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INTRODUCTION

(a) Subject and Scope

The concept of revelation has always been part of the theological

core of Judaism. Its pivotal role may be traced from the Bible on

through every great theological debate down to the present day.

Some of Judaism1s most characteristic) beliefs*  indeed whole

areas of Jewish life*  hinge on the concept of revelation*  the authority

of Scriptures*  the meaning of "Mitzvah**  the election of Israel. Any

change in the concept of revelation is bound to affect deeply the

faith and practice of Judaism. There can be no resurgence of

religious discipline*  no fervor for ceremonies*  no spiritual revival

whatever without confronting sooner or later the question of revelation.

Committees and conferences will not reconstruct Judaism. Judaism

cannot recapture its full power as a religious faith unless a

concept of revelation*  meaningful to our generation*  reopens the

channels of authority and motivation that nourish the roots of

religious practice.*

The renaissance or disintegration of Judaism depends on the

meaning we attach to such portentous words as "thus saith the Lord."



This thesis deals with revelation, but not with all of its

aspects. Our field of inquiry is limited on various levels*

"The Validation of Revelation in Modern Jewish Theology* *

"Validation”* The focus of this study is not the history, form, or

specific content of revelation, but the possibility of proving its

reality as an event emanating from God, a communication from God to

man. How does God ’’’speak to man? In stating this question we are
not presuming, as yet, that validation is possible.^ Can divine

"speech*  be proven? What evidence validates the claim of those who

report divine communication?

"Modern* t Our inquiry is further limited to so-called "modern"

Jewish theology. We follow the general practice of dating the modern

era In Judaism,- both from a chronological point of view and as a

state of mind, beginning with Mendelssohn, A new Jewish era begins

with Mendelssohn, But also a new state of mind. Though Jews might

still quote they no longer meant by it what

their forefathers did. The event of Sinai, the very heart of the

Jewish concept of revelation, which remained the unchallenged summit

of faith in Biblical and medieval Judaism, no longer functioned as a

unifying, faith-sustaining dogma. The theological pulse of Judaism

indicated a radical change, Mendelssohn was the first Jewish thinker

of the modern era with the sensitivity to respond to the changed

intellectual climate which demanded a radical re-formulation of the
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concept of revelation if not a complete break with it*  Mendelssohn

himself did not make that complete break*  as wi 11 be shown, but he

became the point of departure for other Jewish thinkers who fully

realized the grave theological crisis which Mendelssohn's concept of

revelation had been unable to resolve*

*TheologyM» The focus of our thesis is theological*  This is the

third major limitation of our field of inquiry*  The thinkers we

shall consider interest us as interpreters of Judaism only in so far

as they contribute to our specifically theological problem of

validating revelation*  An analysis of the philosophic systems of

these mentor of their stature within the history of philosophy in

generais outside the scope of this thesis except for such references

as are necessary for an understanding of their theological position*

As we turn to these thinkers with our inquiry Into the methods for

validating revelation we shall seek answers to certain specific

questions which will further define their position*  The specific

issues of faith on which we shall sound them out are the theophany

at Sinai, prophecy and the uniqueness of Moses*

With reference to the contents of this thesis it would not be

amiss to make two comments*  First, our material could of course be

enlarged by presenting additional thinkers, but it seems to us that

the significant movements and approaches of modern Jewish theology

are adequately represented by the eleven philosophers and theologians 



we have chosen*  Second*  biographical information has been used rather

sparingly*  Such data might add a great deal of interest to a more

popular treatment of our subject*  but here we shall confine ourselves

to only such biographical references as may be required for the fuller

understanding of the ideas of the thinkers under consideration*



(b) A Glance at Biblical and Medieval Jewish Thought

An Inquiry into material on revelation in the Bible is comparable

to a search for water in the ocean. The references are everywhere*

Without attempting a complete classification and critical analysis of

sources which would be irrelevant to our purpose*  we shall merely

summarize the basic elements of the Biblical view of revelation*  The

following represents the creedal core of revelation in the Bible*

I*  Belief in the possibility of divine communication*  in the

form of speech*  documents*  visions*  dreams*  signs*  miracles*

end historical events*  addressed to man*  i*e*  to specific

persons and groups*

2*  The uniqueness of the revelation at Sinai*  a whole people
lf-

being addressed by God*  a distinction confirming the

election of Israel*
3*  The uniqueness and superiority of ftoses among the prophets*̂

But not all aspects of revelation were maintained with the same

dogmatic certainty as these stated above*  For example*  thought all

sources agree on the divine authorship of the decalogue*  some
, 4 6

attribute the actual writing to God*  others to Moses*  The latter

viewpoint appears to us as an anti"anthropomorphism which gradually

became one of the dominant theological tendencies*  It resulted in a

concept of God who no longer communicated visibly and audibly in the

world of His creation*  but rather through it as the Power behind it*

In the context of revelation ft meant that every case of God speaking

to man would be understood as God speaking through man*



Bui’ the more the problem of anthropomorphism was eliminated from

the area of revelation# the greater became the problem of identifying

the voice of God. For# when divine revelation is no longer experienced

directly and immediately as at Mt# Sinai# but conveyed to us by in­

spired seers and prophets# the problem of validation is unavoidable*

What are the prophet's credentials? How do we know God speaks

through him? By what criteria can we distinguish between true and

false prophets?

Increasing!y# the Bible wrestles with the problem# developing

several criteria which we shall now brief Iy consider# The locus

classicus among our texts is Deut# I3#2“5

“if there arise in the midst of thee a prophet# or a dreamer of

drecms — and he give thee a sign or a wonder# and the sign or

the wonder come to pass# whereof he spoke unto thee —* saying*

’lot us go after othert-gods# which thou hast not known# and let

us serve them'i thou sheIt not hearken unto the words of that

prophet# or unto that dreamer of dreams 1 for the Lord your God

putteth you to proof# to know whether ye do love the Lord your

God with all your heart and with all your soul# After the Lord

your God shall ye walk# and Him shall ye fear# and His command­

ments shall ye keep# and unto His voice shall ye hearken# and

Him shall ye serve# and unto Him shall ye cleave###"

The text clearly addresses itself to the problem of validating

a prophetic utterance# What is offered is by no means a general

criterion fa*  all forms of revelations but rather one that applies

to a specific and narrowly limited situation# It is the case of a



"prophet" preaching Idolatry in flagrant contradiction of divine

lews previously made known to us (J’His commandments"). Sign*  and

miracles are unacceptable as criterion*  The message itself*  its

content*  is what counts*  The inconsistency of the contents of the

prophecy with the well known earlier commandments is the criterion
g

by which the false prophet may be identified. The criterion is

strictly limited in its usefulness to the case of a false prophet

contradicting the known commandments of God.

The criterion would be of no value In the case of a false

prophet making an utterance which in itself does not contradict a

Torah conanandraent*  as did for example the four hundred false pro­

phets wno advised Ahab to go to battle against Ramoth-giIead

(I Ki. 22.5-6). Hor would the criterion be of value in distinguish­

ing true from false prophet if the prophecy deals with a new matter

never before covered by God’s cornraandmonts. Furthermore*  the

criterion is wholly negative*  dealing only with the identification

of a false prophet in the above mentioned situation*  but it offers

no clue as to how a true prophet may bo positively identified. If a

men speaks to us in the name of God*  his utterance being either

compatible with previously given commandments or altogether new in

content*  hew are we to know whether he is giving us divine revelation*

or speaking "from his own mind”?

A companion passage in Oeuteronomy (18.18-22) offers two addi­

tional negative criteria for the validation of revelation

first part*  Moses is quoting a divine messagei

In the
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"I will raise them up a prophet from among their brethren, like

unto thee; and I wi 11 put My words in his mouth, and he shall

speak unto them all that I shall command him. And ft shall

come to pass, that whosoever wi 11 not hearken unto My words

which he shall speak in My name, I will require it of him*

But the prophet, that shall speak a word presumptuously in

My name, which I have not commanded him to speak, or that shall

speak in the name of other gods, that same prophet shall die**

Dt.18.18-20

In the second part, Moses himself raises the question of

validations

"And i f thou say in thy heart i *How sha11 we know the word

which the Lord hath not spoken?1

When a prophet speaketh in the name of the Lord, if the thing

follow not, nor come to pass, that is the thing which the Lord

hath not spoken; the prophet hath spoken it presumptuously,

thou shalt not be afraid of him*"  ibid*  v.21-22

The false prophet will be exposed by God Himself, "that same

prophet shall die"*  Moreover, Moses adds, the failure of fulfillment

"if the thing follow not" may be taken as evidence of false prophecy*

The criterion of "non-fulfiItment" (see also I Ki 22*26)  has

its positive counterpart in the criterion of "fulfiIlment"a

"The prophet that prophesieth of peach, when the word of the

prophet sha11 come to pass, then sha11 the prophet be known,

that the Lord hath truly sent him*"  jer, 28.9



Jeremiah stands out among the prophets by his special concern

with the problem of validating revelation*  We owe him at least

four more criteria*

Jeremiah considers the false prophet identified and disqualified

by his moral defectsi

"But in the prophets of Jerusalem X have seen a horrible things

They commit adultery*  and walk in lies*

And they strengthen the hands of evil-doers*

That none doth return from his wickedness)

They are all of them become unto Ate as Sodom*

And the inhabitants thereof as Gomorrah*

Therefore thus saith the Lord of hosts concerning the prophets*

Behold*  I will feed them with wormwood*

And meke them drink the water of gall)

For from the prophets of Jerusalem

Is ungodliness gone forth into all the land* ” Jer*  23. ill—15

Jer*  23*16-17  finds further proof of false prophecy In its

contradiction of fundamental Justice and retribution*  It is In­

conceivable that those who despise God would be rewarded with peace

and that "everyone that walketh in the stubbornness of his own

heart" should escape evil*  Prophets reassuring the evil-doer with

optimistic predictions must be false*

Jer*  2J.22 and 32 calls attention to the moral effect of the

revealed word upon the people*  The true prophet will "turn them

from their evil way". The false prophet "can not profit this

people at all* 11
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Most characteristic of Jeremiah is the criterion by which he

validates so movingly his own call to prophecy, the inner compul­

sion that allows no alternativec

“There is in my heart as it were a burning fire shut up in

my bones." Jer. 20.9 (cf Amos J.8)

These examples should convince us at least in regard to one

facti The Bible's keen awareness of the problem of validating

revelation. A number of criteria were formulated 1n the Bible.

We shall now briefly recapitulate them in the order in which

they were dealt with above and shall point out serious diffi­

culties with each of these criterias

I. The criterion of inconsistency, (Dt. 0.2-5)

We already mentioned that it was of no value in validating

prophecy of new content not dealt with in previously

given revelation. A more profound shortcoming of this

criterion is that previously given revelation itself

needs validation. Moreover, the criterion is rendered

altogether irrelevant if we accept the evolutionary prin­

ciple in law and morals which would not only Justify

deviation from previously revealed commandments but make

it a virtue. Inconsistency with a "primitive" standard

of the past would indeed be a mark of spiritual progress.

2. The criterion of fulfillment or non-fulfillment. (Dt. 18.18-22)

Fulfillment may be accidental*  Surely not everyone who

guesses right bears the mantle of prophecy. If, on the

other hand, we try to single out the false prophet by
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the criterion of non-fulfillment*  w© are in • number of

difficulties! We must make an assumption of inerrancy*

a mark of perfection*  But which human being is perfect?

Furthermore, we must then take the narrcw view of prophets

as soothsayers and foretel lers*  fthat if prophets refrain

from predictions? By what criterion are we to judge then?

Finally, assuming that prophets ere to make predictions,

non-fuIfiIIment need not reflect on the prophet if new

factors altered the situation on which the prediction

was based, such as the sudden repentance of the people

or its leaders*  — or the infinite mercy of God reversing

the judgment (the case of Jonah!)

The test of character* (Jer« 25*14*15)

God would not use unworthy*  morally inferior persons as

channels of revelation*  This criterion might invalidate

the prophetic pretensions of a "scoundrel**  but would not

validate revelations by good*  decent people*  Is every

person of good character to be accepted as prophet on his

own say-so? Besides*  who is to judge character?

4*  The criterion of compatibility between the prophetic

message and God's Justice* (Jer*  25*16-17)

Do we have a perfect understanding of God's justice?

(see Job!)

5*  The criterion of the moral effect — the pragmatic test

of prophecy. (Jer. 25*22  & 32> Ezek. 15*4,  9*16)

Improvements in the people's condition may be accidental



the criterion of non-fulfillment*  we are in a number of

difficulties! Vie must make on assumption of inerrancy*

a mark of perfection*  But which human being is perfect?

Furthermore*  we must then take the narrow view of prophets

as soothsayers and foretellers*  What if prophets refrain

from predictions? By what criterion are we to Judge them?

Finally*  assuming that prophets are to make predictions*

non-fulfiIIment need not reflect on the prophet if new

factors altered the situation on which the prediction

was based*  such as the sudden repentance of the people

or its leaders*  —- or the infinite mercy of God reversing

the Judgment (the case of Jonah!)

3*  The test of character* (Jer*  23*l4~l5)

God would not use unworthy*  morally inferior persons as

channels of revelation*  This criterion might invalidate

the prophetic pretensions of a ’’scoundrel”* but would not

validate revelations by good*  decent people*  Is every

person of good character to be accepted as prophet on his

own say-so? Besides*  who is to Judge character?

Il*  The criterion of compatibility between the prophetic

message and God’s Justice* (Jer*  23*16-17)

Do we have a perfect understanding of God’s Justice?

(see Job!)

5*  The criterion of the moral effect — the pragmatic test

of prophecy*  (Jer*  23*22  4 J2> Ezek*  I3*2|,  9-16)

Improvements in the people’s condition may be accidental



or coincident®!t due to factors other than the prophecy*

Moreover, is every person*  who has a "wholesome” influence

on others, a prophet?

6*  The criterion of the inner compulsion*  (Jer*  20.9)

Is the ardor of the self»deiuded pretender any less

passionate than that of the genuine prophet?

Turning now*.'th  this '“introductory glance"*  to medieval Jewish

thought*  we confine ourselves to but one questions What major

departure from the Biblical approach do we find in it with reference

to the validation of revelation?

The Biblets characteristic criterion* by which revelation is

validated, is that of consistency with previously revealed “Torah* *

The prophetic “burden" is always to recall the people to a standard

from which they had fallen*  a standard which had been revealed to

them long before as “His commandments’*• No prophet after Moses

considered himself a cut tic or ethical innovator*  Each spoke in

confirmation of earlier revelations*

“It hath been told thee*  0 man*  what is good*

And what the Lord doth require of thee*** “

The previously given Sinai tic revelation (whether that meant only

certain codes or the whole Torah of Moses) was believed to be

absolutely assured revelation*  It never occurred to any Biblical

thinker to seek fresh validation for the event at Sinai*  It was

an indisputable fact*  The only thing in question was whether any

new prophecy was inspired by the sene divine Source which spoke
ioout at Sinai*  Revelation as such was taken for granted*
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In medieval Jewish phi losophy, on the other hand, the very

principle of revelation is, for the first time, laid open to

question, nThe essential problem of Jewish theology consisted,

• ••at that time, in proving the possibility of prophecy.*

A broad summary view of medieval Jewish philosophy would

reveal two major lines of thought on the problem of validating

revelations

!.• The substantial consistency of revelation with reason*

Some of our medieval philosophers * the rationalists - though

themselves firmly rooted in the ground of faith, felt constrained

to strengthen belief in revelation by demonstrating its harmony

with reason*

The philosopher may begin to argue for the validation of

reason as a source of knowledge, seeking for it a modest second

place next to revelation, but soon enough it becomes clear that it

is the validation of revelation that really concerns him most*

Saadia is a particularly instructive example*  Revelation, he

assures us to begin with, is a more dependable guide to religious

truth than our own rational speculation*  Reason may or may not

find the way, but until it does, the seeker is without the benefit

of the truths of religion. Speculation, however, remains valuable

for the purpose of confirming the truth of revelation and as the

means by which to refute the unbeliever*  Xf reason now holds

second place to revelation, it is only because we generally do

not fully develop our rational potential*  For, if we employed our

rational faculties to the fullest and engaged in diligent research. 



rational inquiry would produce for us in every case the complete
/4

truth tallying with thet of prophecy*  In other words*  reason is

not inherently inferior to revelation*

This leads Saadia to the crucial questions "If we may gain

ail necessary truth by means of rational speculation, what do we

need revelation fort With this question Saadia's main concern

becomes the validation of revelation*  His answer is that revela**

tion has the advantage of being a shortcut to truth and certainty*

God saves us, by means of revelation, from the perils of error and

doubt*

The important conclusion is that there are two valid sources

of knowledge, revealed faith end rational speculation, which, if

correctly understood, do not contradict one another< f?Mow any

interpretation that agrees with reeson io the truth, while all that
16

contradicts reason is fallacious." This moans in effect that

revelation may be validated by the standards of rational inquiry*

While Saadia rationalized only the results of revelation,

leaving the mystery of the revelatory event itself untouched,

Maimonides went further by rationalizing the phenomenon of re-
17

velation itself*  His aim was to lift the subject of revelation

out of the realm of the altogether incomprehensible mystery and

"explain" ft fn every possible detail# He still recognizes the

metaphysical element in it/ revelation remains an act of God, but

the metaphysical side of revelation is not unrelated to psychic

realities, moral end intellectual qualities within the prophet*6
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own personality*  These may be developed by training*

The Biblical criterion of the "character-test*  which, as we have

shown, (p, 9, II), was used only in the negative sense by Jeremiah —

bad men cannot be prophets — is now turned positively by Maimonidest

men of Intellectual and moral perfection would In all probability rise

to the level of prophecy*  The argument in Book II, chapter 32, of
io .. .

Moreh Nevuchim may be summarized as follows; There are three views

on prophecyt the common popuIar opinion by which God might send any

man as prophet regardless of his qualities; the philosophic opinion

which attributes prophecy to a certain perfection in the nature of

man (potentially given to all, but actually realized only by the

special training and effort of a few); and finally there is the

Jewish view which expects perfection of the prophet with the possi*

bility that God, for his own mysterious reason, may still not choose

every man qua lifted by such perfection. The prophet, we might say,

is a philosopher plus the grace of God, The normal thing would be

for such a man to receive revelation. His failure to receive it is

the irregularity, due to the divine suspension of law, something

like a negative miracle,

Saadia and Maimonides supplement one another in rationalizing

the concept of revelation, Saadia rationalized its contents to the

point of claiming the identity of the truths of revelation with those

of rational speculation, Maimonides rationalized the phenomenon of

revelatory experience itself to the utmost, finding rational "explana­

tions*  for all its aspects*
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2*  The second major line of thought that can be traced through

medieval Jewish philosophy with reference to the validation of reve­

lation is the historical argument*  We referred to it earlier (p, 5)

as "the uniqueness of the revelation at Sinai***  validated by the

witness of the entire people*  The philosophers of the rationalist

school could not refrain from citing the historical proof of revela­

tion*  but characteristical Iy chose not to lean on it too much. Saadia

mentions in one breath the theophany at Sinai*  the miracles of the

ten plagues*  the crossing of the Red Sea and Manna*  whose truth is

confirmed by the eyewitness of ’’the masses of Israel who are in
2.3agreement on this matter •

Maimonides takes great pains to explain the theophany at Sinai*

reducing its anthropomorphic features to the minimum the voice of

God*  that is*  a specially created voice*  is heard by the people. But

they heard only a voice*  not its articulation in speech*  and whatever

they heerd*  it was not all of the ten commandments*  only the first and

the second*  In the end*  Maimonides concedes that the true reality
2j*

of the revelation at Sinai remains a mystery*  an incomparable event*

For the anti-rationalist philosophers*  notably Judah Halevi*

the historical argument was the supreme and incontrovertible validation

of revelation. From their point of view*  it was the height of absurdity

to assume that a report*  contrary to the facts*  could have gained

currency among a people who themselves experienced the event*  saw it

with their own eyes and heard it with their own ears. Other criteria

for the truth of revelation might be debatable*  but not this one*.

Thus Sinai remained the immovable rock of faith in revelation*  the



ultimate shelter against every storm of skepticism from the Biblical

®ge through medieval tiraesi

nOut of heaven He made thee to hear His voice*

that He might instruct theej" Deut*  2|»36

'Qa! yLp A/ * revelation validated by so many

witnesses*  remained the common theological ground which integrated

the many currents of Biblical and medieval Judaism into a single

spiritual universe —. until the modern age*
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I• MOSES MENDELSSOHN

(1729 * »786)

Moses Mendelssohn, son of the Ghetto end adopted son of Enlighten­

ment, devotee of orthodox practice end champion of intellectual free­

dom, was a unique combination of contrasts*  Thought-patterns, as

unlike as the wolf and the iamb and as different as the leopard from

the kid, somehow peaceably dwelt together In his mind.

It is paradoxical that one who himself suffered abuse and degrada­

tion in the foul air of the Ghetto and saw so much evidence of human

stupidity and irrational hate, nevertheless made the universal

reasonableness of man the supreme article of his faithi

"Dy far the greatest number of peoples, the wildest and most

primitive not excepted, as soon as they have somewhat become

acquainted with the life of society, form concepts and moral

convictions regarding the truths of natural Religion which are
1essential to human happiness."

Another paradox was Mendelssohn’s adherence to orthodoxy while

at the same time declaring Judaism devoid of all religious beliefs.

"Judaism", he said, "knows of no revealed Religion and has no doctrines

redemptive truths, and general teachings of Reason."

The explanation for Mendelssohn’s paradoxical position lies in

two unrelated and unreconciled concepts of revelation. Fundamental

in his theological framework was the conviction that there was no

need for specific prophecies and revelations. All the truth required

for human happiness and fulfillment ("Gluckseeligkeit") is available

to man through the employment of his reason. God does not need to
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speek or write to us; He instructs humanity through Hi*  work*  of

creation and their inner (relationships which are intelligible to
3every ffltn. Man has been fully equipped for the discovery of the

eternal verities*  The various problems experienced in life prompt

nan to think about his condition and such thoughts naturally lead

him into difficulties*  The only solution for these difficulties is

faith in a higher benevolent power*  providence*  future reward and

immortality of the soul*  Thus*  without revelation*  natural religion

Develops*

Revelation is also unnecessary for the redemption of man from

sin*  Mendelssohn follows the straight line of eudaemonism by arguing

that the discomfort and misery we bring upon ourselves by transgression

tends to lead us back to the path of moral goodness*  We are attracted

to morality by the greater happiness it bestows upon us*

Finally*.  revelation of religious truth would be unfair*  Every

religion has so far reached only a minority of mankind*  If any of

them really possessed divine revelation*  is it conceivable that God

would want the majority of His creature*  to live without such saving

truths? God could not be partial*  Therefore*  the truths of religion

must be equally available to alt human being*  in every place end at every

tirne* 5^

Yet*  there is one exceptions the revelation at Mt*  Sinai*  This

is not a matter of theology*  according to Mendelssohn*  but plain his­

toric fact*  The exodus from Egypt*  the leadership of Moses*  the

appearance of the divine Majesty to proclaim His law at a certain
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6place*  events confirmed by the eyewitness of many thousands.

To what purpose would God stage this unique revelation*  and

why only for the people of Israel?

Mendelssohn expounds his views on the Sinaitic revelation —

the only revelation to which he would give credence — in his

nJerusalem*  which appeared three years before his death. Sinai

revealed to Israel not o single belief or dogma*  only specific rules
* *7of conduct end regulations of cult and ritual. The voice heard on

Sinai did not reveal a word about God end His attributes*  for

*This belongs to the universal religion of mankind*  not Judaisms

the universal religion of mankind*  without which men would not

attain to virtue nor achieve happiness*  was not to be revealed

here....Only laws were to be revealed^ commandments and ordi*

nances*  not the eternal verities of religion.

Of course*  tho Torah received by vs through Moses includes*

besides law and regulation of conduct*  an inexhaustible wealth of

rations! truths and religious doctrines. But these had been made

known long beforehand to Israel together with the rest of mankind.

Upon these eternal verities the Sinaitic revelation grafted all of

its laws and regulations so that in observing them we might be

reminded and stimulated to think about the underlying universe!

truths.

But why should Israel and no other people receive this pedogogic

device of a revealed legislation?

Providence chose the people of Israel*  as an act of specie!

grace*  The ceremonial law was given to Israel to make of it a nation
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which would preserve faith in God in its purity*  Other peoples

originally had the same faith but because of tneir symbols and images

it was corrupted and distorted into idolatry/0 Elsewhere*  Mendelssohn

elaborates the point that the Israelites were given this special

revelation not because they needed it as human beings for their

happiness*  but because God*s  wise purpose required it to show special

favor to this particular people*  Having received it*  Israel ’’must
U

not depart from it a single step”* He again stresses the value of

the ceremonial law revealed to Israel in a latter to Herz Homburg*

It is necessary*  he explains*  as a bond of unity for Israel "as long

as polytheism*  anrhropomorphisra and religious usurpation rule the
itglobe 4

"As long as these spiritual plagues are united against reason*

genuine theIsts must likewise maintain a sort of connection among

themselves*  And what kind of connection? If it consisted of

a doctrine or creed — dogma would soon put reason in chains*
13

Therefore*  practices*  i.e. ceremonies.

We may now raise the questions with which this thesis is pri­

marily concerned! Did Mendelssohn have a concept of revelation?

How di d he ya I i date i 17 .

/Aendelssohn’s denial of revelation was not absolute*  He denied

specific verbal or documentary revelation in history (with the sole

exception of the event at Sinai)*  but still believed in a sort

universal revelation in the sense of a discovery of eternal truths

by mankind with the aid of God* God enables man to discover the

truths out of which he may construct his religion of reason*
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Mendelssohn sees revelation ‘'pre-set*  In the mind of man as a

potentiality bestowed upon man at his creation. It requires only

"an awakening" in order to realize itself in the consciousness of

rational mankind. All men possess the God-given sensitivity to the

order visible in the work of creation itself. Instead of conveying

messages or documents of revelation to man,

"God awakens the spirit created by Him (in man) and gives him

the opportunity for introspection as well as observation of

the interrelationship of all things to be thus convinced of
/4*the truths man is destined to recognize.

This whole concept is founded on another article of Mendelssohn's

faithi the perfect correspondence of the human mind with the mind of

God. He emphatically rejects any doubt whatever one might cast upon

reason's capacity of gaining accurate knowledge of Justice and

Goodness in the eyes of God. Justice and Goodness mean to God exactly
what they mean to man./5^

Unaffected by the philosophic criticism of his contemporary^

Immanuel Kant*  Mendelssohn clung dogmatically to his faith in the

perfection of human reason and its "awakening" by God. Mendelssohn

apparently postulated this "universal revelation" in view of the

existence of humanity's universal religion of reason*  He was ob­

viously not aware of the fact that this "religion of reason" existed

only in the deistic dogma of the Enlightenment. It was one of the

assumptions of the age. We are told (but given no evidence whatever)

that the earliest*  primitive human beings reasoned out for themselves

the elements of natural religion with ail of Mendelssohn's favorite

doctrines of a higher*  all-benevolent Power*  providence*  future
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reward and immortality of soul*

The particular revelation*  which Mendelssohn affirms for

Israel at Mt*  Sinai*  connot be derived from ar harmonized with his

concept of universal revelation*  He accepts the Sinaitic theophany

on historical grounds*  The event is vouched for by the testimony of

a whole people*  They cannot all be liars —- precisely the argument

of Judah Ha Ievi•

Mendelssohn never integrated the two concepts of revelation

which he maintained side by side*  Both leave many questions un­

answered. We have no explanation why mankind's reason*  good enough

to discover the eternal verities ("ewige Vernunftwahrheiten”)*  could

not prevent their corruption into idolatry*  at a later date*  The

special grace of Israel's unique experience of revelation*  on the

other hand*  seems unjustified in the light of a Universal God who*

Mendelssohn insisted*  showed no partiality*

A reconciliation between Mendelssohn's two concepts of revela­

tion appears impossible*  Whatever eight validate one*  invalidates

the other*  The surprising fact that Mendelssohn's theological

serenity was not disturbed by it is probably due to the rare balance

he maintained between intellectual satisfaction in the Enlightenment

and emotional satisfaction in Jewish ritual observance*

Mendelssohn did not hove a single significant theological

follower*  Indeed*  the common element of all Jewish thinkers of the

19th and 20th century*  to be treated in this thesis*  is the over­

whelming rejection of Mendelssohn's definition of Judaism as revealed

legislation*



In his eagerness to stress the universality of all religious

truth, which was Indeed an effective argument against maintaining

a privileged state-church, Mendelssohn had turned Judaism into a

theological corpse*  Unintentionally, he had delivered intellectual

ammunition to the detractors of Judaism. Immanuel Kant in I7BJ

wrote Mendelssohn a warmly approving letter with reference to his
17

"Jerusalem", but this did not stop him ten years later from treating

Judaism with contempt 1n "Die Religion Innerhalbder Grenzen der-

biossen Vernunft”. In Kant's judgment, Judaism was merely a statutory

legislation founded on a political constitution whose moral values

do not belong to Judaism which

"really is not even a religion but an association of a
/ 8mass of people, a tribal community*.*."

In addition to spiritual sterility and lack of ethical originality,

Kant attributed to Judaism a spirit of exclusiveness (the idea of

election) and a legislation whose externaI ism carried no moral
conviction.*  Mendelssohn's own version of the faith as "revealed

legislation" could not but confirm some of Kant's prejudiced Im-
10

pressions of Judaism even as it hastened the flight of young Jews

from the faith of their fathers
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2. SALOMON FORMSTECHER

(1808 - 188?)

The mere titles of the most important three works on Judaism

which appeared in the immediate post-Atendelssohnian era Indicate

the total rejection of the thesis that Judaism was merely revealed

legislation*  not revealed religion*  Salomon tudwig Steinheim's

lifetime work*  "Die Offenbarung nach dem Lehrbegriff der Synagoge"*

whose first volume appeared in 1835*  toeused on the concept of

revelation and on revealed beliefs as the essence of Judaism;

Salomon Formstecher's "Die Religion des Geistes" (I8l*l)  and

Samuel Hirsch's "Die Re I igionsphi losophie der Jaden" (|81|2)*  both

treated Judaism as a system of beliefs or rather as beliefs in the

process of unfolding*  and entirely dismissed as irrelevant the

legislative aspects of Judaism*

Though Steinheim’s book, chronologically appeared first*  we

shall consider him last not only because his subsequent volumes

appeared much later*  but also because he took issue with Formstecher

and Hirsch as much as with Mendelssohn*

Salomon Formstecher*  "the first modern to attempt a history

of the Jewish religion"*  chose the philosophy of Schelling as

pattern for his analysis of Judaism*  God "the World-soul" is the

Source of two realities*  Nature and Spirit*  What God is in re­

lationship to the whole world*  man • on a smelter scale * is in

relationship to eartha bearer of its consciousness*  endowed with

the attribute of freedom. Any definition of God would be inap­

propriate, indeed it would be a relapse into anthropomorphism*
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Yet this much*  at least*  we are logically compelled to assumet

"God cannot lack consciousness for otherwise He would stand lower

than man"*

The tension between Nature and Spirit provides the underlying

meaning of history*  Aten's predestined role is to become the agent

in the ultimate harmonization of Nature and Spirit within himself*

To bring both to a fusion of their Identity*  so that neither be
submerged*  1s the ultimate Ideal*' 5'

The ideal appropriate to Nature is the beautiful*  The ideal

appropriate to Spirit is the good*  The objects of nature are

morally indifferent*  Therefore*  the creation of "goodness" is
6

not in the realm of nature but that of the spirit — through

revelation*

Revelation is*  "anthropomorphical Iy speaking the knowledge
7 v

of the good*  deposited by God In the mind of man"*  We >shalt now

follow closely Formstecher's presentation of this concept of

revelation*

Why the qualification "anthropomorphically speaking" ("1m

anthropmorphistischen Ausdrucke")?

Formstecher immediately suggests that wo should not think of

revelation as an "action" similar to that of a man*  revealing

something to another man*  God does not turn his attention upon

a particular person with a message framed for that particular

moment In history*

There are two parts to Revelation*  First*  God's part which

took place in the immeasurable past and was completed with the



"Creation of the good as a position of original Being**  This <s

brought out in the definitions past tanset "communication****

deposited by God"*  This deposit of the good is f Ini shed > it cannot

be improved upon*  No additions have been made to the original

"deposit"*  There is no "development*  of revelation from God's

side*  The second part of revelation is the subjective recogni­

tion of revelation's objective contents ("the deposit made by God")

which may become progressively better*  In other words*  what God

deposited remains unchanged and unchangeable*  The only thing that
o .

changes is man's knowledge and appreciation of it*

The essential point of this definition is that the active God

who does something to communicatesomethlng to man has been "frozen".

