
Viewing the Philadelphia Convention through Morris’s eyes and experi-
ences yields fascinating insights. What were the issues and provisions for
which he fought most zealously, and what do they reveal about his core prin-
ciples? When and with whom did he form alliances? When did he compro-
mise or walk away, and what does this reveal about his core principles?
The fluidity of the Convention debates is also striking. Ideas were proposed,
debated, refined, and rejected only to be raised later in the proceedings and
again debated, refined, and sometimes accepted, indicating that the
delegates—including Morris—were open to reasoned arguments, willing to
change previously held positions, and, most important, open to compromise.
The Constitution’s Penman merits the careful attention of students of

Gouverneur Morris, the Constitutional Convention, and American constitu-
tionalism more generally. Readers will be reminded that now forgotten foun-
ders, too, made vital contributions to the nation’s founding. The book will
prompt even seasoned scholars to rethink their understandings of the
Philadelphia Convention and the American constitutional tradition.

–Daniel L. Dreisbach
American University, Washington, DC, USA

Martin Heidegger and Karl Löwith: Correspondence: 1919–1973. Translated
by J. Goesser Assaiante and S. Montgomery Ewegen. (Lanham, MD: Rowman &
Littlefield, 2021. Pp. xx, 314.)

doi:10.1017/S0034670523000839

If Martin Heidegger is the most important thinker of the twentieth century,
this is partly because of his remarkable effect on several major political think-
ers who made responding to his life and thought critical to their work.
Theodor Adorno, Herbert Marcuse, Hannah Arendt, Hans Jonas, and even
Jürgen Habermas found replying to Heidegger necessary for the develop-
ment of their own philosophic projects.
In a recent volume of the excellent series NewHeidegger Research we have

the correspondence between Heidegger and the first of his independently and
intellectually significant students. Karl Löwith is the author of From Hegel to
Nietzsche, Nietzsche’s Philosophy of the Eternal Recurrence of the Same, Meaning
in History, and other important works of political philosophy, including
penetrating interpretations of Heidegger. He was close friends with others
of Heidegger’s students, Hans-Georg Gadamer and Gerhard Kruger, and
with their mutual friend Leo Strauss. After studying with Heidegger and
Husserl at Freiburg in the early 1920s, Löwith went on to habilitate under
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Heidegger (one of only five students to do so) while he taught at Marburg.
Löwith fled the Nazis, first to Italy, then to Japan, then to the United States;
he returned to Germany in the late 1940s. Löwith documents the early part
of this peregrination in a remarkable set of memoirs entitled My Life in
Germany before and after 1933.
The new volume of letters, translated by J. Goesser Assaiante and

S. Montgomery Ewegen, opens a tremendous new pathway through some of
the richest contestations in twentieth-century thought. Originally published
in German in 2015, it consists in 122 letters between Löwith and Heidegger,
dating from 1919 until Löwith’s death in 1973. The vast bulk of the letters
are exchanged between 1919 and 1928, all but terminating in 1934 with
Löwith’s flight from Germany and Heidegger’s assumption of duties for the
Nazi regime at the University of Freiburg. In the later ’40s a smattering of
more or less practical letters (scheduling personal meetings and so forth)
reappear.
The earliest phase of the correspondence shows a brilliant, powerful

teacher well-pleased with a capable and eager student, a seemingly near-peer
who understands him and appreciates his philosophic mission in ways that
his colleagues and academic superiors manifestly do not. In these early
letters both of them are eager to converse and extend the explorations of
their ongoing conversations. But after Heidegger leaves his position at
Freiburg for a more prestigious and secure position at Marburg, the distance
between them seems to grow; Heidegger reports being less connected to his
students than he had been among the group at Freiburg of whom Löwith had
been a member. Heidegger’s retreat from discussing the substance of his work
with Löwith is conspicuous by its absence. For example, he reports virtually
nothing of his epochal Davos exchange with Cassirer to Löwith, mentioning
only that he “did have the opportunity to go on a few wonderful ski
trips” (132, letter 94). Though there are several references to the need for
conversation to explore serious topics, this had not prevented such matters
from being discussed earlier in their correspondence. Through this period
Löwith’s letters to Heidegger remain long and effusive.
The exchanges have much to them of what might be called academic

gossip: shared frustrations with Edmund Husserl, Karl Jaspers, and others;
dissatisfactions with the pretensions of the German academy; assessments
of Heidegger’s other students. Such discussions often border on the very
mundane (there are innumerable discussions of money) but occasionally
rise to the level of the genuinely illuminating. Heidegger’s criticisms of the
university are adjacent to his philosophic critique of the modern West, and
it was the prospect of reforming the university (a concern of high pedigree
in German philosophy since at least Fichte) that drew him into his
catastrophic and noxious political activity with the Nazis. His bitterness
about university life in these letters is oddly significant, then. When Löwith
habilitates, Heidegger warns him: “In the future, do not be too surprised if
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you come to experience more, andmore powerfully, the demoralization of the
university” (131, letter 92).
For scholars of political theory, these letters indicate the radicality of

