher who should 
have kept quiet was Martin Heidegger, formerly 
Professor of Philosophy at my Alma Mater Freiburg. You 
may know that he recently became increasingly notorious 
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(1-3). He is accused of Nazi sympathy and anti-semitic 
tendencies. When he took over as Rektor of , the 
University in early 1933 he joined ostentat~ously th~ 
Nazi party. He suggested in his grandiose,inau~ur~t~on 
speech "The selfassert~on of the German,un1vers~ty 
(4) that Science Serv~ce should be equ~valent to Work 
ser~ice and Defense Service (Wissenschafts Dienst, 
Arbeits Dienst and Wehr Dienst). It was clear that he 
came philosophically from Plato's Republic but it was 
not clear where he wanted to go with his "Leader"ship 
of University faculties, a notorious conglomeration of 
staunch individualists. The Nazi powers and his 
colleagues did not listen to his ideas. So he resigned 
after 12 months his Rektorship and returned to the 
lecture hall. What we know from the record was his 
feelings about the complete decay of law and order and 
his hope that a strong Fuehrer would turn the tide. 
One is reminded of the century old Kyffhaeuser story 
about Frederick I. Barbarossa who sits patiently for a 
1000 years in the mountain, waiting to be called 
whenever the German Nation is in trouble (5). That 
this thinking is not too far-fetched can be seen in the 
case of my older schoolmate from the Gymnasium in 
stuttgart Claus von Stauffenberg (6), the man who 
carried the bomb into Hitler's headquarter bunker on 
July 20, 1944. Claus is said to have greeted Hitlers 
appointment in 1933 because he believed that a 
democratic mass movement might lead to a new 
aristocracy from the best forces of the German people. 
Both, Heidegger and Stauffenberg, were wrong and both 
tried to rectify their errors, each in his own way. 
Heidegger withdrew from the political arena either 
because he did not feel appreciated or because he moved 
away philosophically from its power belief. Indeed, in 
his 1936-40 Nietzsche Seminars he settled up with the 
Nazi powerthinking to such a degree that he was put 
under Gestapo surveillance (1,2). Heidegger, when 
asked about his relationship to the Nazi ideology and 
his reluctance to admit his errors and his guilt, he 
answered: "When I was for the system I said so in 
public, when I went against it I did the same, there is 
nothing more to say" (1,2). This reluctance and 
seeming arrogance did much damage to his image. It 
particularly gave the Adorno-Horkheimer-Wiesengrund 
group in Frankfurt an opportunity to hammer Heidegger's 
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philosophy as anti-semitic. They also were the source 
of the untrue accusations that Heidegger forbade the 
Jewish Husserl, his predecessor of the Philosophy 
chair, to enter the University and that he stopped 
communications with Karl Jaspers because Jaspers had a 
Jewish wife (Heidegger calls these assertions slander. 
All my sources agree with him.) (2). When Herbert 
Marcuse asked Heidegger to distance himself publicly 
from the Jewish mass-murder, Heidegger called the 
request a monstrosity (1) because doing so would imply 
his complicity in the murders. He saw Auschwitz as an 
expression of the perversion of the Modern will for 
Power that uses nature and people as mere materials for 
their machinations (1). 

You may ask at this point, why are you picking up 
on a story which is so controversial and all around 
painful? The main reason is the publication last year 
of a biography: A Master from Germany: Heidegger and 
his Time, by Ruediger Safranski. The book lists 266 
literature sources, gives 380 name references (from 
Hannah Ahrendt to Stefan Zweig), 158 subject references 
(from Americanism, anti-Semitism and Auschwitz to 
Xenophon) and 281 verbatim citations, in all a 
carefully researched source. 

Another reason for me to be involved is the fact 
that we are dealing here with probably the most 
important Freiburger (although we had 2 Nobel 
laureates). I was only 14 when he misfired his 
notorious Inauguration speech, but at 34 I encountered 
him personally and intimately (in a doctor/patient 
relationship) several times at Buehlerhoehe high-up in 
the Black Forest mountains. He and the physicist 
Werner Heisenberg debated there in a seminar series the 
influence of Technology on the Human Condition and on 
Western Culture. Buehlerhoehe is a typical high 
powered Spa (Sanatorium) so well described by Thomas 
Mann in his "Magic Mountain" where the equally high 
powered European potentates and brain giants of the era 
sought recuperation. The Hofrat Behrends in Thomas 
Mann's story was in Buehlerhoehe Professor Gerhard 
stroomann, both equal in skill, polish, and charisma. 
Strooman used to take in a young, science oriented, 
interested academic consultant from the Medical School 
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Freiburg who was responsible for continuing education 
of his medical staff especially for new diagnostic 
trends and drug treatments. For the years 1954-57 I 
was that young man. This meant for me twice monthly 
extended weekend visits. Probably because I came from 
his own academic background the 65 year old Heidegger 
talked often to me and sometimes with me. These 
contacts added a genuine liking of him to the already 
well established respect and admiration. 