God only once*  in the very act of creation*  injected the "good"*

This "good" has been waiting ever since to be fully discovered by

man* • „

How does. reason differs from revelation? Reason is an instru­

ment without content*  It can evaluate the good which has been

taken note of*  but It cannot create it*  Revelation supplies the

content which reason then may grasp*  Reason Is merely man's

instrument for discovery*

Now*  Formstecher introduces a new set of terms to bring out

precisely the distinction between the deposit of the good (i*e*

the contents of revelation) and man's actual comprehension of ft*

"Prehistoric revelation" is the divine*  objective deposit of

the "good" made by God at the time of Creation*  However, its

discovery end comprehension are accomplished by the spirit which*
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as consciousness of the earth, must have self-knowledge. This fs
io

something subjective, something relative to man’s capacity*  Since

it takes place in time, it is called "historic revelation* *

The gradual improvement of our subJective comprehension of

the objective data of revelation makes it Impossible to fix with

mathematical accuracy the moment of historical revelation* 11

The moment of revelation may be defined as the moment of

man’s awakening to consciousness in which his spirit recognizes
iz.

its task as one revealed by GOd«

This historic revelation advances relative to man’s outlook
/3

and experience*  Its perfection would be the absolutely true

historic revelation*

Thus there are three kinds of revelation) (l) The prehistoric,

a one-time occurrence, the objectively given content of Spirit*

(2) The historic-relative, which is the partial discovery of the

contents of the prehistorically given revelation, growing with

man’s capacity and relative to the historical situation*  (?) The

historic absolute, which is the future perfection of man’s compre­

hension of the contents of prehistoric revelation as man’s capacities

are perfected*

How does man increase his capacity for revelation? “As nan’s

spirit comes to know nature by observation, so may he achieve

knowledge of revelation by contemplation of it, by introspection

(*Selbstbeschann<ng M) for revelation resides in the spirit*  The

moment when one gains awareness of this spiritual creation is the
IS

moment in which historical revelation begins**  "Historic revelation



will end when the human spirit 'has Raised itself up*  to recog­
nition of prehistoric revelation.”/^

At this point. Formstecher has accomplished a near-reversal

of the concept of revelations not God reveals to man. but man. by

introspection, draws out revelation from within himself.

What is a prophet? And how does Moses differ from all other

prophets? The prophet, convinced that the truth he sees is not

the result of his own reflection, forgets his individuality in the

moment of prophecy. His mouth is now the mouth of God and his

ego is identified by him with divinity speaking.1

The uniqueness of Moses was not in his prophetic power but
/ o

in his ability to create an independent theocracy.

Pagans also have prophecy. They, like the prophets of Israel*

recognize their message as inspiration from an external source.

The only difference is the source from which they both draw.

Though both assume that the content of the Ideal is an utterance

of the deity, the pagan prophets speak out as servants of Nature.

The prophets of Israel draw their uplifting orations only out of

the spirit.

Why did prophecy cease? Formstecher's answer is that the

sophistication of rational speculations put an end to prophecyi

”The Source of true prophecy ceases the moment the ecstatic feeling
2.0

is replaced by the reflection of reason”. The prophet turns

philosopher when he no longer considers his religious outlook as

God's gift of grace, but recognizes it as the creation of his own
ai

mind, validating it not by divine utterance but his own reason.
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As for Sinai*  Formstechor has not a word of explanation of

the theophany. The significance of Sinai*  according to Formstecher,

is the establishment of the covenant between God and Israel — not
2.2.

revelation. noses stands out as national leader and statesman*

founder of Israel’s theocracy*  rather than the greatest of all

prophets. God does not reveal from the cutside anything essential

to man’s bliss as though it were a secret which man could not have

found by his own inherent divine powers.

Formstecher*  for alt intents and purposes*  makes revelation a

euphemism for man’s own discovery of the ethical ideal*  There is

no room*  in his system*  for divine acts of revelation in time and

place. All that man would ever be capable of discovering has been

"deposited" into the human mind by God in the form of "prehistoric

revelation" at the time of creation.

Now*  how can "prehistoric revelation" be validated? Historical

evidence for prehistoric events is*  ipso facto, ruled out. This

leaves only arguments on grounds of logic*  whose soundness we shall

now examine.

Assuming that a "prehistoric revel at ion"/ given in absolute

completeness to all .■mankind*  it would logically lead us to three

assumptions)

I. An equality of "prophetic" potential in all men i.e. no

uniqueness of Biblical prophecy.

2. Universality of the contents of "revelation".

J. No need for additional roveiations in post or future since

all was given by God in the original "prehistoric revels-

tion"to which God adds nothing. Only*  man discovers it
■2.*+more and more In time end place.



Formsteoher indeed argues for these three assumptions*

Prophecy is not a uniquely Jewish phenomenon*  There is no

difference between Jewish and pagan prophets in their form of

expression cr in their "attribution of the Ideal to Divinity***

The only difference is in the source on which Jewish and pagan

prophets crew, fchile the prophets of Israel "as servants of the

Spirit drew their elevating orations only from the Spirit*  the

latter as servants of Nature looked only to Nature for

their divinations"*̂

Lui*  why there should be this difference is not explained*

Why did Jewish prophets consistently draw on Spirit and pagans on

Nature*  if all men have access to the same prehistoric revelation

by God at ihe Hue of creation?

The contents of revelation are universal knowledge*

Aside from prophecy and long before its Biblical occurrence*

mankind gained knowledge of the divine wills Judaism itself teaches
26

that its revelation is as old as mankind*  "Judaism credits mankind
27

with full recognition; of the divine will even before Moses" and

"the legislation at Sinai does not contain a single doctrine which
18

had not been earlier known and observed by at least some*

One should expect such universality in the light of Formstecher’s

claim of a prehistoric revelation granted to all mankind*  but one

searches in vain for the evidence*  The doctrines of the Sinaitic

legislation era not specified*  nor does Formatecher demonstrate*

with reference to any of them*  how and wiwrs tnay were known to

others before Sinai*  The overpowering impression of the moral and

spiritual life of mankind is its diversity not uniformity*  Ths
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diversify goes beyond Formstecher's basic and very general

dichotomoy between pagan prophets drawing revelation from Nature

and Jewish prophets drawing it from the Spirit*

The undeniable fact of contradiction between the innumerable

prophets, codes of ethics and religious systems*  which are all

supposedly "discovering" the identical "prehistoric revelation"*

is explained by Formstecher's very vague statement of men moving

each at a different pace of understanding according to their

unequal "conditions"*  Unequal in whatf

The denial of specific revelation in time and place is Form­

at echer’s most characteristic concession to rationalism*  By

transposing revelation to "prehistory" Formstecher escaped the

scandal of "specificity" and "particularity"*

Formstecher's universalism*  with its tendency of a pantheistic
30

immanence*  conceives of revelation as something imbedded in man

from the time of creation*  What is imbedded in al I men can only

be of a general nature*  The contents of revelation*  therefore*

can not be specific*  nor be addressed to a particular people*

We should then expect revelation to consist of general principles

for all mankind at all times*  Yet*  this expectation*  based on

Formstecher's view of revelation*  is not born out by the utterances

of our prophets*  These are throughout detailed references to

historical situations*  particular peoples and particular codes*

None of the prophets spoke in generalitiesj they did not pronounce

principles but dealt with specific issues from which we may*,  to

be sure*  derive principles but these were not stated by the prophets

themselves at the time of prophecy*



Now, as to Formstecher’s claim of a universal •prehistoric

revelation", it taxes our credulity quite as much as the idea of a

specific revelation addressed by God to particular people in time

and place*  What was "prehistorically" given remains after all in

the realm of metaphysics*  Finally, and this is the most vulnerable

point in Formstecher’s concept, what criterion do we have for

identifying anything given "prehistorical Iy"T How can anything

"discovered" by man be attributed to that "prehistoric revelation"!

How can we distinguish between a man’s discovery of his own wishful

thinking end the divine will!

Formstecher’s view of "prehistoric revelation" being pro­

gressively "discovered" by man comes close to a humanistic trans­

formation of divine revelation into a product of the human mind*

The divine initiative is eliminated*  There are no revelatory

acts of God 1n history*  There is only a growing awareness of the

human mind of —- whatt Formstecher claims it is an awareness of

the "prehistoric revelation" — but how do we know! The most

glaring shortcoming in this concept of revelation is the total 

absence of criteria which would make validation possible*
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J. SAMUEL HIRSCH

(1815 - 1889)

Significant both as thinker and pioneer of the Reform movement

was Samuel Hirsch. He not only took part in the Rabbinical Con­

ferences of the 1840s in Germany*  but moved to America in 1866

where*  as Rabbi of Keneseth Israel congregation in Philadelphia*

he was recognized as an outstanding leader of the Reform movement*
Phi Upson calls him “the philosopher of the movement”/ His

reputation as thinker is based on his major philosophic work

"Die Religionsphflosophie der Jaden" which appeared in 1842*  one

year after Forir.stec’ier’s "Die Religion des Geistes" and two years

before the historic Brunswick Conference*

His philosophic foundations are those of German philosophic

idealism whose representatives*  despite ail differences, are alike

in so far as they see the pivot of reality in the mind of man*

in man's consciousness or in thought itself*  Hirsch accepts

Hegelianism as his philosophic framework to which we shall refer

no more than is necessary for our presentation of Hirsch's concept

of revelation*

His object is "to treat the whole content of the religious

consciousness philosophically". Hirsch follows Hegel’s view of

reality under the aspect of the Absolute Spirit to which all life

ascends in ever greater consciousness of self*  Man's distinction

from nature*  that which truly marks him off as man*  is his

capacity of gaining self-consciousness*  his ability to say "IH«

In the recognition of the NIM as against the whole world outside*

man gains his freedom*  indeed his humanity*  Man fulfills himself

when he shapes the material of nature according to the decisions
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of his free will® Th® religious life is nothing else but the
realization of my *1«  fn if® eternal freedom#^ The author and very

principle of selfwdetermining freedom, is God*  God enabled man to

lift himself up to divine freedom and# by realizing his freedom#

to live# so to speak# "a portion of God's own life1’* Thus# "man's

will and the will of God become utterly one and the same# iAan

may thus live in true union with God# with himself and with all of

nature held subject under his control* M

Man's moral struggle consists tn finding a worthy purpose

for the empty freedom gained at the birth of his self •■consciousness#

If he surrenders his freedom to Nature about and within himself#

he absolutizes Nature the basis of paganism# On the other hand#

if man transcends his empty freedom# giving it. content by choices

which subordinate Nature to his freedom# .he fulfills his destiny

the mors ha makes his will identical with the will of God# This

has been the path of Judaism#

The revelation to Israel must be understood in relationship

to the conquest of Nature and the questfor moral freedom# Miracles

and prophecy are both aspects of God's revelation to Israel at

various stages of development# An evolutionary purpose is enacted

in history# Its goal is the achievement of full moral freedom ■

and identification with the will of God# With this goal of history

in mind# Hirsch can now validate miracles# the theophany at Sinai#

the phenomenon of prophecy*  In each case the validation takes the

form of a historical need or purpose

Miracles# for example# had the function of demonstrating God's 

being served*
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power over nature and of encouraging man's emancipation from the

supremacy of nature*  By suspending the natural laws at certain

times, and with special effect at times of great national need*

God proved to the people

"that nature was not sovereign, hut obedient to a higher

Master and that therefore man need not be in nature's

bondage, but was free and should preserve his freedom*. ,o

The ten plagues are validated in Hirsch's view by the specific

purpose tney served of

"compelling the Egyptians to recognize the true God while

elevating Him in the eyes of the Israelites as Master
. 11over all, over all nations and all of nature".

The miracle at the Red Sea is vouched for by the purpose it

served in

"making God appear as the savior in supreme danger, thus
IZ

reassuring man that no peril need rob him of his freedom*

The miracles in connection with Joshua are credited by Hirsch

in so far as he can see a special reason for themi to establish
13the authority of Joshua as successor to Moses*

The same method of validation is applied to prophecy*  It

is part of God's wider plan*  Hirsch has some sharp words for the

skepticism of the shallow rationalist who "measures a phenomenon

in terms of his own limitations*  What he cannot understand becomes

unthinkable*"  Hirsch affirms prophecy because he can see a historic

need for it*  Though God had equipped man fully to find for himself 

all the truths required for his salvation, men, by their own 



volition*  fell into sin, did not seek those truths and latef*

unuble to find them. Therefore*

"God*  from the very beginning*  decided on prophecy alongside

with miracles ♦

The most effective way of guiding mankind in overcoming sin

by means of prophecy was to use a whole people for demonstration

purposes*  The election of Israel was therefore part of God’s

plan*  Israel was to receive the prophetic truth first*  and

organize their life in response to it*  Then*  mankind was to do

likewise*

The theophany at Sinai fits into this higher pedagogical

scheme*  Miracles end prophocy were insufficient. The words of the

prophets might be questioned by the people*  Even their inter­

pretation of divine miracles might meet with skepticism*  Therefore

God revealed himself at Sinai and spoke directly to the people to

give indisputable confirmation to prophetic teachings*

"ConsequentIy*  God appeared at Sinai in order to render im­

possible any doubt as to the principles enunciated by the

prophets* ”

At Sinai the essence of all religion became manifest in the

first two words J>/3‘ 'J>y/C

"these words mean nothing else but God is master over nature

and man should consider himself independent of it and free***.

these two words contain the whole content of religion***  a call

:»r.,;j meant for ail mankind! God*  not nature*  is master> man should

resemble God end not live as sieve of nature***
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Moses was unique among th*  prophets. HI*  uniqueness is

likewise explained in terms of a particular function. Hi*  task

was to teach the whole of religion. Thus, Moses spoke not only

to his but to all times, while all other prophets apoke to their

own age only and limited themselves to specific matters.

Having validated revelation by the purpose it served in

history, Hirsch can now easily explain the cessation of prophecy*

When Israel learned it*  lesson, the "purpose” of prophecy was

fulfilled. Thus, prophecy ceased. The prophetic voice fell silent

"when no more explanation was required and the people were

forever convinced that all pagan deities were of nought,

that only the true God of heaven and earth should be revered,

that man, made in God’s Image, wss to rule and not serve

nature and that the preservation of these truths was Jacob**

mission, his one and eternal heritage.” ‘2'°

The perfect ease with which Hirsch proceeds to validate

revelation, including the theophany at Sinai with all of it*

attending miracles, must be understood in the light of a great

faith underpinning his entire system. All miracles and prophecies

are mere incidents in the greatest of all miracles*  a divine plan

unfolding in history. The major act of faith in Hirsch**  system

1*  belief in such a plan.

It is typical of his approach to inquire not into th*  ob­

jective, reality <**  possibility of miracles and prophecies, but into

their purpose within the larger plan of God in history. For Hirsch,



"validation” of a revelation Is not verification of its actual

occurrence but rather finding a purpose or a function for It in

history. If such can be found, Hirsch does not question its

occurrence In fact. For example, the important question for Hirsch

fs not how it was possible for humans to hear the voice of God at

Sinai, but rather what purpose God might have had speaking there

directly to the people.

Holding to the basic premise that history is meaningful in

its totality, Hirsch quite easily finds a purpose for each his­

torical event by itself. He can read much meaning out of history

after reading so much into ft.

But, what of those who do not share his faith in a divine

plan unfolding in history? V!friat is Hirsch*s  argument for those

who cannot accept his premise of history as a logical movement

towards a divinely fixed goal? How does Hirsch validate this

premise? Not at all. It is an axiomatic faith with Hirsch —*

the very ground of all reality.

Those who reject the premise of an over-all purpose in

history, or Hirsch*s  interpretation of that purpose, will find

his validation of revelation irrelevant. But even those who

accept the premise of the divine plan in history will ask, why

was revelation needed to achieve that plan, was there no other

way? Besides, how do we know there was any sort of revelation

at all? Hfrsch*s  answer to the first question may or may not

please them. As for the second question, he offers no answer

at all
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Salomon Ludwig Steinheim

(1789 * 1866)

A man of abundant and varied talents, whose significance in the

history of Jewish thought has only recently been recognized, was Salomon

Ludwig Steinheim (1789-1866). He was able to combine the interests and

activities of a natural scientist, poet, composer, novelist, art-historian

and champion of emancipation. He was a successful physician, a man of

considerable social position whose friendship extended into highly placed

Christian circles and, most notably, he was ’’the first Jewish theologian
I

of the modern age.” He took a position beyond Reform and Orthodoxy, for

which he received little appreciation from either camp. Men quite unlike

in temperament and outlook, such as Zunz and Gabriel Riesser, were his

friendsj antagonists such as A. Geiger and Z. Frankel, first welcomed him
Z

as associate and contributor to their Journals, and then turned against hie.

Though Steinheim was the author of some 80 books and articles on

theology and philosophy, in addition to some 70 medical articles and sev­

eral volumes of poetry, he was shortly after his death as good as forgot­

ten. In the opinion of Schoeps, who has done much for the recognition of
3

Steinheim, he was either 20 years too late or 100 years too soon. Jewish

interest was already turning away from theology to the historism of

**Judische Wissenschaft* M The Jewish theological re-awakening was not to

come again until the 20th century.

Curiously, Steinheim's theological career «*4  foreshadowing Rosenzweig^

return to Judaism — began with the intention of apostasy. It motivated a
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serious study of Judaism*  leading to a firm attachment to the faith of his

birth.

Steinheim remained Jewish*  but he did pass through a philosophic

“conversion.” To begin with*  he too had been a follower of the ration**

alist school. In his search for criteria for the validation of Revela­

tion, a study of Kant and Fichte stimulated an intellectual fermentation*

His first theological articles*  criticizing the method of reconciling or

identifying religion with prevailing philosophies*  still appeared in

Protestant Journals. The publication of the first volume of his major

work*  “Die Offenbarung nach dem Lehrbegriffe der Synagcge” (1835)*  trans­

ferred the debate to the Jewish arena which he never again abandoned*

In the year in which “Die Offenbarung" saw the light of day*

Steinheim still enjoyed close association with some of the leading spir­

its of the Reform movement*  He was a member of the "Verein" of Jewish

scholars who assisted Abraham Geiger In the pid>lication of the “Wissen—

schaftliche Zeitschrift fur Judische Theologie." Among them were M.

Creizenach*  S*  Formstecher*  £• Grunbautn, J. M*  Jost*  5. Munk and Leopold

Zunz*  Steinheim was given the privilege of writing the review of his own

book in advance of publication*  stating the objectives he hoped to accom-
(p

plish*  This “preview" is helpful because it identifies the principal and

most original argument in Steinheim1* entire work on which we shall focus

our attention later on*

First and foremost is his stated aim of developing generally valid

criteria by which true and false Revelation might be distinguished*  In
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this connection, he hoped to trace the evolution of man**  thought on

God, soul, freedom and immortality from mythology to its more sophis­

ticated translation into philosophic systems. He would also try to prove

the essential identity of natural religion, philosophy end paganism as

products of unaided human reason. He would point out the inadequacy of

reason and consequently man’s dependence on communication from'another

source on matters where reason is either unable to inform us cr‘» if it did,

would find itself hopelessly enmeshed in self-contradictions. After ac­

knowledging his philosophic debt to Kant, "founder of critical philosophy,"

Steinheim singled out as the basic "Shiboleth" the comprehension of reality

by means of Revelation in contradiction to the concepts of reason, forcing

reason ultimately to recognize the superior truth of Revelation.

We shall now turn to the development of this argument in the four
7

volumes Steinheim was able to publish during his lifetime. The work,

originating in large paft as lectures before a circle of friends, suffers

from lack of organization and repetitiousnes*.  Although 3° years passed

between the publication of the first and last volume, Steinheim’s theo­

logical position remained unchanged. It is therefore possible to cite

material from all four volumes without regard to their chronological order.

Steinheim*s  first volume falls info two parts*  a definition of the

criteria by which Revelation is to be validated, followed by an analysis

of the contents of Revelation. To start with, Steinheim argues, on grounds

of common sense^Revelation could not possibly be identical with any knowl­

edge available to man through his own unaided reason. The Supreme Spirit 



would not deliver to us with solemn fanfare that which we might find out

for ourselves*

It is equally evident to Steinheim that together with the Revelation^

there must be given to us the power of comprehending it and the critical

faculty of distinguishing genuine*  authentic Revelation from that which
8

is false and fraudulent*  What are the criteria?

Revelation of an ethical character is no problem*  The test is prag­

matic*  Soon enough personal experience bears out the validity of ethical

principles revealed to us*  But no such test is possible with reference to

metaphysical truths*  The criteria must be in the realm of reason and

logic*  Steinheim proceeds to list six criteria for the validation of

Revelations

I* Such Revelation must be communicable

2*  It must be comprehensible

3*  It must allow distinction between true and false

4*  It must not rest on mere '•feeling"

3*  It is not validated by coincidence with our own consciousness

6*  Revelation must have the character of novelty*  i*e*»

contradict previously held knowledge*  yet in the end,
„ _ ' IO

logically compel acknowledgment of its truth*

Another sign of Revelation is its historical character*  It is an

event precisely fixed in time and place*  Natural religion grows out of

human consciousness and develops with each passing generation*  Its prop-

ositions cannot be dated*  But divine Revelation bursts upon the scene*

Being divine and thus perfect and complete*  it needs no further develop­



ment, It is a sudden turn, without precedent, i,e,, it is not subject to
11

environmental evolution.

Revealed, historical religion knows of only one kind of development*

The people's understanding and appreciation of the Revelation may develop*
IX

but not its contents*

The moral effect of revealed religion upon men and nations also fur*

nishes a measure of validation. What happens to people Who live by it as

compared to those who live contrary to it? Revealed religion and natural

religion differ in their historical influence. In revealed religion, the

religion remains unchanged, yet man changes under its influence. In

natural religion, being a product of man's own mind, religion undergoes
13

changes, while man himself remains unchanged.

The historical uniqueness of the Jewish people as bearer of Revelation

is also a form of validation. The origin and survival of the Jews, unpar*

alleled in history, testifies to the presence of a supernatural element
I4-

received through Revelation,

Steinheim turns to a critical review of several methods of validating

Revelation*  The theory of continuous daily Revelation, maintained in

certain religious circles, is supposedly validated by "the inner light* ”

Steinheim rejects this for, in effect, it means that everything may pass
1ST

for Revelation and thus the "inner light" validates nothing.

The appearance of a divine being as a presence should not be called

Revelation*  It cannot be validated*  It becomes Revelation only through

the communication of a message regarding some truth we would not otherwise

gain. Without a revealed message we might think of the vision as mere
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illusion*  Or*  receiving no message from the divine being*  we might
It

then attribute to Him ideas of our own invention*

Steinheim accepts some of Fichte’s ideas in "Die Kritik oiler

Offenbarung*"  especially that creation itself cannot be called a Revela­

tion; however*  he rejects Fichte’s own criterion of Revelation*  the value

of the revealed message as ”a contemporary necessity for mankind*"  Who is

to Judge? What if men differ as to what message is a needed truth in our

time?

Equally unsatisfactory to Steinheim is Lessing’s validation of the

true religious Revelation in the famous parable of the three rings*  The

point of the parable is that the authentic ring would become manifest by

its power of improving the bearer*  i*e»*  the true religion is validated by

having the greatest moralizing effect upon its believer*  But who is to

Judge*  and by what standard of Judgment*  as to what constitutes the great­

est moral progress? What is to stop each of the three to consider himself

"morally*  best? If moral value is the criterion*  we must first know what
IS

moral value is*  In other words*  moral value itself needs to be revealed*

Aarheineke’s concept of Revelation ** God is not only what man thinks

of Him but that in man which thinks — is quickly dismissed*  This concept*

Steinheim points out*  means that God is not revealing something to us*  but

we to Him*  It eliminates Revelation as a real communication from God to
K

us*  Instead*  there is the expression of something already within us*

Steinheim rightly recognizes in Schieiermacher the very antithesis of

his position*  Seeing religion rooted in "feelingj*  Schieiermacher had no

use for Revelation*  He would not define it or explain its origin and



preferred, in fact*  that the term Revelation not be used in strict dog-
• \

matics. Christians, SchIeiermacher suggests, acquire religion as some­

thing evolving out of "Christian consciousness." Since the Old Testament

does not harmonize with Christian consciousness, Schleiermacher argues

that there is no real bond between the^Old and the New Testament. With
4

his "Christian consciousness," no other source of Revelation is needed.
• j

Indeed, one might say, that if the Bibltfeal canon were lost, this Christian

consciousness would reconstruct it. Obviously, Steinheim could find nothing

in Schleiermacher that might serve as validation for Revelation. Indeed,

the whole question of validating Revelation was not even a relevant ques­

tion for Schleiermacher.

We now turn to the heart of Steinheim’s validation of Revelation,

which is his most original contribution to modern Jewish thought. It

consists of an epistemological argument that turns existential and becomes

the basis for his doctrine of a freely creating God, the Source from which

man receives not only Revelation, but also his dignity as a free agent.

A prerequisite for the understand!ng of Steinheim is to bear in mind

that he is an anti-rationalist, not an irrationalist.

"We do not propose to turn out*  reason into captivity and
surrender it cheaply to authority. That would be treason
against humanityI We mean to show, however, how reason
'captures*  itself ... Reason shall, in accord with its
divinely ordained function, retain the decisive Judgment
with regard to the truths fn our possession."

The key to his whole system (as pointed out in the preview of his own

book)*  is the rational demonstration of the inadequacy of reason in

*See p. 4l
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comprehending reality*  This is what he means by reason •’capturing" it*

self, Steinheim proceeds to do so by adding to Kant's four antinomies
X3

a fifth*  the antinomy of reason and experience, A priori reasoning not

only cannot comprehend "das Ding an sich, das Wesen der Dinge," but

actually misrepresents reality,

Steinheim cites examples from the realm of science? Mathematically,

i,e«, rationally speaking*  the atmosphere of the earth should expand in­

finitely, but empirically we find limits to its expansion. Of course, it

is the empirical knowledge, contradicting rational presuppositions, which

is universally accepted as fact. Similarly, water behaves contrary to

rational expectations with reference to the physical law of expansion and

contraction. It contracts steadily es it cools down to 4° but contrary to

all rational expectations of a priori reason,water reverses its behavior

and expands as its temperature falls below 4 • These and other examples

prove that a priori reasoning is unreliable for the comprehension of

reality. What is "real” is neither predictable nor comprehensible by a
15 , .priori reason. There is a quality of wonder and surprise in all objects

of reality, surpassing human understanding as expressed in a rhyme, at*

tributed by Steinheim to the botanist Matthias Schleiden?

Wir erklaren es nicht, und doch ist es wahr,
wir begreifen es nicht, und doch ist es da,

2.7
Instantly, Steinheim makes a switch from Natural Science to Theology*

Having established reason's bewilderment in the face of unpredictable and

incomprehensivl© reality, Steinheim now argues that reason is equally
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unreliable and inferior in the face of Revelation. Even as man will opt

for the empirically gained knowledge against the speculations and con­

structions of a priori reason*  so he must opt for Revelation against

speculative reason.

In the erea of religious and metaphysical truth*  the conflict between

reason and Revelation is sharpened by another fundamental defect of reason.

Characteristically*  reason operates with logical '"necessity.*  Reason sees

reality*  God included*  bound by the law of causality. God is "necessarily* ’

existent as the first cause that initiated the chain of cause and effect.

His existence, in other words*  is derived from a human mode of thinking.

Human reason is bound by another "necessary" principle) ex nihilo nihil

fit. The material world cannot emerge out of nothing*  i.e.*  it cannot have

a temporal beginning. The eternity of matter must be assumed by reason.

Thus*  God*  already subject to the law of causality is further limited in

His creativity by eternally existing matter. Accordingly*  the God of

speculative reason cannot be a creator in the full sense of the word.

Both philosophic materialism and idealism make God subject to necessities

which deny Him as creator. According to idealism*  the world of sensory

perception is non-existent. Thus*  God created nothing. On the other hand

if*  as materialism claims*  the materiel world was always in existence*

then again there was no divine creation. ’ At the most*  He can fashion only

what is already existent into the best possible world.

Speculative reason not only contradicts the freely creating God of

Revelation — it contradicts itself. The entire structure of speculative

reason collapses under its own inherent conflicts. Reason’s fundamental



doctrines*  the law of causality and ex nihilo nihil fit, are in irrecon­

cilable conflict*  On the strength of ex nihilo nihil fit*  we are logic­

ally compelled to assume the eternity of matter# yet the law of causality*

with equal force of logic*  demands a beginning in time*  thus denying the

eternity of matter*

There is no escape from this paradox in which reason stumbles over

itself except through the revealed doctrine of God as Creator who made the
30 i

world out of nothing*  Free will*  in the larger sense of God as Creator*

and the smaller sense of man as free agent*  cannot be logically substan­

tiated by speculative reason*  Therefore*  our knowledge of It must come
31

from Revelation*

Moreover*  and here the argument moves to an existential plane*  freedom

of will is confirmed by our deepest sense of existence! "The fact of

freedom is incontrovertibly contained in our soul as an immediate con-

sciousness •••*  Even where*  among pagans or under the influence of philo­

sophic speculation*  fatalism was the prevailing conviction*  practical life

always made its decision in favor of freedom*  The theories of fate and

predestination were compromised in favor of this fact of human conscious-
33

ness "on which the sum of human life is based." Our conviction that wo are

in possession of freedom is a different kind of knowledge from that of

theoretical speculation*  Steinheim quotes a statement to that effect by

Lichtenbergs

"We know with far more clarity that our will is free than that
every event must have a cause*  Could we not argue in reverse
and says Our concept of causality must be quite incorrect
since there could be no freedom of will if causality were correctf"
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Thus*  freedom of will*  despite Its irreconcilablo conflict with specu­

lative reason*  1s the truth we Hye by*  existentially confirmed by the

very consciousness of our human condition*  Revelation upholds 1t and

through Revelation we have knowledge of it*  Critical reason Is forced

to admit that Revelation more than speculative reason has tho truth which

best explains reality*  It Is the revealed dogma of creation out of nothing

which expresses the freedom of God in the physical and ethical sense*  This

truth 1s confirmed externally by the witness of our senses to the existence
3J5T

of the world*  end internally by tho reality of freedom*

By this dogma of God's creation of the world out of nothing*  man's

own moral freedom Is guaranteed*.  For*  if God's freedom were limited*  it
3b

would be found even less In man*  that "shadow of a dream*"  Only one dif­

ference remains between God's freedom and man's freedoms While man can

Interfere in a chain of cause and effect*  he must utilize the material
37means at hand*  but God can also create His own means*

Some striking omissions in Steinheim's approach must now engage our

attention*  In his work of four large volumes of nearly 2*000  densely

printed pages on the subject of Revelation*  there is hardly a line on the

phenomenology of prophecy and Revelation*  How does the moment of Revela­

tion affect the person receiving it? What are the characteristics of the

prophetic personality I How does he differ from the non-prophet ? Can a

person prepare himself to receive Revelation? What are the emotional end

intellectual processes and their interplay in the prophetic experience?

How may we understand the different prophetic states such as visions*

trances*  ecstasies*  dreams? These questions*  to which Maimonides*  e*g*»
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gave hie closest attention*  did not concern Steinheim*

One is also surprised to find no comparative study of prophecy*

How did prophecy in Israel differ from its occurrence among other peoples?

Nor, for that matter, do we find an inquiry on why prophecy ceased or

whether its recurrence in the future is possible*

Particularly baffling is the almost total lack of discussion of the

documents of Revelation*  i*e**  the Torah*  the authority of its legislation

and the prophetic texts in the Bible*  One searches in vain for Steinheim's

interpretation of biographical data*  particularly the calls to prophecy of

Isaiah*  Jeremiah*  Ezekiel, not to mention the so-called minor prophets*

Even Moses*  as a personality and recipient of Revelation*  is mentioned in

but a few scattered references*

The greatest event of Revelation*  the theophany at Sinai*  likewise

receives only scantiest consideration*  What form did God's speech take!