Heidegger’s project. By pairing him with someone—a close student—whose
connection to the traditional concerns of ethical and political philosophy is
more visible, the remaining differences appear all the more starkly. This
comes through in Löwith’s first gestures at a critique of Heidegger and
Heidegger’s response. In his habilitation, Löwith attempts to develop an ethics
founded on a philosophic anthropology where the identity of an individual is
mediated through his involvements with another. Löwith understands himself
to be drawing from Heidegger’s phenomenological demonstration that any
theory is always implicitly drawn from the factical world of our shared exis-
tence. In his view, he is both developing a potentiality indicated by
Heidegger and criticizing Heidegger for not exploring such a possibility
himself.
Heidegger rejects this approach. A finished “anthropology” is not at our

disposal, he attests, because we have yet adequately to clarify the more
fundamental issue of Being, more precisely, the meaning of Being. And
while it is true that the analytic of (human) Dasein bears a certain superficial
resemblance to an “anthropology,” taking it as such grossly misunderstands
its position in Heidegger’s argument as an introduction to and clarification of the
question of Being. Thus, Heidegger denies the suitability of his analytic of
Dasein as a basis for any other discipline or study—including a clarification,
as pursued by Löwith, of the ethical “I-Thou problem”— prior to having clar-
ified with precision the problems of ontology. His charge against Löwith is, in
sum, that Löwith has too hastily proceeded from unclarified premises to con-
struct a new anthropology (which then serves as premises for critiquing other
positions). For his part, Heidegger insists that the only necessary determina-
tion to be uncovered via the hermeneutics of facticity is the problematics of
ontology. For decades to come, Heidegger will decry the erroneous reading
of Being and Time as having supplied an “anthropology.” It would seem
that Löwith’s, according to Heidegger, is the first such misreading.
Heidegger is thus quite, quite far from thinking it proper to compose an
“ethics,” let alone a “politics,” in anything like the traditional sense of these
philosophic disciplines.
Given the events that proved so important to their lives it is remarkable

how absent politics is from the exchanges here. In 1933 Löwith wrote some
letters to Heidegger which were not preserved, and Heidegger’s only
response (included in this volume) is that the matters raised in them are
better discussed in person, but unfortunately he is much too busy to write
more. Perhaps Löwith raised in those letters something like the concerns he
voiced to Heidegger in their later meeting in Rome in 1936, while Löwith
was in impoverished exile, namely, how anyone of intellect could join
hands with the brutes and swinish thugs of the Nazis. Löwith’s line of ques-
tioning (recorded in a diary entry from 1936, included as an appendix to this
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volume) reveals again, perhaps, the limits of his understanding of
Heidegger’s project. Heidegger claimed that none of his students understood
him. Perhaps we have here an ugly indication of this truth.
However one judges the differences between Heidegger and Löwith, and

however one assesses Heidegger’s political involvements, a consideration of
this extraordinarily rich collection will be most profitable. One feels com-
pelled to add in a review of the book that one wishes that the quality of its
production were much better in terms of its paper, printing, and
binding. This reviewer’s copy disintegrated almost immediately upon
reading.

–Alexander S. Duff
University of North Texas, Denton, Texas, USA

Josh Simons: Algorithms for the People: Democracy in the Age of AI. (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 2023. Pp. 320.)

doi:10.1017/S0034670523000827

Artificial intelligence cannot bear legal or moral responsibility for the conse-
quences of its use. Responsibility lies with those human beings who design,
develop, and deploy it, from lead engineers and project managers to
corporate leadership, and from government regulators to elected representa-
tives. Either these persons assign responsibility to themselves (or their col-
leagues, or associates, or employees) or responsibility is assigned to them
by nonelite outsiders and laypersons.
Josh Simons envisions as much: the citizens of a political community

assigning responsibility via democratic participation in public-sphere
decision-making, about some features of corporate design of AI. Citizens
would assign responsibility for AI-related, inequality-based social injustice that
follows from ranking systems, which are predictive tools employed in machine
learning. The design of ranking systems—with unforeseen political ramifications
of uncertain because obscured provenance—imposes an “artificial kind of scar-
city on vast quantities of content and websites” and restricts “who is seen and
heard by whom” (195). With “top-line metrics, values, and concepts built into
[their] design” (195), ranking systems “bake in political choices, naturalizing
the web it ceaselessly shapes” (127). They “direct citizens’ attention” and “shape
the exercise of self-governance” (181) in ways that “corrupt the public sphere”
by producing “filter bubbles and social division” (135).
Simons focuses on two corporations, Facebook and Google. They each

design ranking systems to maximize advertising revenue and exercise
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