My understanding of the man Heidegger has been 
greatly influenced by 1) Ruediger Safranski; 2) by the 
Freiburg philosopher Max Mueller, called the 
"messenger", who was responsible for the communication 
between the philosophy department and Edmund Husserl; 
3) the Heidelberg psychiatrist and philosopher Karl 
Jaspers, who 1946 published the notes of his Medical 
School lectures about the Nazi era under the title "The 
Guilt Question". This booklet was used in Freiburg and 
probably in most other Medical Schools in West-Germany. 
Jaspers had a Jewish wife and knew from his own 
experience how painful life was in the Nazi era even 
for a highly placed person; 4) by the Jewish 
Philosopher Hannah Arendt who at age 24 began a long 
lasting love affair with the 35 year old Heidegger. 
Although Hannah emigrated to the US in 1933, she 
returned after the war in February 1950 to continue her 
friendship until Heidegger died in 1976. All these 
sources gave me a relatively clear look at Heidegger. 

Edmund Husserl's relationship with Heidegger and 
vice versa was relatively simple from 1918 to 1927, the 
year Heidegger succeeded Husserl as Chair of Philosophy 
in Freiburg. First Husserl supported the poor 
seminarian financially and professionally. Husserl 
gave paternal advice and expected respect and 
gratitude. Husserl soon saw the greatness in Heidegger 
and involved him in Phenomenology whose master and high 
priest Husserl was. Heidegger published his main work 
"Being and Time" in Husserl's Annals. Husserl thought 
that Phenomenology was in good hands with Heidegger. 
Obviously he did not pe rceive that Heidegger~ direction 
was changing to Existentialism. For reasons not known 
to me Husserl attacked Max Scheler and Martin Heidegger 
severely in the early thirties in a speech to students 
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in the Sports Palast in Berlin. He objected that the 
younger people published too quickly. Heidegger states 
(1,2) and Jaspers, Max Mueller and Hannah Arendt 
confirm, that the alienation between the two was based 
on professional not on racial grounds. Max Mueller,the 
"messenger" maintained (3) contact between them uz:tl.l 
Husserl died. Heidegger can be accused of cowardIce 
because he did not visit the Husserls personally any 
more after 1933. Likewise he saw to it that his Jewish 
students got promoted elsewhere and he did not graduate 
them in his own shop. 

After the war, in 1946, when a University 
Commission investigated Heidegger for political wrong 
doing he nearly got away with only a slap on the wrist. 
The evaluation by Karl Jaspers, which Heidegger asked 
for, stated explicitly that no anti-Semitic remarks 
were known, neither from his writing nor from his 
speaking. There was, however, an unsolicited negative 
recommendation for a teaching position written by 
Heidegger regarding the philosopher Eduard Baumgarten, 
a nephew of Max Weber. Heidcgger accused Baumgarten of 
consorting with the Jew Fraenkel. 

He questioned Baumgarten's reliability. 
Interestingly the recipient of the unsolicited 
recommendation called it hateful and disregarded it. 
Dr. Baumgarten got the job anyway. Because of this 
denunciation and Jaspers' expressed doubt about the 
fitness of Heidegger to teach at that particular time 
young impressionable students, the commission hit 
Heidegger much harder. He lost his right to teach for 
five years and lost part of his retirement stipend. 
His rights were reinstated in 1951. 

So what can we say in 1995? Heidegger without a 
doubt supported Hitler and his regime in 1933. 
Heidegger tried to fit either the new wave into his 
philosophical frame work or to create a new frame work 
for it. This effort was not appreciated by the regime; 
consequently Heidegger withdrew. Most observers (1-3, 
7) agree that Heidegger did not advocate nor condone 
anti-Semitism except for the denunciation of Dr. 
Baumgarten. There is, however, am~le evi~ence ~hat 
Heidegger avoided public contact wlth Jewlsh cl1ents. 
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In this he appeared cowardly and lacking civil courage. 
This reminds me of the final paragraph of my 1984 
Bonhoeffer paper "the Nation of Poets and Thinkers" (5, 
8). Just before Bonhoeffer met his violent death by 
hanging, he wrote the summary of his experience during 
the Third Reich titled "After Ten Years". There he 
named cowardice and total lack of civil courage as the 
major deficiencies of the Germans during the Nazi era. 

Gunter Grupp 
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