Was it speech or sound? Was it heard audibly or "spiritually?" How can

the event be verified? Again*  Steinheim fails to answer*

In fact*  Steinheim*  the theologian of Revelation par excellence*

does not concern himself at all with the validation of specific instances

or experiences of Revelation*  The question which interests Steinheim most

iss What kind of "knowing" is Revelation as compared with reason? His

interest is strongly epistemological*

It may seem as a very narrow interest*  but actually it Is the key to

the fundamental problem of faith as he sees it*  Steinheim aims at nothing

less than the dethronement of reason as the source of faith*  His is a

major assault on the rationalist school of theology*  He wants to show that

reason cannot give an understanding of reality*  let alone supply foundations



of faith*  This critical aim is related to Steinheim’s. positive, construc­

tive purposes He wants to secure the one essential dogma on which faith

can be reconstructed*  It happens to be the crucial question of metaphysics

the focus of philosophic interest*  the reality of God as a personal Being

whose attribute of personality is made manifest in His work of creation —

creation not out of necessity but perfect freedom*  The God of perfect

freedom is unlimited by pre-existent matter*  He creates out of nothing*

This idea, a scandal to reason, is affirmed by revealed faith*  All his

efforts at validation turn on this one points May we trust the revealed

doctrine regarding God as Creator who created out of nothing? If this

doctrine could be established, many other articles of faith could then be

logically derived from it*  It is this supreme goal which consumed

Steinheim’s primary interest*

Bearing this in mind, we can now better understand the otherwise

incredibly brief treatment given to such specific though very important

questions as the theophany at Sinai and the place of Moses in the history

of Revelation*

How can we explain a Moses? Steinheim denies the possibility of

penetrating the mystery surrounding the servant of God*

MIt is and remains a mystery like the origin of the sun or
the first human beingj we can only say*  God wanted if*
God created, God did it*  We can only point to the real,
particular and concrete existence and reject the excessive
spirit of inquiry that asks, whence? Therefore we sayt
Moses or who else declared It (the legislation) for the
first time, certainly took It from the same place whence
the astronomer gets his heavenly bodies and the natural
scientisjtthis materiel -« the hand of God*  Creation Is
the most Impenetrable of all wonders and so Is Its pure
expression in the mosaic doctrine of creation.® 3#
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Note that Steinheim singles out as truly divine the doctrinal

content, not the statutes of Moses**  It Is futile to try to solve the

riddle of the origin of the teachings of Moses*  We can only consider

what is before us, "explaining what it is, while how it became, remains

an eternal secret*  It is not for us to seek behind the reality another

reality, the essence of all essences, the spirit of all spirits, the

creator out of nothing*

Steinheim is equally reluctant to explain Sinai*  "Let there be

light*  And there was light*  The same creative call of the Almighty

turned into a second word of creation, the word of Revelation at Sinai*
. H-0

There mankind rose from an animalistic to a spiritual level; •

Revelation is to Steinheim something goven by divine act*  It is

above all a source of knowledge in its own right for man to accept rather

than to explain*  An analogy might help us understand Steinheim’s singu*

lar disinterest in the exploration of the "workings" of Revelation*  We

can see very well without knowing anything about the structure of the

eye; and we can hear very well without knowing anything about the in­

tricacies of the inner ear; even so may we utilize the channel of Revela­

tion, to obtain knowledge otherwise not attainable, without knowing the

"workings" and intricacies of Revelation itself*  Steinheim was interested

in the contents that came out of the channel of Revelation; he was not

interested in the inside of the channel itself*

The validation of Revelation meant to Steinheim the furnishing of

*See p. 55’ fP



evidence that Revelation, regardless how it happens, is a source of

knowledge which corresponds more truly with reality than the constructs

of speculative reason,

*It is for us to prove: that there is no other true source
of knowledge (* Erkenntnissquo11e')_regarding the real God
besides the Revelation in the canon of the O.T*  and that the
philosophic systems as well as the pagan dogmas completely
contradict reality*"^

Steinheim proceeds with a statement of his inductive method:

"It is the way of concluding from the certain to the uncertain,
from the known to the unknown, from the revealed to the
hidden, from the visible to the invisible, from the material
to the spiritual • •• In the end, I hope to present to you the
full work of Revelation) I say, the work, what it is —
how it came about, do not ask me, I sha11 noF be able to
answer, even as the natural scientist cannot answer questions
such as what came first, the chicken or the egg*  I am Just
a simple natural historian in my field) I can define for you
the genus and the species with reliable signs, but not the
•how’iof its origin***  4-X

Steinheim's position with regard to religious law is, to say the

least, perplexing*  One should imagine that the theologian who tireless­

ly insisted on the reality of Revelation as an actual communication of

clearly determined content, would consider himself bound by the cult and

the entire discipline which occupies so great a part of revealed Scrip*

tures*  Yet, Steinheim was notoriously unobservant*  In Frankel's

opinion it was scandalous that Steinheim "under the guise of closest

attachment to Revelation undermined it and surrendered it to everyone's

whim***  Abraham Geiger, in a critical review of Steinheim's work, six

years after the theologian's death, expressed his amazement that Stein*

heim, despite his theoretical rejection of Reform, went far beyond



-55-

Reform in his own conduct , and "wit out any justification." Geiger 

reports that in correspondence on the question of Jewish religious 

legislation Steinheim had briefly ·dismissed it as "national, loca l and 

temporary. Thus, the despiser of r eason wisecracked about 1God 1s word 

perceived through the ear .• In t~is manner, the who le character of the 
•It 

man was self-c ntradictory. " 

6eiger1 s judgment, as we sha ll see, was not quite fair. St einheim 

nowher c laimed that the _;u,3µ C' ;' • :,.11 were of revea led character. 

By Revelation he meant throughout Reve l£tion of be li efs not laws . This 

mi ght be ca lled an arb itr ary l imitation of the ter m "Reve lat i on," but , 

havi ng done so, Steinheim cannot be cal led "self-contradictory• for 

f ailure t o accept t he cult and the law as sacrosanct. 

v.tiat , pr ecise ly, did Steinhei m th ink of the Biblica l legisl at i on? 

Steinheim r aises the quest i on whether Moses was r ea lly a legis lator . 

This depends on whether his doctrine was law. He then considers the 

various meanings of ul aw" in the context of physical nature, i n socia l 

legis lat i on and in the sense of moral duty. He concl udes that it is a 

mi stake to cal l the latter *law. • "The ethical law, proper ly speaki n , 

ob li gates bu t does not compe l, wherefore it should be ce ll ~d not law but 
4S 

command," In what sense, then, is the Old Testament •1 awt" Not in the 

sense of natura l law and not quit-e in the sense of sh,te law. Not even 

ethica l law i s the fitting ter,.1 for the Bi blica l canon. He then refers 

to "those statutes which were issued under t he authority of a de legate 

cert i fied by the highest divi ne instance. N These r epresent Nonl y a 



portion, considerable in scope yet subordinated in value, of the Old 

Testament. Consequently, the Bible should not, on its account, be 

caled uThe Law.H We note in the above statement that Steinheim does 

not consider Biblical statutes to be direct Revelation but •issued under 

the authority~ of a divinely appointed de legate. 

Steinheim now defines his understanding of the scope of Revelation 

as "not essentieilly law or legislation, wherefore the one who conveyed 

it to us shoulc not be called legislator.u We find in Revelation com­

munication of "a new doctrine, instruction. unveiling of events preceding 

history, namel)' creation out of nothing.•• Steinheim would prefer the 

term "Teaching11 to that of "Law" as proper cesignetion for the Bible. 

"It is teaching, genuine and full of content as no other••• The o. T. 

was not given in order to r eveal laws or statutes as Mendelssohn and 

others argued. but in order to revea I a God.'' To be sure, mankind hed 

already become aware of God in the darkness of their consciousness "but 

not with a oorrect understandi g of His relationship with the wor d.u ¥& 

Myt~ and philosophy trying tc interpret our sense of God and free-

dom, turned these concepts into fallacies. 

~Only in the theology of the o.T. do we find closer 
confirmation and develcpment of the thoughta the 
revealed God is free creator, father of natural law 
in the material world and of the freely active Spirit 
in the whole wide creati n. This, I believe. is a loftier 
view of the •.Jssence and purpose of Revelation than the 
view that the canon consisted of statutes framed for the 
preservation of a shortlived state system and for its 
e levat ion to a freer life in God. The older title of this 
canon and its very contents confirm my view. All our 
ancestors cal led it 1 the Torah ' ( ,Je,J,/ ..J)HJ> ) 
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i.e.~ the teaching of Moses from Sinai. It brings out 
the main meaning_ while 'law• suggests something less 
in value••• In a worda the term 1 1aw• does not fit 
the o.r. at all ••• Its main purpose is, Revelation 
of a reality_ of a real Being and its relationship to 
nature • .,. lt-7 

A few pages ~urther on_ Steinheim concludes the argument with 

what appears to be but really is not an antinomian statements 

Mosaic doctrine_ far from binding man by law_ .,.redeemed him from law.'' 

We shall now quote this statement in full because it includes the clear­

est expression of Steinheim1 s view of the doctrine of "creation out of 

nothing" in its ethical implications: 

"That the Revelation of the O.T. in no way was law_ not 
even constitutional law of an ancient e;· modern type_ 
has been pointed out with full evidence. It is essen­
tially teaching. It instructs us regarding a fact. 
an event of such extraordinary nature_ that after 
thorough reasoning we must admit that without such 
revealed information we would have no knowledge of 
it or only incorrect and misleading knowledge. It 
is this doctrinea God_ the perfectly free cause of 
all effects in the worl and of all its evolc.1tions. 
created all out of nothing; everything to measure_ 
weight and sea I e· in eterna 11 y unchangeab I e I aw; to 
the organic wrld_ raising itself gradually to the 
lev- 1 of freer activity_ He gave as regulative 
principle the instinct and the so-called lew of 
nature; but man_ first in dignit)' among all His 
creations on earth_ whom He made in His own image_ 
i.e •• as a spirit with self-determination in con-
duct. capable of producing action as new cause of 
effects. Thus. lifting him out of the fetters of 
the law of nature into true freedom_ He redeemed him 
from law. ljf 

Ste inheim is not raging against the law int e Paulinian sense. He 

does not characterize li'\W as either the cause or consequence of evil. The 

strict context makes clear that Steinheim does not even speak here of 
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moral law but law in its cosmic. indeed. metaphysical sense. The re­

demption from law means here no more tban redemption from fatalism. from 

the chai n of causality. It makes possible human self-determination. 

This leads Steinheim to a statement of the ethical implications of his 

positions 

"••• now we become aware that even though the Revelation 
is very much and properly speaking doctrine. neverthe-
less its last and main purpose is not teaching. We 
turn from pure doctrine to applications in life. from 
theory to practical application as the next step up in 
our inner vocation; and immediately from practical ap­
plication. from the ethical command. we move to fulfill­
ment. to the factu~. the last step of its (tr.e doctrine's) 
tencency. and that is the reign of the spirit in freedom. 
the heavenly kingdom. the messianic future of our kind. 11 ¥9 

Steinheim then illustrates in almost lyrical language the deriva­

tion of the principle of humanequality. from Revelation's idea of free­

doms the need for practical abolition of slavery. and the creati on of a 

theocracy founded on ethical unity according t o its Israelite model. So 

Now one more aspect of Steinheim1s position on "the law" needs to 

be clarified and it is a point whose r elevancy is at last beginning to 

be recognized by the theoreticians of contemporar)' Reform as well as 

traditiona lism in Judaism. We mentioned earlier that Steinheim refused 

to identify himself with either Reform or orthodoxyo* We referred to 

Frankel's disappointment with Steinheim1 s irrevetTence toward traditional 

law and Geiger 's peev~ at his failure to participate in the Reform move-

« I ment . Stei nheim s answer is clear and forthright. Current efforts to 

* See p.~o 

**see p.5~-ss 
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re-assemble the l:,st sheep of Israel are well-meaning but ineffective. 

fter Mendelssohn had awakened Judaism out of its rigidity and set it in 

motion. efforts were made to put it back on the old track. 

~A talented young rabbi• (Samson Raphael) Hirsch of 
Oldenburg. made t his attempt. He failed because he 
did not take issue with Mendelssohn's separation of 
creed from ceremonial practice. Instead of lending 
at least a decent dress to the obsolete. he capri­
ciously re-fit ted it in old-fashioned style. thus add­
ing a ridiculous ext~rior to an inner emptiness. How 
could Hirsch hope to obtain voluntary obedience under 
the legislation before reinstatement of the lefislator? 
\\flat point was there in holding up the 1 Pflich en 
Jisroels1 as long as it (the people Israel) were ashamed 
of the name? If only he had first restored respect to 
the Giver of the law. the law itself would then auto-
1natical ly have returned to its former dignity. First. 
God must be recognized; only then can we follow His 
inexplicabl~ col'IYllandments. Authority rests either on 
internal pCN1er or externaJ compulsion. and neither could 
be regained by this methodo ••o Our task isi To present 
Revelnt ion as an exact science which we are constrained, 
by theoretical and practical reason, to accept. There­
fore. it is for us to make the dec laration. the exact 
opposite of Mendelssohn's. and to prove it. that the 
o.r. was given not to reveal a law, but the living God. 
and that the law comes secondary in importance. as 
something subordinate.~ s, 

Steinheim repeatedly pointed out the fateful consequences of Mendel­

ssohn's dismissal of the doctrinal elements of Judaism. The concept of 

Judaism as "reveal •~d legislation• was untenable in the absence of an 

undergirding theological structure. How long could one persist in nain­

t ain ing the revealeo character of the Sinaitic legislation after disclaim­

ing ftevelation in general? 

"Already among h1s i mmediate discipl'3S the consequences 
of this principle affected the statutes; very soon after 
the God of Revelation was thrown out. the statutes were 
sent along since they no longer seemed to suit the God of 
rationalism. In the end there was nothing left to preserve 
the statutes but the fragile s he ll of custom." 

sz. 



Stein eim swung to the other extreme. stressing doctrine rather 

than legislation; the knowledge of God was revealed. but not His statutes. 

The previously quoted statement of Steinheim "that the O.T. was given 

not to reveal 3 law. but the living God. and that the law comes second­

ery in importance'' is significantly re-phrased in his article "Weder 

zur Rechten noch Zur Linken." 

''In Holy Scriptures God revealed Himself to man according to His 

Being and Will. The legislation. in its narrow sense. is something 
5'3 

subordinate. the mere consequence." (Underlining is mine.) 

What did Steinheim mean by his characterization of Biblical legis­

lation as "mere consequence?' Whose consequence? Were the statutes the 

product of consequent action by God or man? The inference appears to be 

that the legislation was secondary to Revelation in the sense of being 

an effect. i.e •• the human response to the reality of Revelation. After 

coming to know God and His will through Revelation.~ articulated the 

laws i accordance with the understanding revealed to them. This view 

enables Steinheim to affir11 Revelation in the Bibi ,~ without having to go 

orthodox. Steinheim. unfortunately. does not solvo the inconsistency of 

his own position: Why should we subordinate l~gal utterances of Moses to 

his creedal statements? Steinheim1s flat assertion that God reveals 

Himsel f i n Scriptures "according to His Being and Will" is so general as 

t o become meaningless. Which passages in Scriptures reveal what about 

the Divine Being? And as to God 1s will. by what is it to be gauged if 

not by the very statutes and ordinances contained in the Bible? If 



Mendelssohn arbitrarily dismissed the doctrinal element from Revelation. 

Steinheim was no less arbitrary in relegating legislation to a secondary 

rank on the scale of Revelation. We are left with the unanswered ques­

tion. ho.v valid is the distinction between doctrinal and legislative 

elements in Scriptures. the former said to be reveal~d and the latter 

considered to be secondary. a mere consequence? 

It is regrettable that Steinheim did not develop more specifically 

his thoughts on the "secondary importance"' of the cultic and l,agal con­

tent of Revelation• How did •secondary importance" affect the validity 

of Jewish cu It and l,,w todayf What. if anything. was mandatory? If 

some of it was no longer mandatory. on what basis would it be decided? 

We have at l,?ast two chapters in Steinheim1s work which deal with speci-

• !ilt • • ·• fie samples of Jew1sh cult and lawo From them we m1ght deduce Ste1nhe1m s 

answers to the questions we raised. 

His chapter on the Sabbath begins with a principal characterization 

of statutes and commandments as "exter ,al signs of inner views. as 

creeda I symbols ••. '' "They are partly means. partly purposes and. 

throughout. realizations of the doctrine i n life. 11 Steinheim sees in 

the Sabbath a particularly fel-icitous "s):'mbol'' of Revelation since it 

expresses our faith i n a creative God. It is a valid observance not 

on ly for the chosen ~~ople. but was instituted for all men who are con­

vinced of the truth that God created the world out of nothing. It is 

also "a symbol of the exemplary holy life in the image of God. the life 
S'S-

of spiritual energy while the body is at rast." The Sabbath is finally 



"a visible proclamation of the principle of freedom and redemption from 

the laws of nature." The Sabbath calls for rest. i.e • ., cessation from 

servile work. for the purpose of encouraging "lofty contemplation." 

Spiritua l activity replaces servitude. Cel•~brating the Sabbath, man 

should see himself as a free moral agent, 11 no longer the slave of his 

bodily being, organic nat~re; but he should have the feeling of the 
s, 

chi l,j of God, no longer mortal but invnortal spirit." Therefore, 

"every true Israelite celebrates one day of the week, 
free from manual labor, and experiences in his sacred 
hours of rest the inner life of the spirit. in close 
connection with God and in contemplation of His creation. 
••• This has been the meaning of the Sabbath for more 
than three mil lenia and it remains i t to this day for 
all loyal members of the covenant pe~ple conscious of 
their dignity and providential mission.''s7 

Three facts stand out in Steinheim1s discussion of the Sabbath: 

First, he deals entirely with its meaning. It is significant not as 

a ritual but as a symbol of bel"efs. Second, Steinheim is not concerned 

with the precise~ of the observance, except., in the broadest and 

most general sense, as one day of rest from labor during the week. 

Third, Steinheirn entirely ignores post-Biblical and rabbinic rulings 

regarding the Sabbath and their possible validity as an extension of 

Revelation. 

The chapter on foe dietary laws likewise begins with a statement 

of purpose: 

"Providence saw to it that the chosen instrument, the 
living organ, for the reception and transmission of 
the highest thought of which mankind was capable, be 
given the most suitanle and purest material for this 



function. The priest-people of God and His spiritual 
first-born was therefore to receive a bodily quality 
which would facilitate the comprehension of that one 
thought and not render more difficult its teaching 
vocation by grosser materialo'' 5'8 

Steinheim justifies the search for reasons even with reference to such 

laws which are given purely as divine commandments to be obeyed without 

~uestion: 

HWe know how little such an artificial categorical 
. imperative can remain in force. What is to be law 
for us must either be native to our conscience as 
the moral law or be a principal axiom in our thinking; 
that. however. cannot be said of the law under consid­
eration; it must therefore be justified as well as any 
exact scientific proposition or every other political 
ordinance. if it is to gain true power ~nd validity.HS, 

Thus. Steinhe im develops the somewhat bizar re theory that the 

dietary laws were motivated by the wise intention of perfecting the 

physical body of Israel so that the people might discharge more easily 

its mission as the bearer of lofty thoughts on God. creation and 

freedom. Steinheim claims scientific ground for the belief that the 

properl)' ~a lanced diet affects the emotional and spiritua l capacities 
. ,o . 

of the human be1ng. He adds that the d1etary law was 

"at that time of nascent culture and paganism of the 
crudest. most sensual and wicked type. a complete 
necessity for the bearer of the divine wordo ••• 
it is dietary law in the highest style and of the 
purest spiritua l tendenc y such as natural science 
was unable t~ produce in those days.,., 

This chapter on the dietary law adds an important point that clears 

up much of Steinheim1 s position on cult and law as part of Revelation. 

Al l ceremonies. irduding t ose for which no reason is given. must be 
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considered as symbols of higher beliefs. The very titles of the two 

chapters on the Sabbath and Dietary Law stress their value as symbols: 

"The Sabbath with its symbolism" 

"The physical diet in its higher significance" 

Symbols. of course. are relative to time and culture. The idea is per­

manent. The same idea may in the course of time be expressed by differ­

ent symbo ls. It is well that we. in every age. find the most appropriate 

symbol for those eternal truths revealed to us. even as was done in 

those days. This is the inference we must draw from Steinheim's dis­

cussion of the Sabbath and the Dietary law. He recognizes value in both, 

earlier in history. but not a word is said by Steinheim that t he same law 

is still binding upon Jews today. 

Steinheim "enjoyed'' a rather isolated position in the world of 

theology and philosophy. He wanted no part of the co-called "harmoniz­

ers of conflicts." The raconciliation of religion wit:, various current 

schools of phil<::>sophy "from the mystic interpretation of the o.r. of t he 
6l. 

Alexandrian school to the present day" moved him to fierce condemnation. 

He particularly attacked Formstecher ands. Hirsch for identifying Judaism 
63 

with the philosophy of Schelling and Hegel r~spectively. He saved his 

most stinging barbs for Mendelssohn whose infl uence he judged to have 

been disastrous. Not ~'Oly was Mendelssohn's rationalist "proof" of God 
6¥-

antiquated in the light of Kant's cri t ical philosophy. but he. above all, 
ff 

was responsible for cr ippHng Judaism theologically by declaring it 

''r~vea I ed I egi s I at ion" and not revea I ,~d be Ii ef. Thus he paved the way 



for the conversion of his own children since reason, not Judaism, was 

credited for the eternal truths of natural religion. uof Judaism little 
,6 

more remained besides wig and beard.u Geiger recalls a letter from 

Steinheim in the 18301 s in which he said "Mendelssohn was a circumcised 
{,7 

pagan." 

Steinheim roundly rejected all forms of philosophic idealism 
1,8 

which were alike in making God derivative of constructive or specula­

tive reason, incompatible with Judaism's self-revealing God, the 

Creator out of nothing. He identified Schleiermacher as his most anti­

thetical Christian contemporary who had eliminated "Revelation• from 

his theology by basing the new religiosity in Germany on ureligious 

feelings which rendered superfluous rationalistic proofs of God's exist-
69 

ence as well as Revelation.~ 

The only thinker of whom Steinheim consistently speaks with deep 
70 

respect is Kant. Graupe in his brilliant article proves convincingly 

his contention that a method such as Steinheim1s would have been impos­

sible before Kant. Steinheim1s strong anti-rationalist bent, if it was 

not derived from Kant, certainly found in his critical philosophy a rich 

arsenal of argumentation useful to his purpose. Steinheim1s epistemol­

ogy, which plays so great a part in his rejection of rationalist schools 

of thought, is much frdebted to Kantian method and even terminology, as 

Graupe has shown. His distinction between 11Denken &: Erkennen11 was bor­

rowed from Kant and equated by Steinheim with the distinction between a 

priori and a posteriori knowledge, paralleling the distinction between 
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speculative reason and critical reason. Kant's critic of the proofs of 

God left Steinheim no alternative but that of a posteriori induction.
71 

Yet, Steinheim decisively draws the line where he must differ from Kant 

on major theological ground. 

He recognized the great weakness in the Kantian God concept. After 

Kant's destruction of the proofs of God 

"there was but littl•~ consolation in the postulate 
. of practical reason. ••• The God of ethics, this 
postulate of practical reason, occupied the throne. 
••• God exists because an unmediated and unmotivated 
moral law exists. There would be no virtue, if there 
were no God~-" 11. 

The postulated God idea would have true value only if it had the dig­

nity of preceding the categorical imperative instead of being derived 

73 therefrom. 

Steinheim never lost sight of his deepest conviction that religious 

faith, based on Revelation, was incompatible with philosophy: NEit~er 
'7'1-

philosophy is swallowed up by Revelation or in reverse.•' He conceived 

of himself as a theologian first and foremost. 

Steinheim did not have the satisfaction of seeing a serious devel­

opment of his thoughts in any major work of his contemporaries. There 
15 

was hard ly a pass ing reference here and there. Even the critical dis-

cussions and reviews of Steinheim1 s work in scholarly periodicals were 

few in number and g~nerally not by scholars or thinkers of the first 

rank. 

One of the first reviews very briefly took issue with Steinheim1s 

concept of Revelat ion and, referring t~ its anti-rationalism, said: 
. 7', 

"The price is too h1gh." 



Elias Grunbaum. three years later. at least gave Steinheim the 

benefit of a clcsel}' reasoned critical rev·iew in which he likewise 

rejects Steinheim1 s anti-rationalism.
77 

Aside from a point-by-point 
I 

refutcition of $teinheim1 s line of reasoning. froo the point of view of 

his own rationalist position. Grunbaum offers two strong points of 

criticism which must indeed stand: It is not enough to argue fer the 

possibility of Revelation. which is not seriously questioned; what we 

need to know is whether it actually happened. Steinheim neglected to 

deal v.ith the historical factors in the problerr .• Still rr.ore important 

than proving the fact of Revelation is defining the contents of Revela­

tion. Steinheim fails to give us adequate criterie for the validation 
78 

of content. 

Steinheim1s work. wide ranging and repetitious. is not a model of 

organ'ization; his style is cumbersome and at times exasperating. Yet. 

it is a mine of hishly suggestive thought. It probes deeply the 

theological ground of Judaism. It focuses. as no other work of modern 

times. on the concept of Revelation in Judaism. Of the w~ny approaches 

he made to the question of validating Revelation. the most enduring and 

most relevant today are: 

The insistence that there is in religio a dimension v1hich does 

not square with th~ categories of man's reason; that the sources of 

raligion go beyond reason and beyond the ethical impulse. There is even 

a foreshadowing of the existential approach i n his reliance on t~e 

incontrovert i bl e assur ance from the depths of man ' s consciousness that 
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he is a free agent . His sense of freedom derives frooi a deeper so~rce 

than the constructions of speculative reasons which argue fer predestin­

ation or fatalism or whatever forn of determinism based on the law of 

causality. Since Reveletion confirms the "freedom• of the sovereisn 

Creator and the moral freedom of ffian, we choose it as the superior truth. 

It is the truth we live by, superior because we live by it. Thus, the 

i dea of God as the self-revealing free Creator cut cf nothing is not 

merely a logical induction or postulete of reason, but a truth we are 

existentially driven to embrace. Yet, this shoul d not be mistaken as 
7'1 

any disposition on Steinheim1 s part to make •the leap of faith" or to 

draw the contents of faith out cf "feeling," or to accept it on •auth­

ority." Reason may be •captured" but it is not dispensed with. 

Steinheim1s anti-rationalism rejects reason as its own source of 

knowledge, but does not hesita te to employ •critical" reason as an 

instrument with which to probe reality. ~riting of the Jew's apprc.ach 

to faith , he insistsa 

"Hi s faitt: is, as it shoul d be, based on i quiry, on 
induction. He will be lieve only those conclusions 
which inquir~1 and induction force him to accept even 
as the thinker must take on faith his undemonstrable 
principl£is, and the chemist his atomic weights. ••• 
Thus, reason suffices in everything tha t goes by the 
name of truth and bliss of soul in faith, as the organ 
of compr~hension and as the highest ar biter which 
speaks th~• final, de:,.' z ive verdict.1F 80 

Another approach t o the vali ation of Reve lati on which has gained 

more r espectfu l attent ion in recent decades, particularly among histor­

i ans of reli gion and biblical scholarship, is Steinheim' s argument of 
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t~e Hsuddenness,~ the unprecedented arrival cf Judaism's basic doctrine 

upon the scene of history. Against a wholl1 antagonistic environment, 

without known evolution, monotheism appeared. More recentl)', biblical 

scholars such as Albright and Yechezkiel Kaufman and theologians such 

as Leo Baeck have in one form or the other argued for the mystery of 

Jewish monott.eism ''bursting upon the scene." 

Finall)·, Steinheim correctly recognized that Reforn without theo­

logical dimensions would be futile. If onl)' the leaders of Neo­

orthodoxy and Reform had seen as clearly as did Steinheim that no 

Jewish religious renaissance could b~ completed without theological 

foundations. It has taken a full century of development in both move­

ments to convince us of the irreluvancy of Reform's ingenious innova­

tions and Neo-orthodoxy1 s romantic restorations outside the living soil 

of be lief. Steinheim1s prophetic insight has lest none of its cogency: 

The new will remain as empty as the old had become, without faith in a 

self-revealing God. 

After long years of negl~ct and almost universal rejection by 
. . . . 1// 

contemporar1es on var1ous grounds, even that of Je\Ylsh 11norance, 

Steinheim is rising to the prominent P.lace in Jewish thought that is 

due him. The long denied recognition is at last coming to ~the German 
IJ. 

Phi lo" perhaps becat.ise there is t ruth in Graetz1s judgment: ''No one 

at his time••• recognized the essence of Judaism as profoundly as did he.~
83 



5• NACHIMN KROCH/M.L 

( 1785 - 1840) 

The unbroken continuit~, of Judaism., as a more or less unified 

ethnic-religious community., has been treated by some as one of history's 

self-evident miracles. Jewry's power to resist fragmentization into 

separate denominations seems like one of history's great mysteries. 

There were times when the conflict of parties pointed to the invninent 

disintegration of Jewish unity. Somehow, reintegration took place. 

This "somehow .. calls for an explanation. One answer., perhaps the most 

valid, is the fact that always, in times of cultural tra sition, person­

alities appeared on the scene who towered above t eir generation in 

learning, who, by their full grasp of classic Jowjsh sources and con­

temporary thousht, were able to command the respect of traditionalists 

and modernists alike. They synthesized the faith of Judaism with cur­

renl science and phi lcisophy., thus creating the intellectual bri dge over 

which Judaism ccutc· pass into the new age. 

Nachman Krochmal was one of those great intellectual synthesists. 

He was at home in all branches of Jewish learni ng: Bible, Talmud and the 

whole range of rabbinic Ii terature; he was also thoroughly fami I iar vtitt: 

t he other great intellectual streams of Judaism, the Kabba la and Jewish 

medieval philosoph '' • In addition, he mastered German., French., Latin, 

and acquired a broad enough range of Western science and philosophy to 

become one of the founding fathers of P.askala. A man of personal piety, 
1 

modest in his bearing and adored by many disciples, he was nearly 
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'2-
invulnerable to vilification which so often is the lot of path-breaking 

thinkers. 

The new path he opened was the historical approach. It added a 

new dimension to the understanding of Judaism. 

Perhaps the shift from theology to histe>r)' was providential. A 

further sharpenins of theological issues might have led to a permanent 

split in Judaism. The historical approach created a new convnon frame of 

reference. a wider perspective in which antagonistic movements could be 

seen and studied together in their reletionship and mutual contribution. 

Moreover. men who were deepl)' diviC:ed in their reli gious ideology could 

continue a scholar ly dialogue whose focus had ~hifted from Jewish be­

liefs to the Jewish people. 

Kr;chma I • s major work f ~ i> '.:>I~ >))IN eppeared posthumous I y 

in 1851. fully eleven years after the author ' s untimely death at the age 

of 55. The work was already under preparation in IE-36. as is evident 

from a letter to Luzzatto referring to his hopes of publishing the first 

part of it in the fellowing year.
4 

Some of its i deas. however. began to 
s 

spread perhaps decades earlier through his disciples and correspondents. 

Krochmal 's adaptation of the title of Maimonides • great work sug­

gests the general objective he had set himself. As Maimonides had at­

tempted the harmonization of Judaism with the then dominant Aristotel­

i an philosophy. so f ·e would seek a reconciliation between the Jewish 

heritage and the secular science and philosophy of the modern age. But 

here a 11 comparison ends. For. Krochma i • s work differs radica 11-y· from 

that of hi s medieva l model. Maimoni des• "N.oreh" limits itself to the 
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philosophical. and especially the metaphysical aspects of Judaism. It 

is unmistakably doctrinal in character. a work of systematic theology 

or philosophy. Krochmal 1 s ''MOreh.'' on the other hand. takes in the full 

spectrum of Jewish existence. He presents the Jewish people in its 

origin and development and analyses its characteristic spiritual tenden­

cies at various stages of history. Far from abstracting a system of 

Jewish ideas. he aims at a multi-dimensional portrayal of the Jewish 

people as an organic historic phenomenon. acting and reacting within 

mankind, he sees political events. social institutions. bw. ethics. creed 

and literature developing in historic periodicit)'• 

It is beyond the scope of our study to e~amine the question if and 

to what extent Krochmal was an Hegelian.
6 

The indisputable fact is that 

Krochmal 1s mind was steeped in German philcsophic idealism -- Schelling. 
7 

Fichte and Hegel. Without delimiting the extent of Krochmal 1 s philosophic 

borrowing. we may say that his -basic philosophic assumptions correspond 

to those of Hegel in his fusion of phi lcscphy and histor}'• in his view 

of history as metaphysics and of ~etaphysics as history. in his over-

all view of the spirit of humanity evolving historically as an aspect 

of the eternally evolving absolute Spirit. But. in his concept of God 

as absolute Spirit manifesting itself in the world. Krochmal seems to 

lean as much upon Schelling as on the Kabbalah with its emanationist 

aspects. Fina lly. maintaining the transcendence of God along with His 

immanence. Krochmal preserves the essential I)' Jewish characteristic of 

the God concept. 
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Religion. according tc Krochmal. is a universal phenomenon rooted 

in the consci ousness of the spiritual in the human mind. This is the 

common element in all religions despi te their doctrinal differences. 

From the highest to the lowest. every religion represents a turning 

tcward t he spiritual realit y underlying the world of finite and trans-
g 

itory things. 

Man can perceive spiritua l substances only in connection with 

physical beings. These spiritual substances all of them - have their 
. . q . . . 

common ground of ex1stence 1n God. There 1s no true real1ty bes1de 

God. This principal truth that God a lone is the Source of all reality 

is further emphasized by monotheists when they attribute to divine 

Revelation all commandments. even those which may be rationally deter-
10 

mined by man's own reason. 

Philosophic inquiry and religious faith deal with the identical 
if 

trut • the di fference being that philosophy employs conceptual forms of 

expression which are intelligible to trained thinkers onl)'• while 

religion expresses itself in representati on. symbolic forms. which are 
I.J.. 

better understood and appreciated by the mass of mank indo 

The conditions for Revelation were created by God in the very 

nature of man . For the religious person perceives God not speculatively 

but directly. through ffdivine knONledge implanted in his heart and 
13 

bound up within hi s s ~·u f.ff This consciousness of God as the only true 

source of real ity. though imbedded in the human mind and implanted in 

the heart as a divine endowment. nevert~eless needs to be developed and 
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activated by education, study and training in the performance of 
l't-

mi tzvot from childhood on. 

Thus Krochmal reaches his definition of "revealed religion," ..:?/Hie-~ 
...Jl "JJJJ i). It is "knowledge of the absolute truth - God -- knowledge 

of everything that derives its existence and maintenance from Him - the 

Spiritual -- as it is implanted in the consciousness and in the heart of 
15" 

every man ..... 

Krochmal offers a metaphysical explanation for Revelation as an . 

event or process. The explenation is based on the connection between 

the divine Spirit and the human mind, a connection which, at its deepest 

level, consists of the actua l identity between the Spirit, its conscious­

ness and its manifestation o~ self-revelation. The Spiri t that thinks 

and comprehends is identical with the content of thought and comprehen-

sion: 

'' From these genera I considerations we arrive at the rea I i -
zation that, with reference to the Spirit, its essence, 
( /Jll'J3Y) its cognition ( l .. l>o'1 1) and its self­
manifestation ( /"Y"r/JJ~) are not three separa'Fe"entities. 
Rather, 1f 1s fundamental to the Spirit's essence and 

spiritual illumination that it becomes manifest to itself 
and si mu I taneous I)' revea Is i tse If to others by one and the 
same action.M 1~ 

Krochmal illus trates the idea with an analogy: Mrt is comparab le 

to ph),sica l li ght, revealing itself and simultaneously illuminating its 
17 

environment all at nnce." 

Krochmal sees n~ conflict between his generel philosophic concept 

of divine Spirit, reflecting itself in the human mind, and Israel's 

specific, historic experience of Revelation. Thus, Krochmal refers to 
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IH 
the theophany at Sinai as a mar-vellcus fact and affirms the possibility 

of prophetic foresight. However. he rationalizes prophecy somewhat in so 

far as he distinguishes between short-range predictions. in which proph­

ecy can be rather specific and detailed. and predictions of the distant 

future of which the prophets speak only in terms of broad principles.
19 

Closely related to any consideration of Revelation is the question 

of Israel's uniqueness as a people. Krochmal recognizes in every nat i on 

the endowment of a spiritual substance. rooted in the absolute Spirit. a 

distinctive national genius which expresses itself in a ll aspects of its 

life and history. According to the qua lity of this spirit. a nation is 
,2,.0 

preserved. 

The f undamenta l difference between Israel and other nations lies in 

thei r r elat ionship with the absolute Spirit. Whereas other nations are 

rel ated to var ious spiritual substances which ar e but derivative. par­

tial aspects of the absolute Spirit. Israel a lone is direct ly connected 

with the abso lute Spirit itself. Israel 's spirit of nationhood is not 

derivative from created spiritual substances as is true of other ~ations. 

But . the Spirit flows into the people from the '1 in-dwelling Presence" 
2.1 

itself. This accounts for the eternity of Israel . a unique historical 

phenomenon among the nations. Though the laws of rise and decline. 

which govern the history of a ll nations. li kewise operate i n Jewish history. 

Israel a lone has the power of reneY1al because of their grasp of tr.e absol ute 

Spirit in its purity and their faithfu l attachment to it. This. a lso. is 

the metaphysica l exp lanation for Israel 's un i que monotheism as distinguished 
J..2. 

from the po lytheism of a ll other nations. 



-76-

All other nations. in view of their direction toward a particular 

spiritual substance. deified partial aspects of reality and thus re­

mained spiritually limited. Israel a lone,. grounded in the absolute 

Spirit. recognized the One and only God in \\horn all reality is unified. 

the totality of the Spirit of which other nations could see only a 

f t . 23 ragmen sry 1mage. 

Krochmal 1 s stress on the indispensab ility of Isroel spoke to the 

heart of a generation (especi a lly in Eastern Europe) which comb ined 
an 

intense loyalty to Judaism with the cosmopoli~ism of the new age of 

scien e and phi losophy. "What t ey sought was a warrant in reason it­
.l.,,. 

se lf jus tifying the per manence of Judaism and its future." Perhaps it 

is incorrect to cal I l<rochma l "the originator of the idea of the mission 
1.S" 

oft, e Jewish peop le,." but if not the or iginator,. he cert inly was the 

mos t ori gina l and profound theoretician of t ha t idea. 

If the truth with liiich a man tries to vali da te his faith may be 

considered t he truth of which he is most deep ly convinced,. then. for 

l~rochma l,. the cardinal trut is the uniqueness of Israel as an eterna l 

people. Histori al continuity and a special spiritual endowment arc 
2.t. 

the twi n aspects of Israel's uniqueness. Israel's unique pOYters of 

surviva l derive from that people's unique grasp of the absolute Spirit . 

This know li:dge was 1:ot derived fr-on speculation,. but directly received 

from the Abso lut e in an immediacy of rel~tionship f::,r which there is no 

parallel. On t~e basis of bot h aspects of Israel's uniqueness -- its 

et ernity and God-centered spirit -- one may postulate an act of God. a 
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unique relationship wit~ the Absolute which accounts for the metaphysi­

cal origi n of whatever Revelation Israel received. 

Thus. Krochmal points from history to the God of history. His 

enduring contribution to modern Jewish theology is the reminder that 

Judaism is more than a religion i n the creedal sense. With l<rochmal 

we see again the Jewish people as the creative source of its religion. 

a peopli? whose history points beyond history to t he realm of meta­

physica. 

At a time when men like Zun3 despa ired of the continuity of Jewi sh 

life. Krochma l set himself the t ask of finding a r at ional e for the sur­

vival of Judaism in t ~e modern age. His spiri tua l anchor i s the classic 

theologica l ~osition of Judaism: The one God of t he universe Who re­

vea l•?d Himself i n a special relationship with Israel. Krochmal "modern­

izes~ this fundamental doctrine by recasting it in the i diom of philo­

sophic idealism and constructing a theory of history whose pattern 

compels the assumption of higher guidance divine direction . To the 

extent that hist~y has a higher purpose. God may be postul ated as the 

guiding power behind history. Likewise. if the un iqueness of Israel is 

accepted as an established fact. divine acts may be postul,ted as the 

on I y poss i b I e exp I ana ti ,,n of Israe 11 s un iqueness. In other words. Israel 

is validated as "God' s chosen peop le" and we might even go so far and say 
27 · 

as the "reci?ient of Revelation." 

But new difficu lti es arise: If Israel is the people of Revelation. 

who is the uthentic voice of Israe l? Assuming that Isr.:iel has uni •:iue 
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association wit~ the absolute Spirit. what does that Spirit say? In a 

theo logical or ethical debate between various Jewish prophets or sages. 

who among t~em has the genuine Revelationt On what basis may we decide 

that one Jewish document is revealed and the other not? By v,hat stand­

ards or criteria can we choose between conflicting products of the Jewish 

spirit? How, for example. would Krochmal decide between Jeremiah and 

the "false" prophets? 

Krochma I wou Id not deny .)'ON v)fJ> jJVf, but the concept of Reve I a­

ti on for whic~ he reasons philosophically is not a Revelation to but 

within the human spirit. If Revelation is seen as "divine knowladge 

implanted in man 's heart and bound up in his soul" it can no longer be 

treated as an objective even t bu t only as a subjective phenomenon. On 

what j asis shall we recognize the clai m of some individuals that they 

ar e voi cing God 's spirit "implanted within" whil.a rejecting similar 

c laims of others ? Krochma l wo~ld point to the Jewish people's conscious­

ness as the equ ivalent of the authentic Spirit, the criterion ~y whi:h 

the individual may deter nine whether his own "voice within" is truly God's. 
~ 

Thus, Krochmal points to the national spirit or genius of Israel 

evolvi ng in history as the primary channel of Reve lat i on . We might s ay 

t :ia t l<roc. ma l1 s historical approach vali dates the people rather than 

the documents of Reve lation. T put it plainly: Krochna l wou ld uphold 

t he belief that God spoke to and through Israe l, but we are no more cer­

t ain than before as to what He sai d and by what criteria we may identify 
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the authentic utterances of God out of the vast chorus of Jewish voices 

claiming to speak for Himo Though Krochmal does not explicitly say so. 

the inferen e would be. vo• populi Iudaeci vox dei. the views that have 

prevailed within Jewry ropresent the divine Spirit immanent within t he 

people. 



6. ABRAHM\ GEIGER 

( 1810-1874) 

The 19th century produced a number of great Jewish personalities. 

Of few. however, can it be said that Jewish life or Judaism would have 

been significantly different without their contribution •. Abraham Geiger 

must be counted among those few. A brilliant and productive scholar. he 

was also a powerful figure in the are~a of public affairs and controversy. 

The history of _Reform Judaism is unthinkable without the rabbinic confer­

ences i n mid-century of which he was the spearhead and leading spokesman. 

His editorship of scientific journals and authorship of numerous articlt?s 

and books spread his reputation far and wide. While Samuel Hirsch gained 

the epithet of "philosopher" and David Phi llipson that of ''historian" of 

the Reform movement. Geiger stands out as its theologian. His influence 

may be considered decisive upon the development of liberal Jewish t hought 

for nearly a century and. even now. has by no means vanished from the 

Jewish scene. 

The work which best conveys his theological position is character-
{ 

istically entitled ~Judaism and its History." His primary consideration 

is not the Jewish peopl~. but its spiritual product. uJudaism.• and he sees 

it in the perspective of history as something evolving. 

Some of the principal ideas of "Judaism and its History~ were stated 

by Geiger nearly two jecades earlier. In a series of lectures. delivered 

in Brcsl:iu "for studants of Jewish theology" and published under the title 
2. 

''Introduction into the Study of Jewish Theology (1849).'' he develops two 



basic themesa Judaism is the work of genius and its history is that of 
)I 3 

an evolution from a given core ~Kern~). 
,, 

An outlook which has dominated the minds for millenia without coer-
,1 

cion. Geiger argues. must be based upon some unshakable truth. It is 

characte~istic of genius to grasp the truth not logically. step by step. 

but by way of a sudden exaltation. intellectual insight. which is 

Revelation. "Finally. historical religion is not somet~ing tat rema ins 

stationary at whatever level it was once given. but develops from the 

• given core. 11 

Ge iger points to the Bi ble as evidence for his theory of a spirit­

ual core developi ng and expandi g within Judaism. Although composed over 

a period of 6oo-1.ooo years and he variety of its literature not'Nith-
s 

stand ing. the Bi b le is "in its tota lity permeated by one spirit. 11 Geiger -
concl rJdes his lectures of 1849 with an outline of Jewi sh history in four 

major periods : 

I. Period of Reve lation. marked by internal creativity. until end 

of bi b l ir.a l time. 

2. Period of Traditi on. in which bi b lica l doctrine i s app li ed t o 

life. until the c lose of t he Talmud. 

3. Per i od of rigid Lega lism. bent upon preservation without change 

of t he Jewish herit~ge. un til mi dd le of the 18th cent ury. 

4. Period of c,-;ticism. intellectua l li ber ati on through rationa l 

' inqui r y and scientific r esearch. coupl ed with attempts at renewa l. 

Geiger 's 11 Judaism and its History" fur ther develops t hese i deas 
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and revises the scheme of historical cycl,~s to bring out moro sharply 

his ma ture,. theo lr)gica l views.* 

His theological springboard and one of the dominant themes of 

t he book is the manifestation of a un iversalist mentality of which 

Ge iger sees evidence from the very beginning in Jewish hist::iry. As far 

back as the rei gn of Salomon,. the king's dedication prayer (I Kings 8.1 4 ff) 

with its reference t o the stranger who mi ght come to worship at the new 

Temp le,. shows Judaism' s 

"grand vi ew beyond itse If,. beyond its own Ii mita ti on,. a 
striving wh ich manifests the fact that the i dea in 
Judaism is mi3ht i er than its vessel which originally 
contai~ed it; it is as though everywhere the word of 
the ancient sages rang out : ' Br eak t he vessel and 
keep its precious content.•u 1 

Nat i ona lism,. accordi ng to Ge i ger ,. is a li mita tion,. a form of narrow­

ness . Judaism's rise above the narrow confines of particularism is a 

sp iri tual break-through,. signal evidence of a unique power at work in 

Jewish history: "Thus Juda ism confronts us ••• how t ota ll y different 

in form is this r e lig ion as i t comes into the world,. how unique in 
I 

antiquity. 11 We note a characteristic difference of accent between 

Krochma l and Geiger desp ite close theological affinity. The un iqueness 

of Israel ,. i ts distinct ive spirit,. is a lso Krochma l1s point of departure,. 

but wh il e the Ga li c i an sage invariably speaks of the people of Israel 

( iNJt.-1) i n its r; se,. fall and renewal,. Geiger points t o the dest iny 

of Juda ism i n its progres sive unfolding. 

* See p. 87-88 



With Krochmal we see the people evolving, not the Spirit. The 

full truth has already been revealed in biblical religion and does not 

ohange. It is the source of all truth for all time. The progress is 

in the capacity of the Jewish ~eople to grasp the contents of scriptural 

truth in ever p~rer conceptual form from one historical cycle to the 
q 

next. In other words, the evolution of which Krochmal speaks is an in-

creasing sophistication of the people, a refinement of their perception 

of scriptural truth which was religiously conveyed to Israel, at its 

very beginning, in the form of images and representation. The change 

that takes place in the co'Jrse of ti me. according to Krochmal. is in the 

f orm in which the Jewish peopl •~ understands the trut:i. i.e., an ever 

growing realization of the identity of religious truth with that of 

philosophy. 

With Geiger, on the other hand, we see Judaism itself undergoing an 

evolution. There is a spiritual growth and deve lopment from 11 a given 

core. 11 The change which Geiger notes is in the qua lity and scope of 

the truth of Judaism, a rise from particularism to universalism. For 

Geiger the passage of time ma nifests an advance of Judaism. Except for 

the unparallel ad flashes of prophetic insight, wh ich attained heights 
lo 

that "even at a later time we must look up to,• Geiger makes a presump-

tion in favor of modernity. We are ri sing to higher spiritual levels 

from age to age. 

Considering Israel's seiritua l eminence, in contrast with its lack 

of distinct ion in science, art or political organization, Geiger is driven 

to suspect the presence of "some inner power impelling it to the craation 
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11 12. 

of such an outlook. 11 We face 11a riddle in world history. 11 What is its 

explanation? 

Geiger's answer follows in the very next chapter entitled 11Revelation.• 

Judaism's "favored bearers. the organs of its idea of religion1 H are the 

prophets. The prophets "impress us. allow us to recognize in them* the 
11/3 II 

movement of a higher spirit.••• Not two prophets utter the prophetic word 

in the same form1 • • yet a 11 of them are uphe Id by one genera I character• one 

• II /If great 1dea. 

The prophets are manifestation of 11a higher power which stimulated 

them. which would not allow them to r emain silent••• a mora l, spiritual 

exaltation, which raised them to a height which even at a later time. we 
Hi 

must look up to. 11 

In the absence of any other adequate explanation of the sudden emer­

gence of prophecy in an environment vhi ch anything but encouraged it. 

Geiger postul ~tes a metaphysica l core of spontaneous creativity immanent 

in the human soul: 11We approach here. at the ceepest level of the hu~an 

soul,. beyond which we cannot penetra te, an origir:al power creative!}· act -,, 
ing of its own accord without the stiMulus of externa l i mpu lse.'' 

Geiger then restates his theoq , of e national genius,. compar ab le in 

its i r.expl icab i lity t o the indivi dual geni •s of gr eat discoverers, 

sciert ists. or poets. Gen i us i a sort cf hi gher vi sion, not ecquired by 

pract i ce but an inna ~·e endowment. The Gr eeks had such a geniuv in the 

*cf . 1st ed i tion "t!:_rcugh t,hem" 
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fie ld of art. Now. asks Geiger: 

''Does not the Jewish people likewi se possess such a genius, 
.a genius of r eligion? Is it not also an original power 
which enl ightene its- eyes so that it gained more in­
sight in the higher life of the spirit. more vividly 
realized the c lose relationship between the human spirit 
and the univ~rsal Spirit ( 1 Allgeist 1

) ••• more clearly 
recognized the deeper moral r.ature in man••• ?'' 

At this point. Geiger comes clc,se to a humanism which would lccate 

the source of spirituality and moral values in man himself, but he shrinks 

from this conclusion and reasserts a breakthrough of supernatural Spirit: 

"If it is so (i.e •• if the above holds true). then its 
exp lanation is the intimate contact cf the individual 
spirit with the universal Spirit, the illumination of 
indivi cual spirits by the power which permeates every­
thin so that they (i.e •• the individual spi rits) 
broke through t heir finite limitations. It is. let us 
not shrink from the word. REVELAT ION (sic). namely such 
as manifested itse lf within the wholei people." I? 

Not a ll Greeks turned into art ists. yet only the Greek people was 

enabled to produce men such as Phydias or Prax iteles. Similar!)·• in 

Judaism. not a ll Jews turn into prophets. ¥et they are the people of 

pro hecy from which favored organs emerged. Geiger uses a feli citous 

simile : "It is as though the sparks of light had been scattered which 

were then ga thered up in a single flame by those favored with super-

i ori tr•" He adds : ''No grape wi 11 grow on a thorn-bush nor prophets 
18 

emer8e fror:1 a forsaken people.'' 

The theor, of an inspired people Geiger finds substent i ated in 

the very nature and hi .,;torical origin of Judaism. Judaism is not the 

product of a few individual~. but of the whole people. God is not the 

God of ooses or the prophets. but of the patriarchs. i.e •• the God of the 

whole tri be. The gift of deeper spiritua l insi ght is 11 the Revelation 
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that lived hidden in the tota lit}' until it was concent rated in individu­

a ls as focal po i nts. 

"Juda ism originated in the people• of Revelation ••• 
. Here we locate the fundamental sround1 an illumina­
tion emanatir.g from a higher Spirit, unexpldnable, 
not the outgrowth of an evoi ution to begin with, 
though afterwards being furtrer developed. Yet 
from the very start it exists as something complete 
1·ke any new creat ion proceeding from the universal 
Spirit." 19 

Geiger wou ld not render a "dogmatic definition" of Revelati on, but 

considers it "essentially i dentical in meaning with contact between man's 

reason and the deep, ultimate ground (or primary cause, 1 Urgrund 1 ) of 

ever y1·h i ng." 
.J.O 

The human factor, Gei ger points out, was n~t overlooked in the tradi­

tional vie\'/ of Reve letion: "Hish, as t re old sages exalted Revelc1tion, 
2/ 

they never denied its connection with a human endo.vment. 11 The prophets 

qualified for their task by t hei r high mora l character and sensitivity 

to the divine i thems The prophet is ~not a mere megaphone through 

which passes the word with out hi mse If being consci ous of it, but a man 
l.l ... touch ing divinity and thus hi mse lf sensit ive to ito 11 

In conc lus i on, Geiser expr esses agreement with Judah Halevi and 

Ma i mon i des. Both asserted a special human ap ti tude corresponding to the 

divine light reaching them in the moment of Revelation. 

He def i nes Judaism as a relisi on of Revelat i on hich cons ists of 

the sum total of i ndi·; idue l ly experienced Revelations, a religi on wh i ch 

"originated in such divine insights and integrated the visions, that were 
~3 

seen, into somet hing who le." 



Geiger•~ theological task# more pressing upon him than on Krochmal# 

was to formulate a rationale for Jewish continuity in the fact of a 

tidal wave of ass imilation that swept over Ge,·man Jewry. The challenge 

was two-fold: the risins skepticism of the scientific age (though in 

this respect the congregations genera 11}' remained less disturbed than 

their university trained rabbis) and# for the time being# the more 

serious threa t of the pull of Christianity. 

Geiger tried to meet the challenge with three ideas: 

I. Judaism is a religion that grows with the age. It is a development 

from a 11 given core/' not a sta tic system of dogmas. There is theological 

f lexibi Ii t)'# a progressive "elan" in Judaism. 

2. The distinctiveness of the Jewish people is the endowment with 

a national genius for relision. It is the people destined to pl,y the 

pioneer role i n the history of religion. 

3. The wave of the future is religious universalism. No religion 

is better qua lified for it than the Jewish people. Theologica ll y# 

Judaism has moved in that direction from the very beginning. Historical­

ly# the Jewish people have been uniquely prepared to carry out their 

mission as mankind's teacher of a universalist monotheism. 

Part III of his "Judaism and its History" (published in 1871# only 

three years before his death) ens on this note of the Jewish people's 

mission in spreading .;udaism1s universalism. He summarizes al I of 

Jewish hi story as the gradual escape from enforced or self-imposed 

isol at ion. From thi s point of view# Geiser reorganizes Jewish history 

in three major periods : 



' 'At first., Judaism was identical with national life • 
. Then., it became a Judaism within mankind., but isolated., 
oppressed> - and thus preserved its treasures. Now., 
a free Judaism is called upon to become effective within 
humanit)' and in closest contact with it to unfold its 
spirit., receiving and contribut·ns•" i~ 

The key to Geiger 's theologica l system is the concept of a unique 

religi ous endowment granted unto the Jewish peop le. This endowment is 

spoken of both as "a given core'' from vthi ch Judaism grew anc deve I c,ped 

and a national "geniua" for relision which distinsuished the people as a 

who le and is personified in the prophets. Geiger frequent!)' calls the 

Jewish people, the people of Revelation., inasmuch as "the given core" and 

the 11 gen i us·0 for prophecy are both aspects of Reveletion. 

How does he val ; cate this cl~im? 

The evidence is in history. Geiger clai ms fo~ the Jewish heritage 

an extraordinar}' continuit)• and essential identity of spirit . A certain 

unitary character is preserved by Jucaism even as it grows and develops . 

Hi s example• is the Bi b le. In spite of all differences and a time span of 

a mi I IE!nium between the earliest and latest portions of Bi b lical literature., 
2.5" 

~ Spirit per meates it al l. Likewise., the prophets., however trey misht 
.1..(, 

dif fer., are devoted to one great idea . NCA!i the i mportant ., the crucial ., 

questi on is what is that~ Spirit that runs through the Bible., and what 

is t·hat one great idea uniting al I prophets? Even more to tt-.e point is 

the further question: Who deteraines what it is? On what basis is this 

or tha t idea identifi ed as the one? 

Ge iger identifies the~ idea with the Bi blica l God-concept as he 

sees it -- and it contains more than one i ea: 



The absolute unit)• of God "which echoes through al I writings of 
l.7 

Judaism" (p. 20) . His Holiness ., "the consciousness of which surpasses 

all else11 (p. 22) . The God Who is almighty., g .. acious., compassionate., 

long-suffering., great in mercy and faithfulness., "which is the basic 

theme that runs through all of the doctrines of Judaism" (p. 22). Thus., 

Geiger lists a number of other doctrines (such as God 1s justice and love., 

His rel et i onship with mortal man., the creaturehood of man in the image of 

God., etc • ., etc.). Al l of these ideas., he claims., belons to the per~anent 

core of Judaism. 

~ at validation is there for this claim except Geiger 's say-so? 

Geiser makes one points the continuity of these i ceas . They all "per­

meate al I of Judaism'' or "run through it. 1' Assuming for the moment that 

the above s teted doctrines actually have enjoyed the continuity Geiger 

claims f er th em., are these the only ideas of which that could be said? 

Could not considerable continuity be clai med also for "Kashrut" and the 

i dea of animal sacrifice from the Bi bi~ risht through the traditional 

prayers of today? On what basis., other than his own arbitrary judgment., 

does Geiger select these and not other coctr ines from among all those tha t 

might boas t of cont i nuity in Judaism? 

Bes i des ., it is difficult to see how the mere "cont inuity" of one or 

tte other i cea in Judaism vali da es it as Revelation. By the same token., 

why should a new ethi~JI or spiritua l truth., by inference., be excluded 

from Reve lation? Does lack of continuity or lack of cons istency with 

the past disqua lif)• a truth from cons i der a tion as Revelation? Insistence 

on continuity is a logical contredi ction of the concept of spiritual 



evolution and progress. Indeed, the most authentic element of prophecy 

is its novelty and revolutionary character - precisely its unprecedented 

nature. 

Moreover, can the Bible, or even the prophets, really be reduced to 

one core idea? Are the books of Ezra and Jonah of one spirit? Is it one 

great idea which inspired in Isa iah the vision of beating swords into 

plcmshares and in Joel the exact opposite? 

It is obviously Geiger's premise that Revelation should somehow 

be all of~ spirit, but why should Revelation have such a unitery 

char acter? \\tly cannot Revelation conform to a variety of needs, rela­

tive t o ti me, place and situati on? In any event, Geiger 's selection of 

several doctrines as representing the one idea of the Bible is arbitrary 

and wide open to ques tion. 

Geiger withho lds confirmation of specific documents as Revelation 

but he speaks of "the people of Revelation° endowed with a speci a l genius 

for r e ligi on. Now with reference to Israel's "genius," Geiger can point 

to the unique phenoraenon of men known as prophets . The i mp lied va li da tion 

of their divin~ genius i s the fact that there is no historic parallel for 

this phenomenon. But is the uniqueness of ?.n endowment ipso facto proof 

of its divine origin? 

Finally, Ge iser 1s enthusi asm over the people of Revelation, and the 

un iqueness of prophecy becomes irrelevant as long as the contents of 

Revelati on are not identified. This leads us to the fatal weakness of 

Geiger ' s approach, a weakness whi ch the Reform movement inherited. It is 
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the refusal or inability of identifying the specific contents of 

Revelation. It is not enough to select arbitrarily this or that idea 

as a sample of religious genius. If Revelation is to be taken seriously. 

its content must be specified. If certain por tions of documents. hith­

erto believed to be revealed. are suddenly declared flnot revealedff while 

others r ema in "revealed.'' we are entitled to ask on what basis do you make 

your selection. what are your criteria fer validating some and invalidat­

ing others? It cannot be said that Geiger succeeded in developing such 

criteria . He arouses O(lr pri de in be longing t o "the people of Reve la­

tion.M but does not help us determine the cont ~nts of Revelation . 

Geiger cites Judah Halevi in support of the doctrine of Israel as ''a 

people of Revelation. or. ~the religious heart of mankind. ~ Yet. Geiger's 

a r eemen t wi t h Halevi regardi ng the r e ligious genius of Israel should not 

obscure the vast difference between the German r abbi and the Castilian 

poet. Judah Ha levi not only affirmed I srael as the people of Reve lati on. 

but specifically identified the Reve lati on as _J'o>i >JJl.l) in its tradi -

ti onal sense . Geiger. on the other hanc. takes pri de in be lcngi ng to the 

people of Reve lat i on. but leaves undetermined the contents cf t hat 

Reve l ti on. 
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7. MOUTZ LAZARUS 

( IE24 - 1903) 

It v, oul d be difficult to find a pair of thinkers less li kely. at 

first glance., to Justify comparison than l<rochmal and Lazarus. Yet., 

there is a connection. Despite a ll differences in personality. career 

and milieu., t hey are unmistakab ly rel 3ted in t , eir r esponse to t~e same 

his toric cha ll~nge. Both refl ect ~oder n J da ism1s groping for adjust­

ment t~ German hilosophy in the 19t~ century. Both respond philosoph­

ically t o t he rise of na tionalism. 

Lazarus was one of the most admired I aaders of Ger·nan Jewry. Years 

af ter l<aufmann Kohler had settl?c! in America., he stil l spoke wit r everw 

ence of the unforgettable impression Lazarus had made on hima 

uNever., as long as I live., will I forget the deep 
impression nade on me when. on that memor ab le 4th 
of July., 1869., he., as presi dent of t he Jewish Synod 
at Leipzi3., at the concl uding s ssion., addressed a 
large and distinguished assembly of rabb is and laymen 
••• i language as classical in form as it was pro­
pheti a I i n spirit.'' 1 

Lazarus was the fulfill rient of :;erman Jewry ' s dream. He embodied 

the fusion of Jewish and German culture., a Jew in religi on., a Ger man y 

nat io a lity. 

Krochma l., on the other hand., living in an all -Jewish environnent., 

was undivided in h"s ;ewish folk feeling . Shunning official position 

and devoting his ent ire life t o t~e pursuit of study within a circle of 

be loved disciples ., he approximated., according to al l appearances., the 
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image of the traditional Jewish scholar-saint. Yet he., too., had blended 

moder11 science and philosophy with traditional Jewish learning. He was 

far from i nsens itive t ,:, the challenge of emancipation and the lrJrec:J 

assimilation. The mere title of his life-ti me work 

suggests awareness of the spiritual crisis through which Jewry was 

pass ing in Eastern Europe no less than in Germany. 

Krochmal and Lazarus faced up to the same basic questions: 

What was tbe meaning of Jewish existence in this modern age? Wh)' should 

Jews persist as a separate and distinguishable entit,? They differed in 

their answers. Krochmal envisaged the continuity of the Jewish people 

with its own language., cu I ture and way of I ife., an organic community., a 

peopla among peoples., persisting as a separate identifiable historical 

force. 

Traditional teachers of Judai sm base t~eir confidence in the Jewish 

future on God 1s covenant with Israe l as revealed in Scriptures. Krochmal 

apparently felt t-le need to "strengt"len" the traditiona l answer with a 

t heory of history wh ich he derived from the philosophy of German idealism. 

He chose the idiom of th is philosophic movement with which to re-formulate 

the traditional faith of Judaism. It was essentially a job of recasting 

fundamental Jewish doctrine in new ph il:>sophic terms. Israel 'Nas endowed 

with spec ial geni~s for the apprehens ion of the bsol~t~ as demonstrated 

in history by Israel's fidelity to pure religion -- pure insofar as it 

was conceived in terms of an eth i ca I monot t1ei sm., free of images and 

mater i al representations. The preservation of the Jewish peopl •a was 
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essential to the spiritual elevation of mankind. Krochmal wrote in 

Hebrew, enric ing it with a new philosophic vocabulary. Succeeding 

gener ati onsJnot unreasonably>could cl aim Krochma l as a philosophic 

patron of Jewish nat i onalism, a precursor of cultural zionism. 

Lazarus arrived at a different formula for Jewish survival . Unlike 

Krochmal he capitul'3ted to the force::; of n_ational and cultural assimila­

tion, though not to the extent of favoring the disappearance of the Jew. 

On the cont ~ary he, too, strove for a new sta t ement of t he meaning of 

Jewish existence. He sought within the framework of li beral Judaism a 

rati ona le br Jewish continuity not as a peopl •?, but as a religious 

communityo Israel's uniqueness, he found, was its ethical universalism, 

the peak of mankind's spiritua l evolution. 

The Kantian idea of the good represen ted, in Lazarus• view, the 

highest ethical concept in the world of philosophy. He proceeded to shc,,v 

how easily Jewish ethical princi;>les could be recast in l<antian terms , 
l. 

("Ka tish zu reden"). For all intents and purposes, Lazarus equated the 

et ics of Judaism with t he ethics of Kant .3 The preservation of Judaism 

thus appeared justified chiefly because it was a superior eth ica l system, 

identica l with t e ethics of Kant . 

One coul d easily point to ma n~· differences between Lazarus, the 

Ger ma n un iversity p~ofessor, and Krochmal , the Galician maski l; but these 

shou I d not obscur e tl,e common ground between them. Both sought and found 

new meaning for Jewish ~ontinuity. aoth found it necessary to resort to 

Ger man ph il osophy for that purµose. For both the pivotal issue was not 



-95-

the existence of God or Revelation but Jewish peoplahood. At this point. 

we might include Geiger as well in our considerations. Few indeed were 

the 19th century t hinkers of Judaism who were not impelled to redefine 

the terms of Jewish continuity in view of the historic coincidence of 

the rise of European national"sm with the emergence of the Jew from the · 

Ghetto. Stei nhei m was IIIDng those few who seemed to be ab I e to ignore the 

problem of Jewish peoplehood. Krochmal. Geiger. Lazarus recognized it as 

the central issue. 

If French Jews became Frenchmen. Italian Jews Italians. and German 

Jews Germans - what remained of the Jewish people? Would Jews be a 

nation or a denomination? Whether people or denomination. how did Jews 

differ from others? What was unique about the Jews? 

Krochma l was most emphatic in his stress upon Jewish peoplehood as 

an enduring rea lity in the flux of historyo He explained the unique sur­

vival power of the Jewish people in metaphys ical terms. Jews were an 

eternal people because they alone were spiritually attached to the 

Absolute. 

Geiger went far in reduc in; Juda i sm to a religion on ly. But he di d 

not go a ll the way. Basi c to his view of history was the metaphysical 

core. Israe l's genius. a divine endowment that made the Jewish peop le the 

pr iest-peop le among the nations. 

Lazar us ' anti-~ationalism was not without its inner cont r adictions. 

He. more than any of the thinkers under discussion. devoted a ma jor 

portion of his life to a sci entific exp lora tion of nationa l conscious­

'+ ness as a cultural and psycho logica l phenornenon. Surely he saw no wrong 



in nationalism per se. He proudly identified himself wit~ German nati on­

a li sm; yet objected to nationa lism in its Jewish form. His rejection of 

Jewish nat i ona lism, it seems, was largely inspired by political consider­

ations, by his com.~itment to the cause of emancipation whi ch required the 

integration of the Jew into the national life of the non-Jewish environ-
6 

ment . Yet, philosophically, Lazarus was surprisingly accommodating to 

Jewish nationalism. He recognized in the deve lopment of Judaism a perman­

ent tension and interp lay of "national-particularistic and humane-
,, 7 

universal tendencies. These opposite tendencie,, however, should not 

be regarded as absolutely antithetical. On the contrary, argued Lazarus, 

in Judaism these tendencies are complementary since Jewish particularism 

serves universal idea ls. 

"It was part of Jewish particularism that the soul of 
the people was filled wi t h the universal idea, with the 
promise, the hope, the requirement that mankind be a 
unit in its highest goal ." 8 

To Lazarus be longs t he merit of ~xploding the narrow view of Judaism 

as being merely ureligi onu or theo logy or literaturea He sees it as a 

full-bodied civilization animated in all of its parts by a certain spirit. 

His avowed object is to abstract this na tiona l spirit from the totality 

of Jewish life. He therefore includes among his sources for the ethics of 

Juda ism not only lite~ature and r el ig ious practices, but also Israe l's 

historica l experienee and the whole network of the Jewish community with 
10 

its or8anizat ions and in~titutions. 

s founder of the Vo lkerpsycho logie, a new br anch of social psycholo­

gy, Lazarus propounded the theory that nations, like individuals, each 
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bore the stamp of a peculiar character and spirituality more or less 

transparent in all aspects of its life and culture. Again and again 

Lazarus refers to the national spirit of the Jewish people. Judaism is 

to be understood not merely out of literary sources but out of the 
11 

"Gesamtgeist des Volksstammes," the "Volksseel •:!,., even the "Volksgemut."' 

n,e student of Jewish ethics must not approach his subject like a logician 

examining ideas but rather like a sensitive artist conveying the insight 

gained into the inner world of the people: 

"The task is to watch the faintest stirrings of the 
public consciousness, to apprehend with delicately 
trai ned senses the imponderable e lements of the 
ethical spirit, t o give word and tangible shape to 
whatever shadowy thought or ideal longi ~3 moves the 
heart of the people.'' /l.. 

The presentation of Jewish ethics requires personal involvement f ar 

more than s ientific objectivity, attachment rather than detachment, the 

sort of inside-knowledge only intimacy and solidarity with the peop le can 

furnish: "Toe systematizer of Jewish ethics must merge himself, in love 
13 

and devotion, into the spirit of his people." Lazarus leaves no doub t 

t hat he brings such a personal commitment to his subject. There is a gl:,w 

of national pride in his assertion that, by developing ethical ideals 

valid for all humanity, the Jews achi eved ethica l superi ority over their 

ne ighbors: 

"Ethically t his was t he oint of sharpest contrast 
between Jews and their neighbors, the radical, dis­
tinctive quality which constituted their superiority 
over the others. To cultivate this quality, to make 
it effective, Israel had t o segregate itself. In a 
word, Israe l had to be particularistic in order to 
formulate and ho ld up the universa l ideal."/',. 
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Without suggesting any conscious dependence of Lazarus on Krochmal, 

we note a series of parallels. Both reckon with the reality of the 

-•Jewish spirit." For both this national spirit is the essence of Jewish 

peoplehood. Both see in it a form of excellence, a unique quality which 

enab les the Jewish people to play a role of universal significance within 

mankind. In stressing the universal meaning of Jewish existence, both 

thinkers respond to the quest for Jewish purpose in the new age of emanci­

pation. For both obvi ously the central problem is to reformulate the 

raison d1 etre of the Jew. Krochma l and Lazarus share also the dominant 

t endency of our 19t h century thinkers to equat ~ ma jor el ements f Judaism 

Nith aspects of German philosophy from Kant to Hegel. Thus, Krochmal 

equates Jewish monotheism with the phil~sophic apprehension of the Abso­

l~t e in t he sense of German philosophic idea lism, whi le Lazarus i denti f ies 

t he ethics of Judaism with t hose of Kant . 

Born a generati on earlier and contemporaneous wit the full flowering 

of early 19 t h century philosophic i dea lism, Krochna l gr a fted the meta­

physics of philosophic idea lism upon Juda ism. Lazarus, no less dili gent ,,. 
i n r ecasting Juda ism in the phil osoph"c i ma ge of his ti me, responded to 

t he genera l shift of interest from met aphysics to moralism. The genius 

of the Jew, in Krochma l 1 s view, was a geni us for religious met aphysics i n 

its purest f orm. According to Lezarus it was a genius for ethical universa l­

ism, et hi sin its highest and purest form. 

True t o his conv iction that Judaism was primarily an ethica l system, 
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" Lazarus entitl ed his major work on Judaism Noie Ethik des Judentums.u 

It is difficult to characterize this work precisely. Philosophic method. 

historical considerations. Tai udic interpretations and the insights of 

social psychology are thoroughly co-mingled in this work. Hermann Cohen 
17 

immediately damned it for its lack of philosophic depth and precision. I n 

his extraordinarily sharp criticism, sharp to the point of being derisive 
18 

and cont emptuous. Cohen expressed t he hope that ~the book which so entic-

ingly meets the educational level and instincts of the crowd'
1
shoul d exert 

its"unwholesome effect upon ever diminishing circles of the larger mass 
/9 

within a rapidly vanishing period of ti me.-

Hermann Cohen's devastating criticism must be weighed against fairer 

opinion. As Julius Guttmann pointed out , Lazarus at least rose above the 

merely apologetic purposes, so prevalent at that time, to a clarification 
l.O 

of Jewish consciousness. 

There is merit in Lazarus• attempt to illustrate the continuity of 

Judaism's ethical consciousness in ways other than literary evolution from 

Bi b le to Tal mud and Rabbinics. His approach to Judai sm as a mu lti­

dimensiona l phenomenon is va lid. Applying the viewpoint of soci a l psychol­

ogy to the study of his subject, Lazarus drew from a variety of sources 

conclusions regar ding the ~spirit of Judaism.tt He saw Judaism not as a 

philosophy or theo logy but as a way of life. Consequently his sources 

were not merely boo~~. but the various forms in whi ch the people's life 
i, ~~ 

found expression: Literature. ceremonial law and liturgy, historical 
.l.3 ;.~ .2S" 

memories. i ns titutions, popul~r customs and f o lklore. doctrinal utterances 
:i., 

by individua ls and. above a ll, the spirit of the people. their collective 
2.7 

eth ica l consci vusness. 
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Lazarus• original ai m was to formulate "a complete system of mora l 2.8 

doctrines#" but he soon realized that no such system was ever constructed 

in Judaism's major sources# Bible and Talmud. Sayings of ethical import 

abound# but not in systematic form. Consequently. Lazarus set himself 

t he task of ''demonstrating the inner connection of all scattered sayings." 

showing 
11
that a system is present in the man ifol d ethical activities of 

. ., 2.q Juda 1 sm. • 

An outline of Lazarus• findi ngs would be irrelevant to our purpose. 

The question whi ch interests us pri maril y i_s the part of Reve lation in 

Juda ism' s ethica l devel opment according to Lazar us. Are the ethics of 

Juda i sm r eve led? In what sense? 

e have a lready a ll uded t o Lazarus • vi ew that t he Jewish nati ona l 

spirit be cons i der ed the deepest source ~f the ethics of Judaism.* 

Vh a t i s t hi s "nati ona l spirit?'' Can it be descri bed ob jectivel y? 

Lazarus draws a di s tincti on between l s rael and other nati ons. Gener~ Jl y 

speaking# the inte ll ectua l deve lopment char acter istic of ot her nations 

is dominated and shaped by great indivi dua ls . But in t he evo luti on of 

Juda ism "the individua l has but sma ll shar e i n the power and di gni ty of 

the pr egnant deve lop•~nt t ha t obeys t he eepes t i mpulses of the nationa l 

sou l# and issues fr om its primordia l man ifes t ati ons . Indi vidua l contri bu-

ti ons ar e products of the na ti ona l spiri t# ** t o wh ich the au thor mer e ly 
lo 

gi ves t ang i l e expr es~ion." Lazarus pr oceeds to speak of t his nationa l 

* See this thesis, p. 97. 

** My underline. 
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spirit in almost biological terms. Despite al I oifferences among Jewish 
thinkers ., "their Ii fe-t, I c,od flows from a common source., one hear tteat 

31 throbs in their pulses . " No more than a metabolic change within some 

molecules can alter the life and repro ucticn of a plant ., can this or 

that i dividual ., however pror.iinent ., direct the course of Judaism. ''So 

the individua l and his prominence in his gener,ticn disappear before the 

impelling force of netional ideas and before the laws determining t heir 
3 2. 

development . "' To delineate this nationa l spirit is the task t he author 

sets himself . He solemnly vcws: "'I dec lare., bef or e God and man., that I 

will not advance a thought in t his work which I do net conscientious ly 
Jl beli€ve was born of the spirit of Judaism. "' 

To this promise Lazarus adds the foot cte: "Foreign ideas., agreeing 

with or dif fer ing from Jewish ideas., I shal l a lways des i gnate as such and 
31t 

trace to their origin. " Hermann Cohen was infur"eted by this gl:b dis-
lS 

tinction between ''Jewish•' and "foreign" i deas . What objective criterion 

was ther e for such a distincti on? /hat critical met hod other than 

Lazarus ' own arbitrar}' opinicn? No less disturbing to t/-,e phi losophically 

prP.cise mind of Cohen were references t o other indef i~ab l€ sources on 

whi h Lazarus hope t c draw for his presentation of the ethics of Judaism: 
:IE, 

"oer Gesammtgeist ces Volksstsrrmes • • · 1olksseele ••• Volksgemut . To •• fJ 

Hermenn Cohen these sources promised nothing but an unsci entific mudd le 
3 1 

of cates;ories . It :s difficult not to sympa thize witt- his exas peration 

at the whol ly subjective approach of Lazarus for we are indeed left in the 

dark as t o tr.e method by which one is to det~rmine the nationa·1 "soul., 
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anc "mood" (Volksseele and Volksgemut) of the people. 

It wou ld be in place now to point out how di fferently Krochmal and 

Lazarus view the spirit of the nation. In Krochma l 1 s vi ew the peculiar 

spirit of the net ion was a met~physical r ea lity, an aspect of the Abso lute 

which determined the nation's hi story. Lazar us, on the other hand. 

treated t he "Volksge i s t" as a psycholcgical fact, a state of mind; it was 

the collective mood of the people with which it responded to its histori­

cal experience. To contrast the two vi ews mor e sharpl>• we misht say tha t 

w"th Krochmal a particuler spir"t shapes each nation. while with Lazarus 

each nat i on prcduces a particuler spirit. Krochmal 1 s Nspirit~ has onto­

logical reality. Lazarus' •spir i t" is a psychological concept. a state 

of conscicusness. 

Wh t is th e connect ion. if any. between God and the ''spirit" of the 

nation as Lazarus understands it7 How are ethics related to the divfoe 

will ? Lezar us ackncVJ ledges that the "who le Jewish conception of life is 

as little thi nkab le wi t hout God as our i;hysical world without the sun. 

ithi n Judaism the essence of mor e lit y has never been considered other 

than a divine emanati on. the expr ession of e divi ne law. the f lf i ll ment 

11?,B 11 • t . 11 '3~ of a divine command. Lazarus states blunt l): God 1s he lawg1ver. 

In Judaism. he points out, mor a l law and divine resu lation are "inseparable 

l;-c 
concepts • ., 

But this c learc.•,t asserti on of divine aut horship of the mora l law 

receives little support from his concept of Reve lation. 
la"' 

How is God 1s will conveyed to man? The moralb for example, is 

divine in origin. But, he argues, its Reveletion does not take t he form 



-1 03-

of a historic event in spec ific time and place. Rather, it is an out­

flow, an emanation of God 1 s essence. "Aus dem ureigenen Wesen Gottes ••• 
it/ 

fli esst es." 

Lazarus quickl~ shifts ground to a concept of imitatio de i. He sees 

a persistent theme throughout the whole range of rabbini c literatur e. It 

is the idea that the di vi ne eeing Himse lf serves as HNorm und Grune des 
4-J. 

Sittlichen zug leich," i.e., God is both the nor~ (standard) and ground 

(causal source) of moralit}' • Soon enough Lazarus shif ts emphasis from 

the God who r evea ls His will, to man who discovers God's nature; it is 

a shift from divine t o human in iti ative. God rema ins both the model 

and mot ivat ion for mor al action, but it is man, not God. who acts: 

"In a word, t he fun c!amental doctrine of Judaism reads: 
Because the moral is divine, therefore you shall be 
mor a l. and because the di vine is moral, you shall be­
come like unto God. It ma y be said that the highest 
form and ulti ma te purpose of human lif e is likeness to 
God, and the ethical ideals are concei ved as attri but es 
of God, in Vlhose i mage man was created, and whose copy 
and image it is man's task to strive t o become."~) 

One should not imag ine the moral law as "commanded" by divine com­

mand: "God is the lawgiver. but He did not promulsate the law as His 
'+'r 

p leasure or as an arbitrary or despotic command." The mora l law is not 

s omethi s given to man, but something discovered by man. ''It is law 

for man, because he (i.e •• man ) recogni zes in God t he prototype of a ll 
'ts-' 

mor a Ii t}' 
,, 

••• But ;1ow is man enabled to recognize in God a ttri t utes 

which ar e to serve as mode l of mora l ity? What are the criteria by which 

man determines the mor a lly good? Lazarus offers us a bit of t auto lcgy. 
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It is the 11 thought '1 of His morality which reveals to us the moral Jaw: 

"••• auf dem Geda nken seiner Sittlichkeit, das heisst 
. a lso auf das Wesen der Sittlichkeit s c lbst, ist das 
Sittengesetz gegrundet . Gott nicht a ls Gebieter, 
sondern als Urbild aller Sittlichkeit ist zugleich 
Urque l I a l ler mensch lichen Sittenl ehre ••• '' *' 

Now i t is but a s ma ll step to the elimination of God or of God­

consci ousness from man 's perception of the moral ly good. Lazarus' aim 

is to establish moral autonomy a la Kant as a pivotal idea in Judaism. 

The good exists in man as an i dea : "It is a lways an objective norn, in 

no wise dependent upon the p leasur e of man, but constraining him as he 

knows himsel f to be constrained by t he laws of logic when he thi nks, by 
11-1 

the laws of ma themat ics when he computes ." The source of ethics is 
;,.s 

ethics : 11 I n Judaism the ma jesty of the law produces t he law.•• Citing 

a mishnaic source for the ccntenti on t hat "Abraham observed all moral ,,.. 
laws, 11 Lazar us ar gues : 

So 
"Reason was the sour ce of his ethi Cil l instruction.'! 

The concep t of Reve l c1 tion i s now render ed superfluous. ' 1Mora l laws ., 

then ., ar e not laws because they are written; t hey are written because th,y 

ar e l,ws. Therefore, free mor a l convi ctions, not f cunded upon the author-

5/ i ty and the act of Revela t ion., are ranked above obedience t o thi s authori t y.• 

Thus we are I ed t the cone I us i on t hat tr.e source of mora Ii ty is in man 

himself or i n the mora l force which res ides autonomous ly withi n man : 

"Mora lity was not ca·eated by the Sinaitic code; it springs from its own 
. S'l.. 
and from ma n's pecu li ar nat ure.N What is revealed t o us is not God., but 

man ' s mor a l nature . 

good11 that ., accord i 
SJ 

revea led. 11 

It is Ni n the percept i on and acknowledgment of the 

to Lazarus ., 11his (i.e., man 's) moral nature is 
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References to God, Lazarus finds, are really not necessar)' for the 

definition of the good, its meaning and c~ntent, but such references are 

helpful i n promoting the good and making it more compel li ng : ''The refer­

ence to God is made, not to establish, but to urge the claims of the 
Sit 

mora 1. •• Thus God is no I onger the I awgi ver or author of mora I ity as 

previous!)' stated* but serves, one mi ght say, a pedagogi c purpose. Asso­

ci ation of the law with God increases r espect of the law. 

Consequently, the theophany at Sinai is quite unnecessary as procla­

mat ion of a mora l code. The significance of the Sinaitic covenant, ac-

• cording to Lazarus, is not in the Reve I ati on of a I aw previous I y unknown, 

but rather in the or dinati on of Israe l as a p, i es t people in or der to 
5fJ 

advance the et hica l progress of ~ank ind. 

Revelation per se i s a subject rather evoided . The t er m occurs 

infrequently and is qu ick ly disposed of . There is no serious considera­

ti on of the possi bilities cf Reve lat i on, or its meaning, because the whole 

concept of Rev&lati on, by whatever defi ni tion, cannot contribute an),thing 

t o Lazarus• chief FUr pose. It is t o show that Judaism stands for the 

autonomy of t he moral low. In view of this purpose Reve laiti on is irre le­

vant, or even an embarrassment insofar as it misht suggest an •outside~ 

source for mor a l know ledgeo Thus, Lazarus emphat ica lly states: "The 

mor al law i autonomous, because it origina tes in the nature of the 
n 

human mi ne al one. " He is deter nined to place tr.e ethics of Judai sm 

upon the Kantian pri nci p I e of autonomy: ''The eth i ca I writers • • • of 

the civi Ii zed wor ld concur in the statement that the mora l spirit is 

Cf. this thesis,~- 102. 
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autonomous. that is. must bear the source of law within itself. and be 
57 

independent of legislation and every sort of outside dictation." Since. 

in the li ght of this principle. certain critics fastened "a stigma upon 

5'8 
Jewish et hics. because it was origi na lly based on theistic grounds." 

Lazarus proceeds to demonstrate that Jewish ethics is not dependent on 

the istic foun da tions but meets Kant's standard of autonomy: "It is. 

therefore. incumb ent upon us to examine and state more in detail the 

rel at i on of the ethics of Judaism to Kant's principle." 

It woul d be a fruitless digression fr om our subject if we followed 
60 

Lazarus• lengthy demonstration that the spir "t of Jewish ethics is iden-

tica l with Kant's autonomy principl e nor shall we enter into his polemics 

with Eduar d Von Hartmann on that very point. Our concer n is pri maril y 

with the question of how much. if anything. Lazarus contributed t o an 

understanding of Reve lation. 

No summar y of "The Ethics of Juda i sm" can overl ook t he striking sh ift 

from thei s tic to non-theistic sround i n the aut hor ' s treatment of t he 

sources of Jewish ethics. To begin with. Lazar us acknowledges tha t "In 

'' its ori gin Jewish eth i cs i~ t heo logical .'J He i den tifies the mor a lly good 

with God ' s wi II: "Judaism regards what is mora II y good ano what i s 

p leas i ng t o God. moral law and divine r egul ation. as i nsepar ab le con-
,4 '3 

cepts." The point is p la i ly made : "God is the lawgiver.'' From this 

s trong ly theistic p0~ iti on. Lazarus somersau lts to t he opposite view in 

which Jewi sh ethics i s divorced fror.i Revelation: "Independently of every 

ex t er na l force or a li en influence. that is. wi t r. complete autonomy, the 



-107-

6;. 
human mind lays down moral laws." The autonomy principle as understood 

by Lazarus does not imply a denial of God or of Reve lation., but it tends 

to render Revelation irrelevant: "Morality was not created by the 

Sinai tic code; it springs from its own and from man I s pecu I i ar r.a ture." GS' 

God' s function in relation to the mora lly good is altered. His function 

is not to declare what is moral., but to give it divine s anction., "to 
6, 

urge the claims of the moraJ.M With such a minor role for God Himself., 

it follows that Revel ction can har dly play a role at all in NThe Etr.ics 

of Juda ism" by Lazarus. 

In Lazarus., Jewish theology reached its low-point. Theism Vias not 

be ing nega ted., but rendered irrelevant . Juda ism was s een primarily as an 

ethi ca l system. It was the triumph of moralism over theo logy. God no 

longer was the indispensab le source of mora l power. Morality stcod on 

its own accor di ng to the au tonomy principle as understood or misunderstood 

by Lazarus . God was demot ed fr om ~·he so le or·ginat or of mora l law to 

the embodiment of t he i dea l., a model fer human conduct ., a pedagogic 

device mak ing the cl a i ms of mor a lity mor e " ur gent ." In the broarua ti on 

of Judaism with Kan ti an ethics., the uniqueness of Judaism was sacrificed. 

The fa ith of Israe I., one mi gh t s ay., mer e I}' seconded the motion of Kant I s 

au t onom princip le. 

It seems t ha1 Lazar us had hoped t o bri ng about a renewa l and strength­

en i ng of the dec li ing Jewish religious consciousness by presen t ins the 

r at i ona l., ethica l contents of Juda ism. Lewkowitz' point., however., is wel I 

t aken that a r a ti ona lly etr.ica l universalism., presumab ly shared by all 

C..7 



religions and Kanti an philosophy., hardly furnished a basis for preserv-
• t . . . ,s 
1ng a separ e c Jew1sh corr~un1ty l1fe. Why should not a Jew who had 

embraced Kanti an philosophy disengage himself attogher from Judaism? 

Wha t., t hen, remains cf Lazarus that may indeed contribute to the 

preservation of Judaism in our ti me ? Lazarus must be credited with at 

least two prof ound insights of lasting val ue in our quest for the mean­

ing of Jewish existence. First., as Gutt rrann points out., "That the 

ethical com andments., according to the Bible and the Talmud., have an 

i ~medi t e inner certainty is a most correct and informative statement., 

whos e va lue is not ot all lessened by ur.justified consequences drawn in 
6</ 

t erms of i deas of autonomy." It is an intriguing question what theologi-

ca l depth Lazarus might have reachec had he concentrated on the explora­

ti on and ana lysis of tha t .,inescapabl e necessity., with which man disting­

uishes be tween good and evil flhd why it is tha t the good appears preferabl e 

over evi I as ''indubitab ly., as the light over darkness. Whence comes that 

pri rra ry feelin g of obligati on whichJ as an irrepress i b le voiceJbecomes for 

every ma n hi s persona l motivation for mor a lity2 

Lazar us a I ll1des to something ot her than reason, something authori­

t a t i ve wi t hin, which gives assent to t he mor a lly good; lacking such inner 

confirma ti on., mora l laws woul d lack t heir binding force : ''For., though 

mor a l in juncti ons r each hi m from external sources as t he behests of former 

gener at i ons or of pn•.;;ent authorities., yet they become law unto him only 
10 

when he fee ls their bindi ng force." What is the basis of that inner 

certa inty in ethica l judgment? It was clear to Lazarus that etrics cannot 
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7/ 
be derived from nature. What# then# is the transcendental source of 

the immediate and absolute certainty of ethical judgment? What are its 

implications for the doctrine of Revelation? 

The second insight cf crucial i mportance for Jewish existence is 

Lazarus' claim of continuity in the ethical creativity of the Jewish 

spirit .
74 

What accounts for this unbroken development of Jewish ethical 

concepts fro~ the Bib le and Talmud thrcugh the ages to this day? Does 

it arsue for a special Jewish endowmen t# for a unique gift of ~/Cl-:J 

in the sense in which Judah Hafevi asserted for the people of Israel? 

Lazarus' insights into the inner certainty of ethical judgment and 

into the continuity of Jewi sh ethical creat ivity might have yielded pro­

found theologica l answers# if on ly he had tried t o account for either of 

t ese phenomena . 



-110-

8. HERMANN COHEN 

( 1842 - 19 18) 

The life of Hermann Cohen
1

is a parad igm of German Jewry's spiritua l 

transmuta tion from the mi dd le of t he 19th to the first quarter of the 20th 

century. His biogrzphy reflects the pendular movement. the oscillations 

of a I i enati on and return. which marked the response of German Jewr)' to 

t~eir Jewish heritage during a centur)·'s struggl e for emancipation. It is 

a chronicle of agony and ecstasy . If. a t first. Juda ism was t he source 

of their agony and Ger man cult ure their ecstasy. it ended. for sane a t 

l~ast . in r everse. Cohen was amons t hose who came tc feel more and mor e 
l. 

of the agony.!.!!!. oeutschtum and unfor eseen ecstasy in c1 rediscovered. phil-

osophica ll y new ly under stood and appreciated Judaism. 

Deep ly r oot ed i n bot h Jewish and Ger ma n culture. Her mann Cohen a lso 

possessed the sensitivity t o perce ive the changing spiritual climate of 

Ger many and the menta l flexi bility to rethink and r adica lly r e- define his 

posi tion; he lived long enough to come back fu ll ci r cle to his point of 

departure as e religi ously commi tted JeVI . 

Four stages mark the l ife of H r m nn Cohen. 

The first period. his ear ly youth and Jewish educati on. began in t he 

traditiona lly religious househo lc of his father Gerson ohen. a Chazzan and 
.3 

Hebrew t eacher in ctiswig. Thi s period ended at the Br eslau Seminaq • 11her e 

the young student r ?a lized tha t ne no longer possessed suffici ently s tron3 

religious convictions to qualify for the r a . t 4 1ne e . 

he se ond period encompassed hi s bri lli ant academic ri se as a phi l­
S 

osopher ano his ca ll to t he professors 1ip at~ r burg where he was t o 
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found the neo-Kanti an branch of philosophy known as the Marbur ger Schule. 

It was during this ti me of spl endor i n his professional career that Cohen 
6 

removed hi mse lf f art~est from his Jewish roots even whi le he came to be-

I ieve most deep ly in the complete intagration· of Gerinan Jewry in German 

culture and nationhood . Emancipati on was t o be ach ieved on alTiost any 

t erms. not ar ri ng i nterrnarriage and transfer of the Sabba t h to Sunday. 

It was to be tot a I assi mi la tfon short :,f convers ion. 

Cohen was jo lted out of his confidence in he success of emanc i?a­

ti on by t:-ie pub li cation of He i ndch von Treitschke 1 s _,Ein Wor t uber unser 

Judentum" in 1879 . The synthesi s between Juda ism and German cu ltur e 

whic:1 ohen had t aken for granted Orf,// needed r 3- exami nati on and defense. 

I n his pub I ic reply t ~e follo~ing year. ,, _in Bekenntn·s in der Judenfrage" 

( 1880 • Cohen rejed -ed Tre itschke ' s dem nd t :-ia t Je•1✓s divest t hemse lves of 

every v0 s tigc of the ir Ju da ism as pri ce of admissi on to the Gerrnan nation. 

Though e was ti I Ii ng to go a log way down the road of ass imi lat i:>n. he 

took pei ns to point out t he dis tinctive t heo l :>gi a l va lues of Judais~. 

t he unique spirit ua l i ty of t he transcendent 3od and the messianic i dea. 

i n bot h of wh ich he saw t he heart of "Israelite monotheis~." ~ ,ether 

Judaism was a I i en t o t he Ger man spirit as Trei tschke charged. or not • 

ohen ma i nt a ined that its message was fr t oo i ~port3nt to Germany and 

to Christianity itse l f , t o be surrendered under t he co lorless fl ag of 

reli gious uniformity which Treitschke demanded i n the inter est •:>f national 

unity. 

Cohen~ powerfu l reaffirma ti on of the positive va lues of Juda ism in 
8 

the exchange wi t~ Tre i t schke vas. by his own admi ssion I ate in I ife. the 

hour of ~is r e irth as a Jew. e sha ll cons i ~rt e year of 1880. t he 

7 
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exact mid- point of hi s l i f e., as t he beg i nning of the t hi r d period in his 

deve lopment vh ich was to witness ever mor e fr equent utter ances on Jew ish 

is sues. In t his period he gr ew si mu ltaneously as phil os opher and Jew 

q unti I hi s r etiremen t fr om Mar burg and move t o Berlin in 19 12. 

The Berlin year s ., fr om 19 12 t o hi s dea t h in 19 18., r epresen t the 

fourth and most pr oductive peri od of ~i s life as a Jewish t hinker. Juda ism 

r e ccupi ed the cent er of his inte ll ect ua l inter es t s . He produced an abund­
,o 

ance of ar t i c les on a vari e t y of Jewi sh top ics a long with two monumenta l 

·N r ks . Th fi r st.," er Begriff der Re li gion i m Syste11 der Ph il os oph i e" 

( 19 15) ., r eformu lated hi s vi ew of r e li gion i n genen :i l. The other., ''Re li gion 

der Ver n:.mf t aus den ~ue fl an des Juden t ums" (substanti a ll y comp leted at 

t :ie ti me of his dea t h in 19 18 but pub li shed posthull'ousf y i n l:;1 19) ., r epre­

sent s hi s most comprehens ive t estament of per sona l fa ith as a Jew., satur-

ated with the fru it of 
lifc ti ne of phi losoph i c t hought . The extraord i n-

ar y abundance of Jewi sh writ ings i n t he last few years of h is life was i n 

no sma ll measur e s t i'llu la t ed by his work as lecturer a t the Hochschu l-? f ur 

die \Vi ssenschaf t des Ju:len t ums i n Ber l i n t o wh i ch he dev-:>t ed his r et irement 

year s . Thus., iron ica lly., or r a ther s ymbo li ca l I, ., he who withdr ew fr om 

theo log ica l s tudi es as a young man of 19 becaus e of hi s waning r e li gi ous 

fa ith., s pent t he las t year s of his life as a t eacher of Jewish t heo logians. 

It was his i nt ent i on ._ha t hi s co ll ected essays be pub lished in memory of 

his mot:ier ., wh i J e his f ina I work., " Re Ii gi on der Vernunft., '' was t o be 

dedica t ed t o the memor y of his fat her. The r eaffirma ti on of his ancestra l 

h ritage as thus comp l at ed. 
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With due a I I owance for the exceptions and inaccuracies inherent i n 

a ll generalizations., it might be said tha t the history of philosophy has 
u 

passed through t hree major stages. Greek cl ~ssical philosophy located 

ultimate reality in the natural universe. Medieval philosophy saw 

real i ty gr ounded i n God. It r ema ined for the thinkers of the modern 

age to establish the fou nda tions of rea lity in the mind of man. Begin­

ning with Descartes., the point of departure of European phi losophy has 

been t he phi losopher' s own sovere i gn reasoning power. Hermann Cohen 
I 2. 

brough t thi s deve lopment to its concl1Js ion, transcending his own r adica l 

r ati ona l is n only in the very last years of hi s life . 

Hermann Cohen 's neo- l<anti anism is no mere duplicate of Kant 's ph i 1-

osophy . This wi II become evi dent as we cons ider Kant' s and t ~en Cohen 's 

thought s on religion., especial ly his con epts of God and Revelation. For 

purposes of comparison., we shal I now briefly sketch Kant's view of r e­

ligi on. The f u ll est formulation of Kant ' s r e li gious views was publ i shed 

on t he thresho ld of hi s 70th }•ear of life, "Di e Re t·igion Innerha lb der 

Gr enz.ender b lossen Vernunft• (1793). Bef ore we consider in some deta il 

its most distinctive i deas., we sunraarize br ief ly significant conc lusions 

r eached by Kant i n earl ier works : 

In hi s " Kritik der Reinen Ver nunft" {178 1)., Ka nt characteri zes reli g­

i ous knaN ledge as ~aving not logical bu t mor a l certain ty. One may not 

s ay God is, but ~r E~ mor al ly certai n that a God is." Ka nt' s shar p dis­

t inct i on bet ween know l~dge and f aith (Wissen &: lauben) ., is carried fur­

ther in his " Kriti k der Pr aktischen Vernunf t" ( 1788). The ex istence of 
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God is not a matter of know ledge but a postu late. We assume in the 

inter est of man's rightful expectation of ''Gluckseli gheit 11 that God must 

necessarily exist as guar ant or of t he correspondence between mora lity 

and the ach i evement of happiness in the world of nature (Gl~ckseligheit). 

Re li gi on is but another name for the mor a l consc ience. This is suggested 

in his "Kritik der Urteilskraft" in which r e li gi on i s defined as 
I) 

"~kenntnis unsercr Pf li ch t en a ls Gottliche Gebote.'' The i dent ificati on 

of God with the mora lly good i s pointed ly ma de in hi s es say "Uber das 

Miss lingen a l ler philosophischen Ver suche in der n,eodicee" (1791). With 

r efer ence to t he prob lem of Job, Kant sta t es that: 1) our reason is 

incapab le of determin i ng the r e l ationship bet ween the Highest Wisdom and 

the worl d of our own actual experience; 2) Job 's solution was not to make 

his mor a lity dependent upon faith, but r a ther to build his faith upon 

moral i ty . Thi s leads Kant t o the conc lusion t ha t "der Begriff von Gott, 

der fur die Re li gion tauglich sein soil, ein Begriff von ihm a ls einem 

mora Ii schen 1esen sei n muss," t hus i den ti f 1i ng God with the mora II'/ good. 

~e turn now to "'Die Re li gion Innerha lb der Gr enzen der b lossen ,,,. 
Ver nunft"' t o consider Kan t's concept of Reve la tion against t he background 

of hi s vi ews on God and religi on . A bas ic distinction is made between 

"Kirchenglauben"' (ecclesiastic or denomina tiona l fait h) , bas ed upon istor­

ic act s of Reve lati on, and "Reiner Re li gionsg laube" (pure r e li gi ous f a ith) 

wh i ch i s the r e lig"on of r eason and serves as the hi ghest i nterpreter of 
IS" 

t he various denom ina ti ona l systems which ar e based upon Revelati on. The 

on ly faith , with t · e potenti a l of becomin g uni versa l r e li gion, is a pure 
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religi on of reason. To the extent that religion is seen as moral law 

it springs from man ' s reason which postul ,:ites God as the ground of ,, 
'llora lity. Thus. everyone ma y determine God's wi 11 by his own reason since 

the concept of the deity springs from consciousness of moral laws . From 

this corr~spondence of the divine wi 11 with purely ethica l laws fol lows t he 

concept of on I •1 ~ God as we 11 as ~ pure I y mora I re Ii gi on. This pure 

religion of reason is contrasted with t he historical religions. which. 

lacking a basis in rationa l specu l :ition. can onli arise from statutory 
I? 

law decreed by Reve lation. The purely mor a l legislation. "whereby God's 
IB 

wi 11 i s ori gi na 11 y inscri bed in our hearts.,'' is not on I y the i ndi spensab I e 

basis of all true religion. but constitutes its true essence. The various 

s t atutor y (hi storical) r e li gions serve on l1 as means for the advancement 

and pr omotion of this universal r e ligion of reason. The true service of 

God is to perform His will not "accor ding to r eveal ed concepts. wh ich 

would not be ava il a le to a ll human beings. bu t by one's mora l conduct 
/9 

with reference to which God's wi 11 i s known to a l I." 

e lieving that the pure faith of r e ligion r equires only t he perfor m­

ance}, i n the sp irit of morality. of all dut i es understood as His command­

ments (~die in mora lischer Gesinnung ge~chehende Beobachtung a ller 
l.0 

Pflicht en a ls seine Gebote-•). Kant proceeds t o treat a ll rit ua l and 

canon i ca l legis lati on of non-ethica l character as concess ions to the 

common mass of humar:ity who i nc li ne toward the cu ltic forms of religion. 

He com:ients caustical ly on "Holy Scriptures" as mak i ng the greatest im­

press ion on t hose who leas t understand t hem. Their va lue is chi ef ly as 
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symbol of authority .ii Kant subscribes t~ the deistic doctrine of the 

Enlightenment that there is only one true religion although there might 

be a variety of creeds ("Es ist nur eine (•vahre) Re ligion1 aber es kann 
2, 

vielerlei Arten des Glaubens geben .") As dubious as he is about the 

creedal elements of the religions, so he considers the Revelation of 

ceremonial and histor ical information li kewise of questionable validity. 

The purpos e of Holy Scripture is to improve us as human beings; historical 

matter 1 which contributes nothing to this purpose, is of indifferent value 
23 

and may be regarded as one pleases. 

Rea l r el igi on is the spirit of God which instructs us and motivates 
i~ 

us to moral conduct. "P."ie principle that universality is the criterion of 

2S 
the true religion argues in favor of the religion of reason as against re-

vealed r e ligion. Religion based upon historical experience of Revelation 

is particularisti c and limited in vali dity to those involved in its history. 

As al I empir i cally gained knowledge 1 so Revelat i on likewise lacks the 

logical cer tainty that what is bel i eved must be so and not otherwise . 

uonly pure religious fa ith, entirely based on reason, can be recognized 

as logically compel ling and thus as the only faith that distinguishes the 
i, 

true Church.H Kant grows lyri cal , reminiscent of the fervor associated 

with messianic visions1 in his description of the religion of the fu t ure . 

physical anc moral endowm9nt in man wil I inevitab ly produce the cleans­

ing of al I relig~ons from their particularistic ordinances so that the 
27 

one pure religion of reason might at last reign over al I. In the end 

there wil I be freedom without anarchy because everyone will obey a law 

not s ta tutory ord ina .ces) which he has decreed f or himself even while 

he must r ecognize t h i s same law as the wil I of the Almighty r evealed by 

2i 
reason. 
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It fol loVls that a Revelation contained in man ' s reason must be con­

tinuous, and so Kant indeed envisages the religion of the futua.as based 

''in dern Prinzip der reinen Vernunftreligion ,31s einer an al le Menschen 
l-11 

best~ndig geschehenden gottlichen (obzwar nicht empirischen) Offenbarung . 11 

In summation of the doctrines of the pure religion of reason, Kant 

reiterates its entire I y moral and rati ona I character : The existence of 

God canno t be proven by theor etica l reason . "The idea of a moral world -
30 

rul er i s a task for our practical reason, " i . e ., God is a postu I a t e, a 

necessary hypothesis if we are to account f or morality and feel assured 

of its ultimate, universal triumph. In line wi th the requirements of 

pract i cal reason, the true and universal faith of relig i on is belief i n 

God as (1) Almighty Creator of the natural universe and holy Gi ver of law 

for the mor a l universe ; (2) Benevolent Preserver, Rul er and Provider for 

mankind (''Versorger'1); ( 3 ) Judge who acts justly ( 11 \le,:-wal t er seiner 
. 'll 

eigenen heiligen Gesetze") . These doctr ines are self - evident t o reason 

( i . e., need no special Revelation): 

"Di eser Glaube enth~lt eigentlich kein Geheimnis, weil er 
ledigli ch das moralische Verhalten Gottes zum Me nschlichen 
Geschlechte ausdruckt ; auch bietet er sich a l ler 
mensch li chen Vernunft von sel bst dar und wird daher in 
der Rel i gion der meisten ges itteten vBl ker angetroffen . 11 lL 

If the es s ence of r el i gion is moral i ty , and if mor a lity is a depart ­

ment of r eason, i t fol lows that supernatural Re ve la tion is superfluous . 

I t i s not God but reason which reveals t o us t he contents of t he on ly 

true relig i on, 

''Di e wahre a lleinige Re ligi on ent halt nichts als Gesetze, 
d. i . solche prakt i sche Prinzipi en, dercn unbedingter 
Not·iendi gkei t wir uns bewusst wer den konnen, die wir 
a lso als dur ch reine Vernunft (Nicht empirisch) of fenbart 

k ft <:ner ennen . lJ 
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We shall now trace Cohen's approach to religion, the extent to which 

he fol lo'Ns Kant and where he goes his own way. It wi 11 be important to 

keep apar t three stages of his development: the young Cohen prior to his 

call to Marburg, the Cohen of the Marburg years and, finally, the Cohen 

of the Berlin peri od . 

The young Cohen of the first period beheld in pantheism the most 

advanced type of rel~ion, looking back upon monotheism as the religious 

expression of mankind on a less mature level . He leaves no doubt that he 
l't 

h no longer a persona l commit ment to the God of Israel. Shortly befor e 

Me~burg, studies of Kant lead Cohen to the conviction tha t bel ief in God 

was indispensable for any et hical syst em. He suggests in his correspond­

ence with Hermann ewa ndo sky that his od concept is unrela ted to r e lig-
35 

i ous emotionalism but s tri ctly the product of clear and rigorous thinking. 

The Cohen of t he fM:ir urg years bui lds on Kan tian foundations, but 

goes beyond his philosoph ic maste~. He fo l lows Kant in the for mu lati on of 

a God concep t which is c losely assoc i ated with e thical i dealism . His ap­

proach , leaning on Kant ye t passing beyond hi m, i s al ready c learly sta ted 
1, 

in his essay '' as r ob l em der judisch en Sittenlehre.'' The identification 

of God ~i th the spiri t of mora lity cal Is f or clarification. The line needs 

t e redrawn as we consi der the relationship between ethics and the i dea 

of Go . Th e point 1'e makes is t ha t God is m 1-e than a princip le and more 

than a postulate . He is the gua r antee th t t he laws, defined in ethics, 

wi ll i n the long r un be f ulfilled in reality: 
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"Gott ist nicht das Prinzip der Sittlichkeit. Denn 
. das Prinz1p e1ner Erkenntnis kann nur ein Grwndsatz sein, 
der als so lcher schlechterdings nur ein gedachter Gedanke 
sein kann. In der Re lision sol I bekanntlich Gott mehr 
sein . ber wenngleich Gott in der wisenschaftlichen Ethik 
kein Prinzip bedeuten kann, so braucht er doch darum nicht 
zu einem Postulat degrad i ert zu werden fGr Schwierigkeiten 
der moralisch-tr.e~logischen Kasu isti k. Er ist das 
10berhaupt i m Reiche der Sitten . 1 Als solches aber hat er 
nicht b loss etwas zu sagen, sondern, was mehr bedeutet , 
etwas zu leisten, und nicht bloss etwas, sondern al les. 
Das Oberhaupt im Reiche der Sitten bedeutet die Gewahr: 
dass di e Gesetze, welche di e sittliche Vernunft 1n der 
eth1schen W1ssenschaft entdeckt und vorschreibt, in der 
Ferne der Zeiten zur vol len Wirk lichkeit gelangen, uno 
dass ke1ne Skepsis dagegen aufkonmen dQrfe ... Oh ne di e Idee 
Gottes hat di e Et~ i k keine Gewahr, dass i hr e Gesetze meh r 
als Hirngespinste einer methodischen Erkenntn is seien. Mit 
der Idee Gottes gibt s ie sich di e Gewissheit, dass das 
Sittengesetz 1Jirkl i chke it entfalte bis ans Ende der Tage ."3? 

The importance of this stat ement cannot be exaggerated . It is program­

mat i c f or the development of Cohen' s God concept in the remaining years 

of his life . It may be referr ed t o i n re f uta tion of those who c lai m t o 

see in Cohen ' s God a mere vercali za ti on or abstraction . 

I s Cohen ' s i dea of God as guarant or for tr e real i zati on of eth i cs 

ir t i e -- a postulate ? Or, is it a reli i ous faith? If Coh en had ar ­

ued : c cannot account f or the ex istence oft e moral law unless we 

presuppos e Go as it s auth or , such a God would be a postulate . But 

Coh en is putti g it di f feren tly . The origin of ethics is not the ques ­

ti on at this po i t . There mish t t:e ethics wit h or wit hout God . The 

question i s what f.'.ntit les me to bel ieve t ra t the un iverse wil I '' cooperate'' 

with the moral law ? Says Cohe n, only fait h in God, as guarantor of th e 

realizat i on of the moral law, makes e t hics compellingly meaninsful . 

Vithout such gua rantee all cisc uss ion of ethi cs reduces itself to an 
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exercise in fut ility: " •ithout the i dea of God, ethics has no guarantee 

that its laws are more than a figment of the i mag i nation . ("Ohne di e 

! dee Gottes hat di e Ethik ke ine Gewahr da~s ihre Gesetze mehr als 
38 H• • • ") 1rngesp1nste .•. se1en. 

I n this contex t, God is not the Source of ethics but the Source of 

our hope tha t the un iverse is so constituted as to bring about the rea l i-

zat· on of the ethical s~al , that the moral law wi l I prosper because of a 

Being with power t o make it prosper. Cohen' s statement i s an expression 

of faith not a postulate . Th e fac t tha t Cohen had i n mind somethins 

a ltogether different from a postulate i s clearly stated by himself in 

the very passage we qu oted . God 11 need not be degraded to a postulate 

lCJ because of c ifficult ies in mora l -theol ogica l casuistry .'' Thus, Rosen-
,,.0 

zweis ' s contention trat Cohen ' s God was mor ,? than "poeti c expression" 

and more than a mere "thought" or abstract idea, appears to be closer to ,,, 
the truth than Guttmann

1
s vi ew that Cohen, after al I, never adva nced be-

yond a postulated God. 

Th e differ ence be tween Kant and Cohen gro\'/s apace . Kant , as we know, 

post ula tes God as t he only poss i b le way of har mon izing the demands of 

mor clit}' with the expec t at i ons of "Gluc kseligkeit .'' Bas i c to Kant's view 

of t he un i verse i s i ts divisi on in to two worl ds, that of natural and mora l 

lav . n, be i ns a c itizen of both, fin ds hi s hi ghest good in the achieve-

men t of morali-'-y co•.•b ined with happiness, i. e., a happiness growing out 

of his moral ity. But hew can man draw h pp i nes fr om moral it y if the two 

worl ds r ema in separated? ~ n' s mora l Mi ll has of itself no i nflu ence upon 

natur e whi ch ust pr ovide the conditi ons of huma r:i happi ness . On the other 
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hand nature proceeds independent of moral laws. Only in a divinely 

governed universe where nature and morality are by the Holy Creator Him­

self brought into harmony (which otherwise would be alien to each) may we 

suppose that natur~ wil I be responsive to moral values, enabling man to 

achieve his highest good. 

The eudaemonism which moved Kant to postulate God is completely ab ­

sent from Cohen's thinki ng. Although Cohen, too, distinguishes between 

-,.1. two worlds, the "world that is" and the "worl d that ought to be," these 

tvto realrrs of "Sein" and ''Solien" are uni fi ed by God, according to Cohen, 
. . 

not f or the sake of man's "Gluckseligkeii' '' but for the realization of 

moral law. To the faith that God functions as a regulative link be tween 

th e world of nature and the worl d of moral ity, Cohen adds a t heological 

reason vthy God performs this function -- and with this thought Cohen turns 

from Kant to fun damenta I Jewish doctrine . 

Th e one God, whose oneness means uniqueness, is incomparabl e, differ­

ent from al I that exists. This means that His Being is the ground of al I 

be ing. In Him both worlds, that of nature and th a t of morality , are 

grounded . In Him, as Creator and Source of moral it»mankind 1 s unity is 

established as basis of mutual ethical obligation . The One God dema nds 

the one humanity ~
3 

How can we be sure that · the physical world wil l con­

tinue so that the m0ral task may be r ea lized and history be fulfil led? 

The eternity of t he ideal presupposes the continuit y of nature in which 

i t is to be rea l ized. God is the 9uarantor of cont inuity of the physi-

lt't 
cal world for the realization of the ethical i deal . He guarantees the 

j 
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correspondence of the world of nature and morality not mere ly for the 

purpcse of human bl i ss, but to preserve the whole structure of moral law. 

t o give it verificat i on and permanence. 

Th e Coheri of the Marbuq; period ever more staunch I y ma intains God 1 s 

transcendence. God and morality are related, but not the same . Jewish 

apo loget i cs, he po i nts out, has far too long pushed to the foregroun d 

discussi ons on ethics as if to legitimatize the Jews as decent peop le. 

It is ti me that we returned to " the cornerstone of our religion, the idea 

of the un ique God." 

"Eine anstlndige ~oral r e icht aber noch lange 
. ni cht aus fur das Lebensrecht der Re l · ~ion. 
~i ne Re ligion muss den Grune ihres Dase ins i mmerdar 
in ihrem Gottesbegriffe bewahren und forten t wicke ln. 11 4f" 

To e su re th e "God of Judaism is the God of mor al ity. His entire meaning 

li es i n he Revelation and confirmati on of mora lity . . He is the origina­

tor and guarantor of the mora l world ." Morality springs from God but He 

is more than morality . He is "the ground of the moral worl c -- this is ., 
the sense of the key concept of the un i ty of God." The int roduction of 

an i ntermediary between God and man clur s and compr omi ses the aspec t of 

God ' s uniqueness which connot es transcendence. "The l ogos of the Jew 

Phil o" i s , i n Cohen' s judgment , ''a profana ti on of the transcendence of 
.. 7 

God . " Si mu lt aneously, the idea of t he inter mediary is an offence aga inst 

t he concept of divi~e immanence, i nsof ar as it suggests "a God, who moves 

human ity only fr om t he outside, and not al s o fr om the inmost essence of the 

worl d." The interMed i ary, Cohen goes on to say, i nt imates that "God 

• • " "' ca nnot approach man out of His own Being • 
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The Berlin years (1912-1918) represent a period of extraordinary 

development and fulfillment of Cohen's work as philosopher and Jew. The 

Cohen of the Marburg years i dent ified himself as a philosopher whose 

Juda ism was cl osely connected with his scientific insights: "Im Zusam­

menhange meiner wissenschaftlichen Einsichten steht me in Judentum. 11 
•• 

He explained that his en~husiasm for Juda ism was rooted in the convi c ti on 

of the ethical va l ue of its God concept . But already in 190~ .• at the time 

of the pub licati on of his '' Et hi k des reinen 1illens," he leaked ·forward 

to the t i me when he might come f or war d "wit gr ea t er works on the i dea of 
So 

Juda i sm." This promise he fulfi l led aft er his retirement from Ma r burg. 

Moreover , we see a decided shift fr om preoccupation with etr.ics t o the 

theological f ounda ti ons of faith . We shal I foces our attenti on on three 

sigbificant steps in Coh en 's theological develcpment in thi s fina l period 

of hi s Ii fe: 

I. The forrrula ti on of his new concep t of correlati on. 

2 . Th e r eal ization of r el i gion's distinct ive role i nsofar as the 

God of religion has a funct ion cifferent from the God of ethics. 

3. The emergence of a s i gn ificant concept of Revele ti on in his 

"Rel igi on der Vernunft ," the summa t beo log ica of Cohen . 

The concept of correlation is a profound mine of theologica l sugges­

tions . It can be ~nd has been various ly in terpreted. We see in it a 

contribution t o the resolution of the tension inherent in Juda i sm ' s God 

concept uncer th e aspects of tra nscendence and immanence -- Judaism' s 
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oldest theological paradox. '/hat is at stake is not merely a philosophic 

or theological problem, how can God be "beyond everythi ng,'' and yet also 

"within everything?" The solution of this prob lem has a most significant 

bearing on the very heart of vital re li9 i on -- the relationship between 

God and man . 

"The One mank ind is the correlate to the One God, 11 says Cohen in an 
s, 

essay da ted one year prior to the publication of "Der Begriff der Religion 

im System der Philosophie ." The meaning of the correlation, he suggests 

in the same essay, is a spiritual rel a tionship: "The soul in man is, 

as it were, the God in man . In God's image He created man . This i mage is 

not a true portrait, for God has no portrait even as He has no form. The 

i mage is the idea . In the i dea of God tr e idea of man is implied. Such 

divinity is meant by the soul which resides in th e body of man . Man 's soul 
S'2.. 

is a light of God ." A closer exam inati on of the correlation follows in 
S'.J 

the essay "The ho ly Spiri t." The title, he says , is a mistranslation., or 

stil I worse , a misunderstanding of the term 

mea ns literally "spirit of holiness.'' The term, "spirit of ho liness," 

conr.otes a relationship . I n the context of r el i gion, the soul is seen 

i n rel a tionship t o morality end t o everything spiritua l. Thus, "spirit' 

is connec ted with various moral qualities and act i vities of the soul . 

"These qualities c,f the soul r each perf ect ion in the same concept which 

also r epresents the key term for the attr ibut e of God -- Holiness 
S't 

the i deal concep t of the human soul as wel I as of God . 11 Thus, both 

terms (Spirit a nd hol iness ) in the ir orig in are tied together in ~an and 

God . This , t hen, is the correlation of God and man . "God is spirit, and 
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God is holy. Consequently , He it must be Who implant ed spir i t and holi­

ness in man, in orcer to be con~ected by mea ns of both with man . Thus 

the spirit of holiness of God i s s i multaneously the spirit of hol iness 
5S 

in man ." 

The concept of correlation is fu ll y developed in Cohen ' s mos t com­

prehensive discussion of religion from the point of view of philosophy, 

"Der Begr iff der Re ligi cn im System der Philosophie." •• correlat i on," 
S6 

he says , "is a scientific fundament of thinking ." It expresses purpose. 

" 'iherever we have the formulat i on of a concept, we have 
the estab lishment of purpose . It is, then, a relationship 
of purpose ~h i ch we set fort h etween God and man, as be­
tween God and nature••• Accordingly , when I want to for~ 
the concept of God, I mus t assume a relationsh ip of purpose 
between God and man ; so, a lso, I ga i n the concept of man ou t 
of i ts i plication wit in the con t ent of the God concept , 
and vice versa . 11 S'7 

Cohen then pr oceeds to i i lustrat e th relati onship of purpose between 

God, man and nature . In the correlat i on of God and na ture, the i dea of 

cr eation is developed and broadened to that of maintenance of the wor ld. 

God creates and ma inta ins the worl d. Immediately, the idea of ma inten­

ance with it s i mp l icat i ons of a futur e, r a ises the quest i on of purpose. 
SI 

Why shoul d the wor ld e ma i ntained? The purpose of na ture is then brought 

int o relat i ohship with the ends of rr.oralit y. 'Jhat would happen t o the 

good, if na ture were destroyed? The correlat i on of God and nature thus 

i mpl i es for ethics ~he maint enance of nature by God as guarantee that 

ther e wil I always be a worl d of existence f or end l ess continuati on of 
S''I 

mor a Ii ty . 

The corre lat ion of God and man is l i kew i se a relationship of 
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purpose. In man ' s mora l strivings. God serves as the goa l toward wh ich 

man 's own mora l effort is directed. Man must ac t, but God, as the 

mot ivat i ng goal , is invol ved in man ' s action, and thus the success of 

man ' s mor al la er coes not depend excl us i ve ly upon man himse l f and his 
60 work . 

Th e- cor e la ti on of God and man leads Cohen to an under Gt ndi of 

t he uni l.'e fun t ion of r e li gio., as compared with ebics. " In et hi cs God 

i ll umi a tes nank i nd with con fi dence i n mor a li ty on earth . In r e li di on, 

it is he i ndi v ; jua 'Nho receives t he reassurance of his own persona I 

red mp ti o from ui l t and remorse., his restor uti ,:m for the . task of mora l ,, 
free dom .'' e then points to Judaism t o i ll ust r ate the ont~nt i on that 

t. e sat i s f acti n of t he indivi ual 1 s spir it ua l needs i s the di s ti nc tive 

t as k f re li gi on. ''In Juda ism' s pure monot he i ~. the God of ~ercy and 

for!:Jive e s an onl 'f en thi : t, gcal , t he succes , the tri umph of 

man' s mor a l effort i s guar an t eed. Thus th orr::? l ,3 ti on cl ear l y sho ,s 

it~ artiti on : Here man, the i ndi vidua l i n hi s i so lati on, and ther e God 
,2. 

i His Un i queness." 

For t he urpose of at . ics, it i s suff i ci rt tha t God uar an t oe to 

h ma i t • the real ization of the eth ica l t ask. ut this wou l d not ~a t i sf ; 

t he sing le indivi dua l who must have guar an tee of hi s orn pe sona J ef­

f or ts f or w raf rP 1b ili ati~n. Fort at I n cd 3 d as !!!l. God . My ~ 
~3 

God i s the God of ~e li gion. 

Th Cohen of the Mar uurg period gave mu h t hought t ~ the pl ace of 

r c lidi on an t e mean i ng of G d, u very f ew i ndeed are hi s references 
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to Revelatio •• God i s seen not as the revea ler of ethical knowledge but 

as guar antor of ethical rea lization i n t his ·10.-ldo He is the "Url> ild" 

and "Vorbi ld" of morality - the prototype, the i dea l and mode l for man's 

endcal str ivi ngs . Cohen did not concern hi mself with the question 

how man ever fou nd out that God 1s will was eth i:::al. Man, be ing what he 

i s , is equ ipped with reason that disti ;igui shes between "Sei n und Solien," 

between "wha t i s " and "what ough t t o be" -- and Revelation presunably 

has not hing t o do wi th it. In Cohen's ,\\arburg years, God was either, in 

His un i queness, the gr ound of a ll being, the epitomy of transcendence, or , 

as guaran tor of ethical r ea liza tion i n thi s wor ld, God appeared as a 

universa l power whose r ea lit y wou ld be confirmed only in the messianic 

fulfi 11 nent at the end of ti n,e . There was no p lace for Revel:ition 

withi n such a God concept. 

The Cohen of t he Ber Jin years, however, in the deve lopnent of the 

concep t of correlation, turned t o a profound cons i derati on of the rel a­

tionsh i p between God and man . I n t hi s context, a discussi::>n of Reve l :ition 

became i:iescapable. And so, we find t 1iat Cohen's ewish magnum opus, 

"Di e Re li gi on der Vernunft ," devotes a ma jor chapter t o "Die Offenbarung ." 

It was the last chapter of this posthumous ly published work which he hi m­

se lf had pr e ared for publication. 

Fundamenta ll y, t he chapter on Revelat i on answers two quest i ons : 

·1 y is Revel:ition necessar y? How does Revelation h!'ppen? Cohen opens 

his discussi on of "R~welation" wit:i the words: ''Das Werden ist durch 
6't 

das Se i n bed ingt ." These words are t o remind us of the metaphysical basis 

of "correlation, " the archetypa l corr~J.;1 tion of Being and Becoming, 
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represented in Jewish monot he ism by God, the Ground of Being, in relation­

ship to the world of existence, or putting it plainly, the r el:1 ti onsh ip of 
,r 

Creator and creation. "The most general meaning of Reve lation is this: 

" God enters i nto r elationship with man ." It is an inaccuracy. leading to 

pantheism. to suggest that Goe r evea ls Himself a lso in the world. For, 

"God r eveals Himse lf not 2.!!. something, but only~ something, in rel ation­

ship to something. The correspondi ng member of this relati onship can on ly 
,7 

be man ." These principal cons i derat i ons lead Cohen to a statement of t he 

need for Revela tion: Reve lati on differs from creation insofar as creation 

ea ls on ly with the general metaphysical prob l em of Being and ~ecomi ng 

which orders on., bu t is di st i net fr om. the speci a I prob I em of ethics. 

This is t aken up by Revelation which thus becomes a continuation of 

creation by mak i ng the creat i on of man as a rational be ing its prob lem. 

In other words ., the purpose of Reve lation i s nothing less t han the specia l 

creat i on of man endowed with eth ical r eason. "Thus the very concept of 

the creation of ethics i mp li es that Revelation can on ly be addressed to 
68 

man. t he bear er of ethics." 

Now, we turn to t he ot. er question : How does Reve lat ion happen? 

Cohen r epeats : Being is the prerequ is i te for Becoming . This holds em­

inent!, true of man ' s becoming. It i s owing to Revel:1t i on that man ' s 

rut i onalit emerg~""s• i.e., "t e origi na l source of eth ical reason. this 

ethic I ecoming, must be located in God \Vh o is the on ly Be ing and thus 
61 

the prerequis i te of a ll ethica l understanding." 
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Cohen war;is against a misunderstanding of Revelation as causation. 

Revelation itself does not cause the origin of ethical reason; nor does 

Revelation cause the transfer of reason from God to man . Revelation is 

the very prerequisite for a 11 such causa Ii ty: "Reve I at ion is the crea-
7fl 

tion of reason." This thematic statement conveys t he heart of his con-

cept of Revelat i on and what follows is merel y a commentary on it. 

Referr ing to the text., Dt . 4-15-16., Cohen sees an attempt to remove 

from the theophany at Sinai all material traits. It suggests the purely 

spiritua l character of Revelation. "The unique God can reveal Himself 

only to the sp irit., and so He appeared to the whole people only in 
-,, 

spirit." This strictly spiritual commun ication _necessitates a spirit-

ual mediator . loses is cast in the r ole of mediator -- but not one who 

stands between God and the people., bu t rather who stands before God as 

r epresentative of the people. The theophany is resolved in an aposto late. 

Moses acts as the proclai :ner. Such a one is required since the Revelation 

is entirel '/ spiritual. Despite the special ro le of Moses., the Revelat i on 

is not exclusively to him., but to the who le peop le . It is sa i d: "Ye 

saw no manner of form on the day that the lord spoke unto }:'.OU in Horeb 
7l. 

out of the midst of the f ire .u God addresses Himse lf to you., the whole 

people. The role of Moses is to be t he catalyst of instruction. Through 

hi m the nationa : consciousness is brought to ma turity. Thus ''Revelat ion 
- 73 

passes through the teachings of an indivi dua l spirit ... 

Revelat i on., hoNever., must not be understood as a single event that 

ended in the past . ''The currency of Reve lat ion., and with it its 
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spirit ua li t y. is br ought ou t by its r enewal in national continuity: 

1 The Lord made not t his covenan t with our fa t ers., but with us. even 
7"' 

us. who ar e a ll of us here a live t his day . 111 The continuity of Revela-

ti on t o Israe l requires a deva luati on of Moses concomitant with a r ais­

ing up of t he peopl e of Israe l. Moses must not become a demi-God. He 

must di e a s inner., a mer e morta l whose human it, is stressed "Now the 

man Moses" ••• (Nu. 12.3). The death of t he indivi dual., however priv-

i leged. brings out the f act that "God I ives on ly for the who le people 
7S 

\those i mmed i acy with God is a peculi ar nationa l characteristic." The 

concept of Is r ae l as t h9 peop le of Reve lat i on i s s uggest ed., if not fully 

deve loped. The Shema -- speaking as it does of "our" God -- is a char ac­

t eri st ic expres si on of •1t he consoli da ti on of monothe ism in the nati onal 

consci ousness." 
,, 

Cohen wants to fr ee Reve la tion fr om its confin emen t withi n t he event 

at Sinai. He sees a t endency i n tha t direction in the Torah ' s stress 

upon Reve I a t ion I s content of ''sta t utes and or di nances•• r ather t han the 

fac t um of Si na i. Cohen ' s ob jec t i s t o devel op t he i dea of cont i nu i t y i n 

Reve lat i on . Th e "n arness of God•1 (Dt . 4- 5-7) is i nterpr e t ed as suggest­

i ng tie currency of Reve la tion. God r evea ls Himse lf in the s tatutes and 
77 

or dinances t ha t ar e t aug· t t oday. Today takes on t he mean i ng of ever y day. 

What i s t he cdter ion for Reve lati on ? ti tn r eference t o Dt. 4.6 

('hi s i s your wisdom and under s t and ing") Cohen proposes tha t the r eason­

a!J l~ness and wi sdom of cont ent., evi dent t o a l l. t o other peoples no less 

t han to Israe l ., sta~ps it as Reve lat i on . "In such s t atutes Reve lat i on 
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71 
is attested by the i r wisdom and r easonab leness ." Revelation is within 

man ' s reasono "Ma n, not the people, not even Moses , man as rational 
~ 

being, is the cor re la te of the God of Reve lation." Wi th reference to 

Dt . 30 . 11-1.'-i. Cohen sees a spiritualization of the concept of Reve lation. 

Al though the Reve lation at Sinai is not denied in this Biblical passage, 

it does unden i ab ly i nter na lize Rev~ lation as something very near, even 

in man ' s heart. God 1s word cannot be far from the spirit of man . 

NReve lat ion i s here founded i n the heart and in man •s · own power repre-
80 

sented by speech." 

Cohen conc ludes with an emphatic ident i f i cation of Revel ati on with 

r eason. If man "want s t o persist as a creat i on of God and if Revelation 

t o him is to be a possi bi li ty, it can on ly be t hrough reason; consequently 

Reve lat i on itsel f can only be one of r eason ••• Ma n's r eason as God's 

creat ion, conditi ons his rationa l rel ationsh ip t o God . From it flows the 

enact ment of this r a ti ona l r el;3 ti onsh i p i n Revelation which, together wit 

er at ion, estab lishes the correlati on of God nd man .u 
~ 

The tendency of med i eva l Jewish ph il osopher s to harmonize reason and 

Revelation and to suggest more or less th t Rev lation or iginates i n reason, 

is a consistent development of monothe i sm. '1Thus r eason ecomes the root 

of the contents of Reve lation. There can be no b jecti on since the cor­

r ela ti on of God a1'd man makes i nevitab le the corral ation of div ine spirit 
~ 

and man ' s sp irit as a form of i dentity of logical reason.'' There i s 

noth i ng mysterious i n Revelat i on. "God gives the Torah as He gives 

everything, life and bread, even death . Reve lation is the evidence of 
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reason, wh ich is not ani ma li stic sensua lit y. but comes fr om God and 

connects with God ." 
83 

Cohen ends t hi s chapt~r. so f ull of profound and suggest ive thoughts, 

with the observation t hat phil osophy shares with r e ligion a supreme aim. 

!though philosophy has a legitimate int erest in deve loping its concepts 

and a ll contents of consciousness, thi s cannot be continued endlessly . 

"A fundament must be distingu ished wh ich wit.'lstands further 
ana lysi s because something eterna l is demanded as the 
ultimate ground of a ll change in huma n consciousness with 
a l l i ts treasur es. assuring i ts preservation. Religion, 
likewise, is overcome y this same prob lem. animated by 
the same interest : Not even a Moses. neither a Solon nor 
a Lycurgus , had decl ar ed the law ou t of his own mind ; 
it ame t o us not merely from t he pa tri archs. but over 
aga inst a l l histor ica l gradations stands the immediate 
deriva ti on fr om God as the un ique Being." 11;-

In other wor ds. eve lat i on should e unders t ood as ultimate derivation from 

the ground of a l l Being. Due to cer ta i n po litical events, this spiri tual 

der ivation was s een as n h istorical act so t ha t it might have nati ona l 

significance, ut lready a t the beginning of liter ary hist ory the 

ritique made correcti on by 0 r e locati ng Si na i in t he heart of man . The 

t er nal , :n,o is beyond a ll sensory and. consequentl y, beyond a ll histori­

cal experience, is the ground and guarantee of t he cor e of national 

. . '' 85' .1 1story. 

Hermann Coher,, in is approach to r e Ii g i on, passed through sever a I 

s t ages . Fr om an ear I y egat i on of t, essen'!" i ci Ii ty of r e Ii gi on. Mhen he 

r eg rded r e li gion as an i n erim sta e in man 1 s deve lopment of eth ica l ,, 
perf~ ti on, he rea h d a lready i n his Marburg years a deep conviction of 
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the intr insic value of r e l igio as t he abiding gr ounc of ethics. In his 

Berlin years. he began to see a ma jor difference in the functions of 

ethics and reli gi on. ~an. as mankinc. needs the guidance of ethics. 

but man. as an ir.d i vicua l person, needs the God of reli gion. Cohen 

then developed t he concept of correle 4 i o in wh ich he saw the haracter­

i st ic thco os ical pat t ern cf Juda ism~ a religicn of r eason . Reason be­

came fer Cohen the channe l of Reve loti on. 

I t i s easy enou::ih t o s ee man)' po i nts of contuc t between Cohen. the 

gr eat neo-Kantian, and Immanue l Kant. Common t o both is a t hor ough ly 

r ati na l approach to religi on. In t he op i ni on of tot h, the trLe re lisi on 

of r eason i s i mp lanted in t ~e heart . Its trut h i s universal. Its reason­

ab leness is se lf-evicent tc a ll rati onal beings. Revelat ion is removed 

fr om specific t i me. p lace and per sons and understood in the broades t 

spir itua l sense as Gcd 1s cont i nu us di sclcsure to the mind of ~ankind 

and thr ouch the mir.d of ~ankind -- reason being the channel of Reve la tion. 

Cohen ' s para ll e ls wi t h Kan t are i mpress i ve, but a ll the more s tr iking 

are the differences . First ly. Kant r ecosn i zed two worl ds of existence. 

the wor Id of nature and the wor I d of mora I I cw. Two kinds of reason 

corr esponded to these two wor lcs of ex istence. t he theoret ica l and 

practi ca I reason . Cohen r ecognizes the same two wor I c;s . one gover ned 

y laws of r.a tur& and t he other t.y lews of n.ora li ty . But . Cohen wou ld 

reco9nize on l)' ~ reason and or,e t ruth for both r ea lms . Man ' s reason 

c rresponds to God1s reason . Another important difference be t ween Kant 

and Co en has to do with the c ncept of God . Kant ' s God i s a postv late. 



Cohen's God is absol~te otherness (God in his attribute of uniqueness) 

i n car e lcti on with Man . Reason is fundamental tc the correlat i on of 

God and man. Correlation is a theologicall y far rrore pr oductive concept 

than Kant's lifeless postulate. 

This raises the questfon of the "rea lit)''' of God in the correletion 

concept . It is a highly controversial que tion . Rosenzwe i g sees in the 

correlation concept conf irmat ion of Go 1 s r e13l ity "For what is mutual I)' 

related is not in danger of each disputins t he rea lity of the other. ••• 

Thus the relationship of correlction saves the reality of both parts." 
18 

Lev,kowitz. on the ot her hand. conclu ·es that "Cohen ' s God concept 

tLrns God into an idea whi h must refrain fro~ a ll intervention in the 

life of the soul. i n the struggle for moral pur ification. The unrea lity 

f God. eins mer e l) an i dea. leaves the individual a lone with hi mse lf 

and denies the tn1e connect ion of man and God wh ich is predicated on 
89 

the rea Ii t of Go • '' The concept of corre I et i on does not change t r, is 

a t al l in Lewkowi tz's judgment . For Cohen does not relate m n. nature 

and God as physical or metaphys i al r ea lities but rather as concepts. 

The correl ation is a relati onsh ip of concepts. "Cohen knows man on l) as 

the icea of rr.an . ••• Nature is the nature of natural science and identical 

with it and huma~ity is the epitcmy of mora l ideas . n~ God a lso i s mere ly 

the idea of the cunnectedness of logic and ett-ics.'' It fol Jc,ws that the 

concepts of Revelatbn and atonement turn i nto s,•mbol ic concepts of hurran 

rea-on nc man ' s self-sanct ification. Lewkowitz sees in the ''Rel i gion 
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der Vernunft'' a glaring contradiction between Cohen's constructive 

rationalism and the sense of r eality of his historica l consciousness. 

''These elements are united in the soul of Cohen, but negate one another 
q, 

in thought ." 

Guttmann arrives at essential ly the same judgment. 

"God r emai ns an i dea . Alt~ough he introduces into the 
. idea of God the li ving substance of the religious 
i mag ination, and no longer holes back fr om speaking of 
God as a person, the methodo logical bases of his 
thought restrain him from the po~sibility of inter­
preting God as a Real it)'o ••• The love of God is 
unders tood as love for a morel ideal, and the concept 
of the love of God for man is on lr an arc etype upon 
which the pure mor a l deed can mode l itself." 9 2 

On the other r.and, Henry S lonimsl<y, who studied under Cohen, af­

fir ms a r ad ica l change in Cohen ' s God concept . "ohen is led t o give 

up, a lmost without awareness, t he tas ic assumpt i on of a li fetime of 

p i losoph izi ng in fever of t he God of religion . The bas ic assurnption 

of phi losophic i dea li sm is t he s o le autonom and reality of thou ht ; t hat 
q3 

is replc:ced i n tre end by tr.e r ea lity of a tra scendent God." For Cohen 

in his last stage of deve lopment , ''the God of re li gion becomes the source 
Q/t 

of al I thinss •" ccording t o Slonimsky, C.oher: 1 s "Go· has the logica l 
qs 

character of Ursprungsbegriff. 11 As crea ti on i s not a sin le act , but 

cont i nuous, "si~it arl y Revelation i s unceas ing commun· cation of mind t o 
q, 

man from the same infinite wet !spring of being." He conclL'des; 11God 

is restored to ontological statl!s, he resumes his charac t er of Be ing ••• 

as s ource and or i gin of a ll that is." 
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Hugo Ber gma n fo l lo.vs Rosenzweig ' s i nterpretati on of the correlation 

concept as a shift "from an anthropocentric to a t heocentric ori entati on 

••• i nt o the philosophy of di a logue. Cohen ' s road frcm idea l ism to t he 

s ystem of corr e lation -- in other words . from the ego to the I - Thou 

r e I at i onshi p - - ant icipat es the i nt e 11 ectua I deve I opment of a who I e 
Q8 

epoch and becomes its model . " According to Bergman a revo lutionary 

change t ook p lace i n Cohen' s o lc' age. " Now the core of r ea lity is God. 

t he s o le and uni que be ing. t he Crea tor who has fashioned man i n His 

i ma ge. Human r eas on is no longer t he sour ce and ori gi of r ea lity.'' qq 

However. Alexander l t mann i n hi s pr ofounc s tud;• of the corre lct i on 

concept s trongly di sputes t he conc lus ions of Rosenzweig and eer gman 

and ho lds with Lewkowitz and Gut t mann that t he corre lation expresses 

mer e ly a r e lat i onshi p of concep t s and i s ther efor e a concept of log ic . 

He conc ludes : "God as a memb er of t he corr e lati on is not a per sona l 
100 

Th ou bu t an i dea . '' He f ai I s to see i n 1-he corre lati on concept any ad-

vance t owar d a metaph11sica l approach t o r e li gi on. "Especial ly in the 

concept of God as • un i que Ee ing1 and t hat of t he i nd ivi dua l as t he 

1abso lute i nd i vidua l ' an advance i nt o the metaphys i ca l has been sugges t ed . 

ur nalysis however indi cates t hat both ar e ceve loped as genu ine 

cor r e lat i on concept s and not as me t aphys ica l ent iti es . ••• The li mit of 

pure for mal i sm i s ~ot tra~scen 'ed. Re l ig i on r ema i ns r el i gi on of reason. 
/ 01 

I t i const r ucted. not received . " 
' IOl. 

Hei emann i n a recent artic le sug est s a possi b le so luti on t o t he 

controver sy r egar di n Cohen ' s corre lat i on concept . For Cohen. i deas wer e 
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the es sence of real ity. "His i dea li sm was based on en existenti a l 

at titude : 
1
1 have a lways t hough t on ly in ideas (ich habe i mner nur in 

I deen gedacht 1 
• he confessed. He lived in ideas. which determined his -

r elati ons t o his envi r onment. to peop le and even to ani ma ls . To him 

dogs were ' unredeemed beings ' whose gaze he could not bear, and the 

Germans 
I 

ear ers of the i dea of humanity.'" He inemann disputes Guttmann 1s 

view that Cohen had attempt ed t o deri ve re Ii gi on from reason. "True., he 

tried t o construct a philosophy of r e lisi on nd to j ust ify t he latter on 

r at ional grounds, but he knew that it i s i mpossib le to cons truct religi on 

anc' t o derive it f r om r eason . '' 

If Heinemann is corr ect i n suggest i n that t he aged Cohen no longer 

approached reli i on as a logic i an but as a man of faith . that fa ith., we 

migh t sa , w not t h t r e li gi on i s deri ved from r eason but r ather t ha t 

the sp irit of r eason is divine., tha t r eason is the common element i n the 

God- man correlation. 

It is diffi cu lt for an age such as ours t o ma i ntain the glcwing 

f aith of Cohe i n the divi nity of human reason when r eason has been so 

sou dly efeated by th demonic forces of our day. But i s our da y a 

suf f ici nt bas i s for judgment . r haps in another day and age., t he 

glcwi ng f a ith of Cohen wi ll seem mor e va li d than today . The endur in 

ap pea l of ohen 1 s r a tiona li sm is t hat it spares us the conf l ict bet ween 

reason nd fai h a:,d r educes the: task of va Ii da ting Revelati on to a 

ma t ter of le i a lly c~rrect thinking. Bu t let there be no mistake about 

i t: the assumpt i on that r eason indeed represents e e lati on i s not a 

r ationa l conc lusio • ut a pre~i e of fait h. 
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9. LEO B ECt, 

( 1873 - I 5 

I n 873, the year that Hermann Cohen recei ved hi s ca ll to the Univ­

ersity of Mar bur g., Leo Baeck was born. Descendant of generat i ons of 

r abb is , Baeck har ~on ized wi thin hi mself a ll e lements cha r acterist i c of 

modern Juda i sm. He uchieved a remar kable synthesi s of r el i gion and 

sc i ence, trad i tion and li bera lism, t he teachings of philosophy and t he 

s i mp licity of fait h. His long l i f e, which has a lr eady become legend, i s 

a one- man e)<h i bit of moder n Jewi sh histcry. Hi s f amiliarity wi th Jewish 

life was globa l, havi ng lived or travelled i n Europe, America and Isree l. 

He represented t he rabbinate as Germany ' s most distinguished sp i ritua l 

leader , spoke f or the s ecu lar , ewish community as Grend Pr esident of 

e• noi B
1
.r ith anc supported Zion ism as As societe Presi dent of the Keren 

Ha yesod . e r1as a f ounder of t he '/orl d Union f or Progress i ve Juda i sm, 

and t he recipient of many nati o a l and internat i ona l honors . He saw the 

f I oweri ng of German Jewr}' and its dest r ucti on. He witnessed first - hand 

t he trag ic convulsions t ha t were visited upon the 20t century, servi ng 

as ar my chap I a in in or Id r/ar I and endurir, t he ordea I of Ther es i enst adt 

duri ng orld 1ar II . Perhaps the most incred i b le achievement of Baeck, 

which mus t humb le rabb i s everywhere, i s the monument of his scholarshi 

represented bo~ks, monogr aphs and essays on a var i ety of topics. A 
t 

bi bliography, i s sued t vc years befcre his death, l ists over ~00 pub lica-

ti ons . Consi deri g the extraordinarf involvement of Baeck in communi ty 

affairs , along with he consci en ious p tformance of his du ti es as r ab i , 
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the quantity and qua lit}, of his literary work is al most without pare I lel. 

Neither the tem philosopher nor that of theologian fits Baeck. He 

was first and foremost a man of faith. a Jew who believed and lived by 

his beliefs and was ab le to speak and wr i te of them beautifully and pro­

found ly. A recent ly published treat ~ent of modern Jewish theology. which 

1 takes a rather critical view of Baeck 1s approach to Judaism., concedes 

that "Baeck. possi b ly mor e than any oth r thinker of the Gernan Jewish 

r en2 i s sance., r ea lly be li eved unambiguously in his Judai sm." His typical 

i te ll ectua l stance i s not speculati on ut affirma ti on . For Baeck. God 

i s not ar. object of ana lys is but Judaism ' s assured foundati on of f a ith. 

Leo aeck
1
s wor k i s cal led an exampl e cf 11hortat cq 1 theo l ogy ." It is 

3 sa i d t hat "what i s final ly lackfr.g in eaeck is ar gument ." The ver)
1 

virtue 

of thi s faul l·. however., i s tha t" damanti ne s tubc ornness and rea li sm on 

whi ch rr.or a l courage -- never a virtue so lely of t he mind -- is founded." It 

The s trength of Baeck is the strensth of commitment which ma kes him 

less t he philosopher and more t he expounc'er of Ju aism. pr eci se ly wha t 

the rabb i shou l be. This is not to suggest tha t Baeck was not influence 

by Jewish philosophers frcm Mai monides t o Hermann Cohen. I deas and con­

cepts of the whole Western tracition of philosophy. in additi on to the 

gr ea t thinker s of Juda ism. are ech ed in the writins of Baeck . In hi s 

s tress on e t hics a5 the ma in t ask of r e ligi on and in his asserti on of 
s 

t non- dogm2tic ch-.r actcr of Jud"'isrr.. we see a r efl ec tion f the 

le i t motifs of 19th century Jew ish t hou5h" . Li o Lazar us. Baeck ca ll s 

a t tent i on t o the uncon i t i ona l certa inty with vh ich Juda i sm makes its 
6 

mor a l de ,ands . e i s o vi ous ly i ndeb ted t o Cohen ' s in ter pretation of 



Jewish monotheism. God 1s Oneness i s not a numer ical va lue but a state-
7 

ment of His un iqueness as the comp lete· "other," tr.e gr ound of a ll being. 

From Cohen a lso seems to come the idea of God as guarantor of t he 
g 

eternal va li dity cf the good. Baeck does not ponder and ana lyze t hese 

i deas at length, but r ather confronts us with them as es tablished truths, 

fu l I)' in tegrated into hi s be li efs . Within the framework of these i deas, 

so fami li ar in 19th centur y Jewi sh thought , there i s one insight or em-

• • • • • I q • phas1s wh1ch 1s d1s t1nctly Baeck s. I t is an argument fr om h1story : the 

radi a l nove l y of the Jewi sh phenomenon. \or e t han any other modern 

ewi h thinker , eek speaks of the unpreced2nted , underived character of 

Jewi sh monothei sm, of the r evo lutionary quality of pr opr,ecy, an autt:entic 

mystery an , as such, its wn va li dation as ivine eve lation. Fi na ll y, 

aeck reaffir ms th un iqueness of t he Jewish peop le, "Dieses Volk," 

God ' s chosen peo le . 

Bef re we . amine more cl ose l) eck 1 s vi ew of eve lat i on, we sha l I 

su marize bri ef I · concept of God. 

h ~ood emands an explanat i on an a source. Being uncondit i ona l 

and un iversa l, he good is va l id at a ll t i mes and pl ace . Finite and 

l i mited ma can not be its source "for the good demands an unco diti onal , 

a so lute f cu da tio • Its basis can t erefc,r e be four,d only in the 0, e 
ID 

Go , he outcom 1)f whose natu,e i s t he mora l I w. 11 It i s i mportant to 

point out that f or Baeck God i s more than a mora I postu I t e . 1\I though, 

li ke ot he neo- K nti an r ationa li s ts , he or e la tes God and the ethica l, 

he nee t ac ount fr the good is only he fir t and perheps most 



per suasive reason f or e li ef i n God . c mystery and or der of t he cosmos 

a ls o argue or a di vine creator: ''The One God i s t he answer to a l I 

mystery ; he is the source of a ll t ha t i s e tern I and eth ica l. er a tive 

and order ed. hi dden anc! definit e ." t1 

God ' s Oneness is not an ar ithmet i ca l val e; i t i s religicus and 

ethica l. , e Go of Is r ae l i s not One mere ly because He a lone can ac -

comp l i s h we t a ll the gods of po lythei sm can together accompli sh . "He i s 

different from t he, a I I• He a s di ff er en t }' from them a 11 ••• For He 

a lone is the creatin nd comma ing od \'/h se na ture i t is that He can 
/:I.. 

be served b man on l 1• by the fu lfi I lrrent f .,orci l ema nds ." In this fusi on 

of t h comic crea t or an t he ource of mor al law. a ne~ phenomenon 

eme ged in the histo y of r e li i on. "Hence monotheism vas not mere 
/3 

c!ev 1 opment fro , pr evi ous be 1 i efs . 11 

1e may erive i mportant arguments from c ics and r eason for t he 

ex i stence of Go • but r e lig i ou fa "t h roted i n me t hing other than 

r a tion 

II 

concepts . e li gi o i t t c r eati on f phi losophic specul a tion. 

e gif of r e li sious crta in y is conveye s le ly by t a 
wh ·ch od means t c our ex iste e and our s u l. y t he 
i nr,er consi s t ency whic our lif e th us gains . by ur 
resu lt nt mora l power . by the atisfacti on of f i n i ng 
answer s to our questions and demands and by our ci scovery 
oft e r e l tions ip be tween our spi ri t ua l nat ure and the 

i vi rie -- that f ee Ii ng th i ch r ea Ii zes the ca 11 fr om God II,. 
to us eaLh day of our lives : ' V ere art t hou? Gen. 3 . 9 .'" 

Ther e is a su gcs t i on i n thi s of t he ex istenti a l approac' • an i nsight 

i nto the aspect ~f r ~l i gi on_-- i n any event a departure from 

ra ti ona lism t at tends t o er e t e Go in t•1e 111a e of human reason. Althou gh 



God i s insepar ab le from the or a l, He i s a lso t he essence of mys t ery. 

He ~bso lutizes ethi cs . He is '' t he uncor diti oned s ource and eaning of 
IS 

a II exi s te C II , out of which he ood grol'ls and i n wh i ch it has i ts 

uar ant ee i n et ern ity . '' Here r ises the idea of ltbe ca t egor ica l i mper -
/6 

tive . " Ye t , God is more than t e f~un d t i on of ~ora l i ty . He i s t ~e 

n s t er of 3 I mys t er i es , 11s i ce a l l r e li i o. i s an a ttempt t o e, r e~s 
11 

i some 1a· t e e~sent i in~ press i b l~ ." God is more than et h"cs . 

"So:ne Jews seem t o t ink t ha t Juda i s m i s cor let e ly conta i ned i n its 

et hi a l cor.mandn t s nd t t t . e e lbf i n ·3od i s a mer e or ·,1en • 

gr osse su erfici a !ity could not pos5 i b li e i. flicted on the Jewi sh ,. 
r e Ii c::i on . 11 

lo n t ure r e iG i o can ve lop i nto a ur e l et hi ca l r li gi on, sue 

'" a ud i ::;~, " ~ithou t a shar · br k, a r v luti on, 11 Not hi ng li ke this 

i. th of monot he i M out of Is r ae 11 s r.ior : c nsc i ousness has cv r occurr " 

e l ewher•? in hi s t ory . It cannot be exp lc:i i ned a an vo l Jti on, b i" r ev::i lu­

t i on, and t hat ~ i n eaec 1 s vi ew, si;ni • s ~ vc l :i i o . 11 ',','e ar e e t itl ed 

t o c 11 it hi t ri :a ll y 
.1.0 

e e l · ion ." 

ui te p r t from uper atural concepti on -- a 

The 'Tl s c of evcl ati on i s ref .act ed i n t he r.iyst e of the prop et i 

r"' ona Ii t • ::iph t s av t •J Juda i m its erne l of fa it~ . The· 11 o n t 
2.I 

vi e•:: their knov te-ige of Gcd a the -:come o i nt e l I .ctua l s e u l Jt· on::; ." 
)..l. 

"he ;:i r "over w:, lmc by an irrcsisti le truth~'' The spont aneit y of t he 

?ro he •~ oi ce is cet er~i ned b 

be, nd r -i ti ona l 

r of ound inner r e li i ous experience> 
13 

annot be def i ned.n 
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Clearly th e prophet do s not have the f ee li ng of discovering a tru th by 

hi s own ment a l powers . 

aeck underscor es Reve lati on s somet h ing '' given." "Their mind di d 

not s eek t he truth; r a t her di d truth t ake possession of them." The 

pr ophet is a t the rece ivi ng end of the experi ence: "Thi nk i ng has become 

a li s t eni ng and a vi sion i n whi ch the symbo l provi des t he fina l answer." 1~ 

neas e wer e the though ts of Leo B ck i n 1905 when he pub I ished t he 

first edi ... i on of "'D s Wesen des Judentums" ('1TI1e Es once of Juda ism"). 

Twen t y-tw:, years lat er. he r ephr ased essent i a ll y t he same i des in "God 

and Man i n Juda i sm•• which he contri b:Jte to a co ll ecti on of ess .ys 
~s 

issued under t he t itl e " e li gi ons of he: r id." It i~ in t he o i ni on 
.l.6 

f some. t he bes t he ever wr ot e . It r es t a t es i n mor e elequent phrases 

t he point a lready ma de bef or e. t ha t Hebr ew pr ophecy represents a r ad i ca l 

i nnov~t i on that can ct be r egar ded as s i mpl y another s t ep of hi st ~ri ca l 

evo lut i on . In the histor y of r e li gi on pr ophecy s t ands " for a Reva l at i on 
l.7 

or. wha t i s t he same t hing. a r evo l uti on." 

But i n one r es pect t ile diff er ence et een t 11i s bri I Ii ant essay and 

"The ssence of Juda ism" is more t han sty li s ti c. Baeck now bo ld ly affi r m 

a me t hys i ca l pr ocess . a divi ne act> vhercns prev i ou I t he r evo lut i on­

r y hange repres ent ed by t he emergence of e t ~i c I monotheism ,as ca ll ed 

•• discover " • .,creat ive p r ::.ona l it i es ." In •1The Essence of Juda i sm" 

aeck says t hat a na t ur e r e li gi on can turn i nt0 a pur e !, e t hica l r e li 3i on 

on l, by some r ev:-> lut i onar y change. "Th i s trans iti on is the wor k of 

cr eat i ve per sona liti s . of f ouncers of r e li gi on. and thus it involves a 



discovery." It is a discovery which we are entitled to cal l "historical-

28 
ly -- quite apart fr om supernatura l conceptions -- a Reve lation." In 

what folbws this passage in "The Essence of Judaism11 Baeck is careful t o 

avoid a discus i on of Reve lation i n supernatura l terms. 

I n "God and Nian in Judaism.," Baeck 1s vi ews seem to have r eached 

theo logica l so li di f ication., for now he expounds prophetic Revelation in 

the s upernatura l sense. "But a lso i n a su1:1ernatura l sense ••• such a 

r e li gi on cor.ies into the worl d as a Reve lation ••• it knows itse lf t o be 

he worki ng of the s o l _ high power t hat exis ts ., the ord t ha t comes forth 
1q 

fr om God ." \'/ha t is invol ved in prophecy i s "a di sc losur e from Beyond., a 
30 

Rev lation." 

The essay adds another i mpor tant new thought: the distinction between 

mystici s m and Reve lati on. Pr ophets di d not mer e ly pass through myster i -

ous e, peri ences. Consciousness of be ing t ouched by God, ecstasy., i s not 

unknown t o so- ca I I ed ••prop ets'1 among other peo I es. 'lhe t made Hebr ew 

pr ophets un ique was the eth i ca l message, the sense of a mora l t ask., which 

rema ine with them a f ter the ecstatic ex rience had passed . "The mystic 

too has his momen t s of ecstasy ••• ut he lacks the i mpe lli ng convieti on 

that God has la id a task upon hi m ••• To the pr o he t ., on the ot her hand, 

hi s experi enc i s a summons ., an equ i pmen f or hi s mi ssion . It i s on ly a 

pr e li mi:iary t o his act i v it r , and it i s i n his work t hat he ecomes a 
31 

pr ophet of the E! r a l . " I n other wor ds ., t he criter ion for Reve la tion i s 

" the ethi c I cha rac .. er of Hebr ew prophet i sm." 
'32. 
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Leo Baeck's last work. "Dieses Volk.'' to which he sti 11 added some 

chapters near the time of his death. moves fror.i t he correl ation of God 

and the prophets to the correlati on of God and the people of Israel. 

Th e chief ac t or s i n t he historic drama of ReveJ ,:1ti on are now God and His 

peop l ?. This i s the new and final emphasi s in Baeck1s spiritua l l egacy. 

/,\or e directl y and s pecifica lly than in any previ ous work. Baeck nc,..v 

dee ls with t he f actors wh ich constitute a Jewish concept of Reve lation: 

Is r ae l. Moses , t he prophets. the Bi b le. and. particul arly. t he theophany 

at Si na i. 

Si nai i s s i gna l confirmat i on of t he peop le of Israe l as t he peop le 

of eve la ti on. t Sina i, i nd i vi dua ls recede i nto the background -- the 

very oppos i te of He i nrich He i ne 's vi ew t ha t Si na i w s but t he pedesta l 

f or the gr e-tness of Moses . It is, in aec ~ vi ew, the e levati on of 

Isroe l i nt o the covenant. uoti ng Ex .19.1-8, Baeck i nt er pr e t s t he eventj 

''The peop l r eceived t hi s Reve lati on , ere. not j ust chosen ones wit· i n 

it, but t he peop le as a who le. as one in i vi dua l i t y. was p la ed in t o 

33 ob li a t ion, i nt:, respons i i li ty. into un ifi ed existence." 

t Si na i, Isr ae l acqu ired a new "nationa l souln Vo lkssee le). Baeck 

now voi ces a doctri ne whose c lass ic f ormula ti on da t es back t ::> Judah Ha levi 

and whos~ phi losophic r e i nter pr eta ti on, as we have shown, was a ttemp t ed by 

a nu.11b r of I th ce,.., t ury t hi nkers, not a I'/ Krxhma I• Ge i ger and Lazar us . 

Israel is endowed with a spec i a l r e li gi ous genius . It h s r ema i ned 

Isr ae l' s nati ona,1 char acterist i c throughout histor y. 

"That which i s so rare, a peop le ' s s ou l. had gr own 
up her e ••• So v':::ry r ar e ly does a r e lati onsh ip with 
Reve •ati l ive wi thin peop le : a common deep-root edness 
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of fee li ng and thinking and striving, an innermost 
qua1 · ty, a sou l wh ich is pr esen t throughout a l I change, 
and in t he end s till answer s t he cal l of God 1s 
command. It became the gift of t his peop l a on earth." 3~ 

Indi vi du~ I encounters with Reve la ti ons have undeniab l y t aken p lace, bu t 

in the perspective of t he tota lity of Jewish history, t he indivi dua l 

voices me lt into the one co ll ect ive voice of Israe l. 

t o the who le hears t he voice of one sou l, :he sou l 

"He who hearkens 
'35' 

of Israe l." 

The deca logue is veri ly the wor d of God that r etains its eter na l 

va li dity within its gr aph i c or materia l shel l. " In t he wor ds of Reve la­

t i on ••• t hi s peopl r ece ived somet~ ing unchangeab le, i ndes truct i b le. s 

the o ld darin i mage sa s of t hese wo~ds, 1 they ar e written by the finger 
.36 

of God.'" Di vine authorship is i ndica ted by the abs o lut e spiritua li t y 

of the deca logue . It i s n~t t he voi ce of man that spea ks here . "For t he 

et erna l 1 t o be1 (Se in) and the eter na l 1 shou ld1 (So li en) revea l t hemse lves 

i n these words . en do not speak in then, 
31 

ut the Eterna l speaks i n t hem~ 

The concep t of Israe l as the co ll ec tive partner of God in Revel a t i on 

leads Saeck to a r e- eva luati on of Moss. He i s t he t each~r par exce l I= ce, 

not t o be exa I t ed above t he peep le, but rather char ged with t :1e task of 

nar..-owi g the gap bet ween hi mse lf and the peop le, t o make a ll of Is r ae l 

c equa ls as inheritor s of Torah . "The Reve lat i on wh ich was granted t o 

,oses , in particul ar , is t o oe everyone ' s p~ssession . All ar e hi s student s , 
38 

br ough t to he sem i nher itance and the same t ask . '' The point i s s i ~i lar 

t ot at made Coh~n, yet not t he same. Cohe a lso saw in t he s tress on 

,\os s ' t ea hi ng role a den ia l of Aoses 1 monopo l y on Reve la ti on, but Cohen ' s 

hi f aim wast~ pr ess h n the conti ui ty of eve l3t i on y r emov ing its 
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singular occurrence; Cohen 's concern was to estab lish Revelation through 

human r eason. a continuous process which did not fit we 11 into the 

ina itic t heophany with its ''Einma ligkeit." Cohen saw in the teachin~ 

role of Moses evi dence for the sharing of Revelation. a confirmation of 

mankind ' s capacity for reason which he equated with Revelation . Cohen ' s 

vi ew of Revelation demanded stress on its continuity and universality. 

Baeck. on the other hand. "downgrades" Moses in order t o "upgrade" the 

peop le of Israel. Baeck does not want t o universa lize eve la tion but 

r a t her na tiona lize or particul arize it within a single people. a unique l y 

endowed peopl e. t he peop le of the coven nt. 

Revel ati on is the surviva l principle of Israel. In words that strong­

ly sugges t Krochma l 1s lead ing i dea of Jewi s h history. Baeck associates 

t he e t er nit y of I r ael with the people ' s consciousness of Revelation : 

"Revel ati on for med t his peop le and remaine a live within 
it; the people lived in itse lf. secure in what was its 
own. ,'./hen it withdrew or extr icated itse lf from Reve la­
ti on. the peop le threa tened t o lose itse lf or even to 
degener a t e. \'Jhen the word was then r ed iscovered the 
morni ng hour dawn ed a ga in; the hour of r eb irth . God. as 
t he o ld met aphor says . 'returned' to His peop le ; the 
Shekinah was once aga i n among this peop le . And it 
a lwa ys r eturned. here and ther e. having penetrated too 

eeply. from Sinai's day, generati on aft er gener a tion, 
for it t o disappear complete ly. Reve lati on had become t he 
ssence of t hi s peop le' s ex i s t ence . " .3q 

n a ri lli ant asi de, Baeck r e lat es th e absence of a dogmatic creed in 

Juda ism t o Is r ae1 1s i mmediate consciousness of God ' s presence in the ir 

mi dst . Ther e was no need t o 11 de fine11 God when He was so vivi d ly appre­

hen ed as pr esent . 11God is not the r eveal ed God here. but the r evealing 
t,.o 

"God.u Is r ae l r esponded t o this divi ~e Presence with the sense of being 



bound by His law . "This r el igion., therefore., did not create a confes­

sion; ••• Not a for mu la., bu t the comma nding mystery would speak and ever 

anew demand t he answer . This belief ., this decision for the One God., for 
. .., 

His concealmen t and His law., was t o pr ove 1tself.11 The only other thinker 

who similarly associ ated mystery and mitzvah., the pr~sence of God and 

man's response through submission to law., was Franz Rosenzweig to whom 

Baeck may well have been indeb t ed i n t his i ns t ance. 

Baeck., the man ., has been the sub ject of universal venerati on but 

Baeck., the t hinker., did not escape r ather sever e strictures. Thus., one 
~l. 

conLmpor ary critic is jarred by Baeck1 s i ncurable opti mism "which seems 
43 

ou t of touch with the mo~strous rea lities of the 20th century." In his 

opini on it r epr es ents 'a strange unreality., a f or m of I t h century e lo-

quence a intensity • • • a cobweb of i nnocence which had been b I own from 

t ne wor ld of Kanti an idea t·sm anj had come t o r es t -- ou t of pl ace -- in 
If/+ 

est unconsen i I age." t his 

This s ame critic t akes um r ege a t hist eo logical anthr opocentric it 

des pite aeck1 s expr essed vi ew t ha t i t- is t he outs t anding f eature of 
11-S 

et hica l monoth eism "tha t human I ife i s theocentric." Sti 11., Baeck1s 

Go i s a I leged t o 

"funct ion f or hi;n s omewha t as He func t i oned f or Cohen 
-- t he rea I ity v,ho va Ii dates human effort. God is the 
a ll f or ~an : He is the r eason of man., the motive of 
man ., t he argument f or human enterprise. God gi ves man 
t he task., sustains man in its purs uit., and encourages 
man t o pr e,;s forwar d t o its fuffi I lment."~' 

If aeck is to be t aken t o task for placing 3n in the center vis a 

vis God ., one wonders how t he Bi le cou ld esca e the s ame char ge . o not 
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the creati on story. utterances such as the eighth psa lm. an the very 

concepts of evelation and covenant i mp ly that man is supremely important 

to God? at about t he ra binic contention that the who le Torah was 

given to man and not angels, and ._.in the t ongue of man?'' The criticism 

leve led at Baeck on this point illustrates the danger in those tendencies 

of moder n theology wh ich would stress the abst•rdity of man and stretch 

the irra tiona lity and incomprehensibility of the God-man r e lat i onsh ip t o 

t he extr eme of an unbr i dgea I e gu If_. If ve deny man a p I ace un er God ' s 

su • and vi ew God as tot a lly unrespo.sive t human need. ar e we not , 

logica lly. rendering prayer, Revel ation an t e cove1 a t meaningless? 

Vita l r e ligi on must be ot h t he centri an , in wa y, anthr pocentric; 

that is. man looking at t e cos~ s must suppose o a t its centre -- but 

a t the s me time hem st believe tha t in Go 1s s i ht man is the object of 

is special concern. that u y he lp comet~ from the Lord 111~ made heaven 

and art "l ." Auth ntic Judaism. despite 11 insight into the trage y and 

pathos of uman existence, mu t r ema ' n ess enti a lly opt i mis tic abou t 

hum n destin as Ion as God i s ma n' s savior an r edeemer. 

/,\or e va li d is another criticism. 'lhat is the asis of eck 1 s con-

fidence i the ulti ma t e triumph of t he good ? How can we be ure th t i a 

w ca 11 "e t h • ca I" corres onds to the divine •1i I I ? ow d we know th t 

it ed an' et rna l t ask t Ii e u to the t hi a l i eal and tha t 

it i s Israel 's s , ial issi on t o lea m nkin n this ndeavor? It is ,,. .., 
sugges te b t critic that in the light of our historical experience 

more i needed t ~~n "the sermonic inculcat i on of virtue• to ._.convince the 

r.ioder worl that t he e t err.::I task st ·11 ho lds promise .... ~ at is la king 



in aeck i s argument . aeck. it is po i nte out. has fe iled to meet t he 

cha I lenge of two a lt er na tives : 

''e "thcr t o convince us that the ethi ca l ob l isation may 
be gro nded in t he uni versa lit y of r eason and good 
wit 1. or to r econsi der t he possicility that eth ics 
i s . at bes t . but a precari us decuct ion from God 's 
disc I osure of Hi mse If as t he Ho I y One." +I 

Th question i s r ea ll y the r el a tionship between et hic~ and human 

des ti ny . Does histor y ear cut the expectat i cns of t he ri ghteous? To 

the exten ... tha t past ages posed t his questi on. it was turned into the 

r o lem of evil and r eso lved itsel f i nto t he theodi cy. God ' s many 

suff ering servants of the past. fro Job to our n rt)rs in t he midd le 

ages. at least knew what God dem nded of t h m. They wer e cer tcir. t t 

t he law y wh i h t he lived and for which ~h y wil l ing ly di d. was 

r evea le as t he wi ll of God . If ther e was an ar ea of doub t, it was 

mere !;· why God \'I u ld permit evi I t o score a tr· umph . however shor t lived. 

Today, t he pr o lem of t heod icy is st ill rel evant . bu t t he moder n be li ever 

must wrest le with till another ~r ob lem. Un less he is orthodox, he i s 

face tc face wi th the ques ti on vhet her law -- any law -- is indeed God ' s 

wi I I. 

If what r.as been r egarded as Go~ law is not r ea 11 y di vine. what 

ri ht do .. have t o expect God ' s he I t o t hose who obey it It is dis-

t inctly the r c':, lerr of t he non-orthodox with r egar d t o eve lati on. It 

is cl ear f r om Bae k' s vritin s that he wou ld utter ly r e ject the os~ i­

bi l ity t ha "eth ics is. at best . but a precar i ous deducti on from God ' s 

C.: i scl os ur e of Hi rrse lf es the o ly Orie." 1/it h equa l certaint>· Baeck 
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woulc deny that t he ethica l cbligati on is mer e ly grounded ''i n the univer-

al ity of reasono" He believes i the law of ethics as r evealed by God 

to th e prophets . indivi dually . and to Israel. collectively; his faith in 

the act ua l Reve lati on cf t his et hi ca l law is a l I t he mor e strengthened 

because i t cor respon s t o the categorical imper a tive of et hical rati onal­

ism. The nainstay of his fait h. owever . i s the myster y of prophecy . The 

pr ophet s def)' rat i ona I compr ehensi n. They are unprecedent ed and unpar-

a I le led in the p r spect ive of hist >ry . T ey compe l credence ''because of 
4-q 

t he certai ty of their i ntu ition. " 

aeck does n t fo:- r.1a II t y de f i ni i n es t ab Ii cri eri on for the 

va l· da · on of e e lation . H· s appr oa hi s not ana l~tica l ut historica l 

an phenomeno lo ica l. nis descripti on of the ba fflin • mystifying 

henomen n oft e monot heistic prophe s n of Isr ae l as a peop le 

un · ue ly endowed with such pr ophecy. i s a a l Ieng to the mind wh ich. 

fi nd · ng neither na t ur a l nor r a ti ona l exp lanat i on, is driven t o postu la t e 

a s uper natur a I cause for s c eff ects . ~le are thus compe l I ed t o credit 

t he s uper na tura l inter pr t ti on ff er ed y t he prophets themselves as 

docume, t e· i t h Bi le nd or I tr ition of r ae l . In ot, er ,cr d , 

fr o t kno1· n eff ects -- r ophecy an a pr op eti ca 11 y gui d d p op I e 

we os tu ate the aus e : ivin Rev ti on s c la i med by hi s t oric Juda i sm. 

T er e i s ore grave inconsi s t en i n a ck' s approach. Ba r ea t s 

of - i Ii a l eve lati n ·n t he strictly a l sense. an if in ee 

8 • I • ca I e e I a t i 1er e a ll pure l eth i ~ I on ont • Baeck1 ri t eri n 

w u l ve l I- ig f lat less . But the fa a a gr at dea l f 



-152-

r evea l d li t er t ur e does not dea l with eth ics by any def i niti on . T e 

Tr h. he prophe s . even t he deca logue. conta i n. side y s i de wi t h 

ethi ca l · nstruc ion. a great dea l of li t urgica l. cer emoni a l. an hi s -

t or ic I · ns n1 tic • n i e said of th i s n n-e t hica l m teri a l th t 

it s t s ame ua I ity of irresi s t i le r ut h e k CI :i i for 

ethi I messa e f prophe 1 ,',1.oreover • the 6i le itse l f oes t i s -

i gui h et a l ro non-et · ic I ve l n. ae k r i tr ri I es 

i or i I. e with t h r ad iti on I J. c ntury f rr.i I 

e f I IV i i n ae k 1 fai lur e 0 pl a in wha right he has 

t e rict ly e i a ac; ivin •ve lat· on. ;,ha t • if 

of e e I a ti ler e t f Jewish tradi-

ti n? -1 y sh h n the t ic e leme t 

Bae k1 s f a i lur e 

e ween e so-ca 11 

e fine t h pri ip le of di sti ncti n end se lection 

ica l an n - e ica l e lemen s of eve la ti n 

u er rn in s t . e •' o l eve lati • If the litur i c r acer d t I 

,t:mt s r e le I i t er ur ma e g ore • •J I I • 
n n ar of h th· e r e • spe ·cd 

r C I.; I cc!? ue ti n ft y eek is t : 

r a has t ci in hi part of f< V lat · is va Ii d 

and din a t y Ii in i S. Or) '? :t is not suffi i e f er 8 e k 0 

i vcke " i eses '/o I k. " t he h-:; I y ommunit of Israe 1. as t he s upreme ir,strv-

rr.e t for mu le t i , an va Ii 
.,_ . a, l , t he t en s of Reve la i cn. f or . a t r 

a l l. it i s t e , i t zv h that sane i f i es I . I end not l s ae l t a t 

s ne t if i 1·hc i tzvah . 
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Finally, 6 eck1s view of Israe l as the people of Revel et ion ignores 

entire ly the fact that this people i presently so deep ly divided pre­

cisely on the quest ion as t o what is and what i s not Reve lati on . The 

di visi on is real enough and must be accounted for . 

The feet t hat 8aeck leaves unanswered scme of the i mportant prob­

lems of Jewi sh ex istence shou l not cause us to underes ti mate hi m. Ti me 

wil I tel I whether Baeck is r ea ll y as "dated" in his 19th century neo­

K~nt ian r ationalism and theo logi a l Ii er I ism as some critics sus est, 

. . 5'0 
or wi ll be counted among the mos t ~ur b le Jew1sh th1nkers of the cenLury. 
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10. MARTIN BUBER 

( 1873 - 1965) 

Considering the r8118rkable career and work of Martin Buber., one is 

struck by the numerous dislocations of his life on the one hand., and the 

iaautability of his philosophy on the other. His life was full of change 

and upheaval. He was born in Vienna., but already uprooted at the age of 

three. Because of a broken home., he was taken to Galicia to be raised by 

his grandfather in a traditional Jewish atmospher~. There he was exposed to 
. . 

strong drafts of Haskala and si ■ultaneousiy was brought into contact with 

Hessidic circles. He received the custoaery Jewish education which., from the 

age of 11.i. he had to reconcile with a secular education in a Polish gymnasium. 

A few years later he was back in Vienna as a University student. Later., be 

pursued studies in Leipzig and Berlin. From childhood on he mastered foar 

languagess Yiddish, Hebrew, Gerun and Polish. He was simultaneously ab­

sorbed in the study of philosophy., sociology., socialist theory and mysticism. 

He swung from his orthodox upbringing to the desertion of formal religion in 

his teeas., from youthful admiration of Friedrich Nietzsche,
1

who proclaimed 

uGod is dead,M back again to lifelong labor for the revitalization of 

Judaism. 

Still a young man, Euber tangled with two giants of modern Jewish 

history - Theodore Herzl., whose Zionist movement he joined and fr0111 wb0111 

he soon separated in a fierce dispute, and Hermann Cohen., wh0111 he opposed in 

public controversy only to acknowledge later in life a considerable debt to 
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his philosophy. He withdrew for five yeers of isolation to study Hassidism 

in Galicia, only to plunge after-wards fnto an increasingly busy and turbu­

lent life as writer, teacher and public lecturer in which be rose froia 

occupant of the chair for Jewish relfgious thought at Frankfurt University 

(since 1923) to the highly responsible position of director of the Central 

Office for Jewish Adult Education fn Ger.any (1933-1938). He moved to 

Palestiae in 1938 as .Professor at Hebrew University, fr011 which he retired 

in 1951. In Palestine and then Israel, Buber continued to be a highly con­

troversial figure as founder of the Ichud movenient for peace and bi-

national existence with the Arabs. After bis retir8119nt in 1951, he made 

three tours to Arlerica, lecturing also in England and Ge_raany. His 80th 

birthday$ on February 8, 1958, was noted throughout the world - as was 

his protest against the hanging of Adolf Eichinann a few years later. He 

died, leaving behind hi ■ a prodigous literary work of s011e 800 books, trans­

lations, essays, articles and lectures, and a reputation as the best known 

and most influential Jewish thinker of his time - even if we allow for •the 

11011entary lack of rivals,• as suggested by ona serdonic critic.
2 

Considering a life so involved, so filled with different roles, so 

buffeted by events, so often compelled to adjust to new situations, the 

constancy of Buber's philosophic view.point is cause for amazement. Fr011 

the publication of his first full statement of religious philosophy in 1923, 

the "Ich und Du," a philosophic prose-poem now universally recognized as 

an event in the cultural history of this century,to the ti ■e of his death 

in 1965, Buber•s mind did not change one whit in his approach to religion. 

There is no need to trace a development of Buber's thinking on the concept 
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of God1 Revelation1 or the highly complex issue of Jewish law and auth­

ority during the last forty yeers of his life. ~lobal changes in polit­

ical structw-e1 the rise and fall of vast ideological ■ovements, the clash 

of philosophic currents, the widening splits in Judais■ between religion­

ists and secularists, traditionalists and liberals, even the holocaust of 

the six ■ii lion and the atomic age, have not caused Buber to change a 

single line of the tbeological position taken in •1ch und Du,• forty-two 

fateful years ago. 

Thus it was possible for Buber to publish in 1964 an article entitled 

•an Revelation" in a Hebrew periodical (in honor of the 80th birthday of 
. . 3 
his friend, s. H. Bergman) which was actually writt~n in 1925. As we shall 

soon point out, this article reflects concisely Buber's view of God1 Revela­

tion and religion as stated in •1ch und Du.• What he bad written in the 
' . 

19201s apparently still reflected the author.1s thinking in 1964. 

Buber acknowledges that •The question of the possibility and ret1lity 

of a dialogical relationship between ~an and God• already challenged hi ■ 
4-

in his youth. It has been the leading, one might say, the only significn t .. 

theme in his work as religious thinker and philosopher. He claims that as 
5 

early as 1905, in conjunction with his Hassidic studies, this question be-

came for him •the inner1105t• preble111. He traces bis own first ter■inolog­

ical for■ulation of the dialogical principle, the •1• and •Thou,• to his 

book, •Toe Legends of the Baalschem" (1907). In 1919, the first rough 
. . 

draft of •1 and Thou" was completed. The first edition was published in 
6 . . 

1923. The core of the dialogical principle of the "I and Thou,• Buber 
. 7 . ' 

tells us, was anticipated in his •oanie1• (published 1913) where he drew 
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a basic distinction between two postures aen take toward their experience 

and environments orientation and realization. Orientation •objectifies" 

the environment and classifies the data of experience for knowledge. Real­

ization is the perception of meaning and value. In •0enie1• this distinc­

tion is entirely in the area of subjective attitude. However, in •1 and 

Thou,• Buber points out, it is developed as a distinction •in esse~ce.• 
8 

. . . 
The pri11ary words (Grundworte•) I-nw and ILIT describe two opposite 

. . . 
relationships. The I-THCll relationship is a relatioo of person to person, 

. . 
or subject to subject, IIBrked by mutuality and reciprocity. The I-IT re-

. . 
lationship is that between person and thing; it describes the attitude of 

subject to object in which there is aanipulatioo, utilization of the object 

by the subject. Only the I-THClJ relationship is true relation in the sense 

of meeting or encounter, into which aan enters with his whole being and 

which totally engages hi■ as a personality. The world of the I-IT rela­

tionships, on the other hand, is that of 1188surement, analysis and control 

which engages only some of aan•s capacities and skills, but not his whole 

person. 

The I-THClJ relation is possible not only between persons, but also 

between person and animal, or plant, or anything in nature. What matters 

is that there be a genuine re59onse to the existence of the other, the 

giving oneself over with one's whole being to the ot her. It is only in the 

I-TH<l.J relatioo that man, being fully enlisted, bec011es a real person. 

It is through the THCll that man gains full awareness of his •1.• It is 

therefore characteristic of the I-THOU relation that it sharpens man•~ 

consciousness of bis •sing leness• as a person l encountering the other. 
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The !-ntaJ relation is strictly personal. It cannot be collectivized. nor 

sha,-.d with others. Though many persons might be identical in their 

dialogical response. it is for each his own fresb experience. each respond­

ing as a single person in the encounter with the other. (This stress on 

the •singularity" of the participants in the dialogue is of the greatest 
. . 

consequence. as we shall soon see. for Buber's approach to Revelation.) 

It is in the dialogical life of the I and TH<lJ that mn has authentic 

hu■an existence. The necessities of life. however. •ke it i•possible to 

remain in this relation per11anently. On the contrary. the I-lliQJ rel~tion 

consists of fleeting moments. sublime in their purity and exaltation. Or­

dinarily. as a matter of practical necessity. we depersonalize our rela­

tions. We need to know and use our environment. ll"lereas. the I-THQJ 

relation is distinguished by c01111unication and spontaneity. the I-IT rela­

tion is 11arked by calculation and various degrees of exploitation. Inevit­

ably. the I-THQJ dialogue degenerates into the •thingification• of the I-IT 

relation in which the other is used as means to an end. However. it is 

possible. indeed necessary, for Mn to recover the I-THOU relation. ltlen 

the I-IT relation becomes pred011inant. it is an evil ti11e• an age of 

depersonalization in which ■an is stunted in his bwaanity. 

This typology of man's relation to his environmeAt is applied by 

Buber to the area of reltion in the third part of his •1 and Thou• on 

which we now concentrate our attention. The essence of authentic relig­

ious experience is a dialogue between God and man. For this every I-lliQJ 

relationship is preparation and guidepost. ~The prolonged lines of rela­

tionships meet in the eternal Thou. Every single Thou affords a gli11pse 
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q 
toward Hi~.• Essentially. all men address themselves to the same •THQJ• 

, . . 
regardless of the Babel of theological definitions. •Men have addressed 

/0 
their eternal Thou by many na11eS.• 

Reciprocity is preserved even in the encounter with God. •The rela-
• . .J1 

tionship is being elected and election. passion and action. all in one.• 

The encounter involves the whole person with al I his being. There is no 

need to transcend the experience of our senses. Likewise unnecessary is 

absorption in the realm of ideas or spirituality. There is no effective 

preparation for the encounter by aeans of exercises or the dissolution of 

the •1• as prescribed by ■ystics. God is in the every day. 

•we do not enter into the pure relationship by ~enunciating 
.all. but rather by seeing all in the 1Thou1• ••• Turning 
aside from the world does not bring us . nearer to God; 
staring at the world also does not bring us to Him; but 
whoever sees the world in Him. stands in His Presence. " Ii 

If we want to find God. we need only remain wherever we are. giving our­

se lves over to the dialogical relationship which will bring us to His 

Presence: •He who goes out to meet his THCXJ offering all his worldly being. 

finds the one wh0111 one cannot seek••• when you sanctify life. you encounter 
. . . / ) the l1v1ng God. · 

Speculation is not the way to authentic knowledge of God. God cannot 

be derived from history or nature. not even fr0111 self-analysis. •1t is 

not that something else is 1 given1 from which this is derived. but it is 

that which is i•ediately. directly and permanentl y opposite uss that 

'"' which 11ay be properly only addressed. not expressed.• 

Man1..s relationship with God is the only dialogue that bas peraanence. 



Love itself is subject to alteration. It cannot persist unchanged as 

i ■mediete relationship; it changes all the time from actual to latent. 

•Every Thou in this world is bidden by its nature to bec011e a thing for us 

••• Only one Thou, by its very nature, never ceases to remain our Thou. 

Those who knew God are we 11 aware of God becoming distant • • • but not of 

the loss of the Presence. It is only we who are not always present.• 

Every descriptive reference to God is aliegory. Mortal beings can give 
IS 

voice to the unbroken truth of the world only •by addressing Him as Thou.• 

The dialogue between God and man is comparable to hu■an dialogue inso­

far as in both there is genuine response to genuine address. The differ­

ence is that in man's dialogue with man language is the chief ■eans of 

coanunication. But in God1s response everything, the all, becomes the 
. 16 

language of Revelation.• The whole universe, all things, all beings, all 
. . 

events are God1s sign-language. This brings us now to the meaning of 

Revelation. Buber states eight characteristics which 111ight be cited as 

his criteria for Revelation. 1) Man emerges •different" frOIO bis exper-

' ience of Revelation. •Man does not c011e cx.:t of the highest encounter the 
17 

sell8 as be was when he entered into it••• Something happens to man.• 

2) So■etbing new bas been received in thi~ experience the origin of which 

can not be properly designated. Whatever the scientific explanation 

•the fact is that we receive what wa did not have before and that we 
18 

receive it in such a way that we knowa it was givun to us.• ;) lhat is 
I 'I 

received •is not a 'content,• but a Presence, a Presence felt as power.• 

4) The sense of the Presence conveys to us •the fullness of true ■utual­

ity, of acceptance and belonging without our being able to explain just 
l.0 

what one is connected with.• 5) Another effect of the Presence conveyed 
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by the Revelation is •the unspoken confirmation of meaning••• Nothing. 

nothing can now be meaningless.~ There are no more questions about the 

meaning of life. But if such questions arose. you could not answer. "You 

have no formula and no picture for it. and yet it is s011ething more certain 
11 

than the feelings of your senses.• 6) The Presence of which we are made 

aware by the Revelation arouses in us the sense of a task. It aekes a 

demand upon us. 7) The Revelation is intensely personal. not transferable. 

not something we can generalize as universally valid and acceptable knowledge. 

•1t is not something written on tablets to be raised above all beads.• Each 

person can •validate the newly received meaning only with his single being 
1i 

and in the singleness of his life." 8) Finally. there is no rule leading 

into the encounter. nor does any rule lead us out of it. •We arrive at 

the encounter only with •rHQJ• on our lips. and are discharged into the 
• . 13 

world with him on our lips.• 

Revelation does not enable us to penetrate the mystery of the divine 

Being. The mystery remains as it was. -we have c011e nearer to God. but 

not closer to an unravelling and unveiling of the Being. Salvation. not 
1~ 

solution. has been perceived.• And now Buber stresses what is undoubtedly 

the most characteristic feature of his concept of Revelations It is not 

a communicable message. a creed to know or a code to observe. "We cannot 

go to others with what we have received and say. 'This is to be known. this ' 
i~ 

is to be done.• We can only go and give assurance~" Buber's resistance 

to a #freezing" of the Revelation into an authoritative code. as we shall 

see. remained unbroken to the end of his life. The Revelation canes only to 

a single individual with a meaning addressed to him alone in his living 

encounter with God. General codes or creeds do not document Revelation. 
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It is not a group experience. It fs authentic only within the soul of e 

single being. Buber underscores his belief that there are no exceptions. 

All Revelations are alike. for they are all one. &ternal, continuing 

Revelation. 

•This is the eternal Reveletion taking place in the 
.oere and now. I know of none which in its essential 
phen0111ena is not the sa■e. I believe in no other. 
I do not believe in God na■iog Hi ■self. or identifying 
Himself before men. The word of Reveletion iss I a■ 
what I am. The Revealer is the Revealer.• .2.6 

- . 
Buber's basic view of religion is that it represents a corruption. a 

vulgarization of Revelation. He sees the whole history of religioo as a 

swinging back and forth between the sense of God 1s i•edfac) captured in 

the living encounter, the loss of the Presence of the divine •THw• as 

it is turned into an •IT" - a thing refashioned in our own i ■age -- and 

the recapture of the living God in the renewal of Revelation. God• ac­

cording to His essence. cannot be comprehended as the sum of attributes. 

not even as an infinite sum of attributes raised to transcendence. Even 

~ en we say: 1 I believe that He is1 
- the 1 He1 still is a metapher. 

• .,. 2.-, 
not, however. THOU. 

Why. then. do we always try to turn the eternal THQJ into an •Ir.• 
I •• ,. 

meking God into a thing fn our own fMgef "Whence,• asks Buber. •cOIRe 

the declared knowledge and the set deed of the religions1" Why does man 
:2.8 

distort authentic Revelation into a •content?" 

Buber explains the eMrgence of creeds and codes, so typical of 

historic religions, as concessions to huMn needs, two in particular. 

Men desir&S continuity i n his possession of God. •He is not satisfied 

wi t h the inexpressi b le confirmation of meaning; he wants it spread out as 
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something that he can agein and again set forth end handle. a temporal 

end spatial continuum without loophole. which will guarantee his life in 
~q 

every point and at every IIIOlllellt.• Thus. God becOlleS a creedal object. 

At first the creed supplements the acts of relationship. leter it re­

places the11. •The confidence. uintained in spite of everything by the 

one who struggles and knows the distance end nearness of God. is trans­

for~ed ever more fully into the assurance of the exploiter that nothing 

can happen to him because he believes that there is One who won•.t let it 
30 

happen.• 

There is another reasOQ why men are not satisfied with the encounter 

of God in the authentic dialogue. The pure relationship. the •1oneliness• 

of the single •1• before the •rHw• does not still the thirst for con­

tinuity felt by men. •He desires spatial expansion. representation in 

which the c0111DUnity of believers is united with God. Thus 6od becomes a 
3/ 

cult object.• 

What then is the true religious community? Buber's insistence upon 

the primacy of the single person in his encounter with God would logically 

negate the possibility of religious coamunity. There is a way. however. 

to escape the anarchy of absolute religious individualism. Men. directed 

tOl'fard their common •THQJ•• each maintaining the integrity of his personal 

encounter, can. indeed do. for■ a cQIB!un1ty. Ari analogy which appears c011-

trived to the point of being bizarre. illustrates the greet length to 

which Buber goes in maintaining the individual character of the dialogue 

between God and man. The relations of ■en to their genuine Thou are like 

radii which, going forth fr011t all the I-points toward the central THOU. 

form a circ le. 



"It is not the periphery. not the co11munity that c011es 
first. but the radii. having in common the relationship 
to the center. It is this co1111110n ele11ent (i.e. of 
personal God-inan relations) which guarantees the main­
tenance of genuine COl'Dlllunity.• 32 

Religion is for Buber not tbe fulfillment of Revelation but tbe es­

cape from it. "All Revelation is a cal I and mission. But again and 

again man. instead of fulfilling the Revelation. reflects on the Revealer. 
33 

He would rather concern himself with God than with the world.• Thus 

the word of God is enveloped in •the cocoon of religion• from which it 

must be liberated in renewed turning to the eternal THOU. 

With reference to those funda■ental Revelations to which historic 

religions owe their origin, Buber points out that they are no different 

from those that are unheralded events in private life. If Revelation is 

an ever-present possibility for every person in his encounter with God. 

there can be no special Revelation. It must be continuous, awaiting only 

man's response in genuine dialogue. 

"The tremendous Revelations, to which the religions 
.refer, are essentially identical with those that 
take piece quietly, everywhere and always. The 
tremendous Revelations which took place at the begin­
ning of great c0111111unities. at turning points of history. 
are nothing but the eternal Revelation.• 

Again. there is no Revelation to a group, only to an individual person. 

"lhe Revelation is not poured through its recipient. like a funnel, into 

the world, but it happens to him, i t seizes hi• in every part of his 
3lf. 

being and is fused with it." Buber's point is that Revelation cannot be 

recapitulated in its verbal contents. but must be understood as an event 

that transforms the person. He does not reproduce the Revelation verbatim 

li ke a ~egaphone or mechanical instrunaent. Man, the organ of Revelation, 



transmits ft with the modulations that are characteristic of the organ.

Although Revelation is equally available at ail times, there are

special periods in history when the human spirit reaches the ripeness of

maturity and needs but the slightest "touch of the toucher" to break forth*

"The Revelation which then occurs takes all of the ready element as it Is

and. in recasting ft. produces wfthin ft a 'Gestalt.* a new 'Gestalt* of

God In the world." This is not an excpptional event, but happens regularly

"Ever new spheres become locations for the theophany." What happens is

neither all man's doing nor God's, but "a mixture of the divine and the

human." The one who experiences the Revelation brings back from it "an
, -35Image of God.

Buber ends the book with another thrust at established religion with

Its institutions, cult. code, creed and community. He sees a historical

paradox. The true word is in the Revelation, but with the accession of

power, it is lost.

"The times when the essential word appears are those
in which the connection between X and world is re­
newed, the times when the word effectively governs
are those in which therm is harmony between X and
worldj the times in which the word becomes authorita­
tive are those in which the loss of reality, the
alienation between X and world, the dire fate is
completed." 34.

The messianic vision, seen through the perspective of the dialogue

between God end man. is "the theophany that coves closer and closer to

the sphere in between beings, the realm hidden in our midst, the In­

between." This reunion Is the goal of history. On our part we call it

return, but "from God's point of view it is salvation.M37



-166-

In a vast amount of writing that followed his •1 and THw,• Buber 

proceeded to apply its basic concepts to Judaism. The only new thing is 

the illustrations, now taken from a Jewish context. but the concepts 

presented in the u1 AND THOU• remain the same. 

Mlat is the people of Israelt It is among the nations God's partner 

in the dialogue. nAt the very outset of its history. Israel. as a people, 
38 

experienced the Divine." The evolution of humanity must begin with the 

perfection of a particular nation. Israel was given the task to pave 

the way for true humanity. 

"There is one nation which once upon a time heard this 
. charge so loudly and clearly that the charge penetrated 
to the very depth of its soul. That nation accepted 
the charge. not as an inchoat9 mass ot individuals but 
as a nation. As a nation it accepted the truth which 
calls for its fulfillment by the human nation, the 
human race as a whole. And that is its spirit, the 
spirit of Israel. The charge is not addressed to 
isolated individuals, but to a nation. For only an 
entire nation, which comprises peoples of all kinds, 
can demonstrate a life of unity and peace, of 
righteousness and justice to the human race. as a 
sort of example and beginning. A true humanity, that 
is. a nation composed of many nations, can commence 
only with a certain, true nation~ The hearkening 
nation lYas charged to become a true . nation." 3<:J 

What is the form in which Israel received its divine charget Is it 

the Torah ? Is it any revealed code of specific content? Revelation comes 

to the people but not in a document. "The community of Israel experiences 

history and Revel.ation as one phenomenon, history as Revelation and 
40 

Revelation as history." 

Revelation in t he experience of Israel is understood by Buber pre­

cisely in the dialogical sense as stated in "I ANO TH<X.J" with reference 
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to individual encounters with God. God does not convey a specific mes­

sage but "everything, the all, becomes the language of Revelation." 'ti 

The 11charge11 is really not that which God gives, but that which man --

in this case, Israel - takes from the encounter with God's Presence. 4-l. 

This is clearly brought out as we examine Buber's view of the Bible, 

the theophany at Sinai and the role of Moses. 

The Bible in its totality is essentially a dialogue between "the 
ft.3 . 

1 11 of the speaking God and the 1 TH<lJ 1 of the hearing Israel." It is 

Israel's encounter with God that gives unity to all parts of the Bible. 

It is one book •for one basic theme unites all the stories and songs, 

saying and prophecies, contained within it. The theme of tbe Bible is 

the encounter between a group of people and the Lord of the world in the 
44 

course of history." This should by no means be taken as endorsement of 

the Biblical text, or any part thereof, as verbatim Revelation. The 

Bible records only the events of Revelation; it documents the dialogical 

relationship between God and man -- or, God and Israel -- but it is not 

a revealed text. 

The Bible is God's address to Israel -- by way of individuals. But 

it is not Revelation in a vacuum. Words and events go together. The 

Revelation becomes meaningful precisely because the historical situation 

is preserved in the Biblical record. The Bible reflects a religion made 

real because •it made the spirit incarnate, and sanctified everyday life." 

In the Bible 

•both events and words are placed in the midst of tbe 
. people, of history, of the world. What happens does 
not happen in a vacuum existing between God and the 
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individual. The Word travels by way of the individual 
to the people. so that they may hear and translate it 
into reality ..• This people is called upon to weld its 
members into a co~munity that may serve as a model for 
the many different peoples." 'ff, 

The reader of today may participate in the dialogue - indeed. the 

Bible becomes relevant to our lives only when we find God addressing~ 

through the Bible. How can this be done? The reader must hold himself 

open, approach the Bible in expectation of the spirit that might enter 

into him by way of any of tbe Biblical sayings or images. The reader of 

today will find his point of spiritual anchorage in the Bible if he 

recognizes it as •the true history of the world. that is to say. of the 

history according to which the world has an origin and a goa1.• and 

identifies the origin as his own. and the goal as his own. 

•The Jewish Bible demands that the individual fit 
.bis own life into this true history. so that 1 11 

my find my own origin in the origin of the world. 
and my own goal in the goal of the world. But the 
Jewish Bible does not set a past event as a midpoint 
between origin and goal. It interposes a •ovable. 
circling midpoint which cannot be pinned to any set 
ti11e. for it is the A101Dent when 1. the reader. the 
hearer. the man. catch through the words of the Bible 
the voice which from earliest beginnings has beeµ 
speaking in the direction of the goal. The midpoint 
is this mortal and yet i11110rtal 1t01Dent of mine. 
Creation is the origin. redemption the goal. But 
Revelation is not a fixed. dated point poised be­
tween the two. The Revelation at Sinai is not 
this midpoint itself. but the perceiving of it. 
and such perception is possibSe at any time.• ',-? 

Buber's highly original idea is that the Torah is in the present. 

Buber's stress on the timelessness of the Bible c learly corresponds to bis 

view of Revelation as continuous and eternal. It leads - or misleads -



him to the minimizing of the Sinaitic theophany. If the dialogue with 

God is continuous, what need is there for a central, pivotal Revelationf 

Also, seeing Revelation in the •singular,• Buber is not prepared to accept 

the collective experience of Revelation at Sinai as reported in the Bible. 

The encounter with God, he holds, always involves the single •1• in 

dialogical relation with the eternal •THQJ.• Thus, the role of Moses at 
. . 

Sinai is magnified - and that of Israel modified. 

Buber's views on the Revelation at Sinai are developed coberently in 
4-6 

his study entitled "Moses, The Revelation and the Covenant," and partially 

restated many times elsewhere. Its essential point is that the Revelation 

at Sinai was truly experienced as Revelation only by Moses and only 

indirectly through him, by the peopla of Israel. Moreover, the real 

significance of Sinai for the people was the tbeo-political act of the 

covenent, the establishment of the theocracy with God as King and Israel 
4-q 

as His kingship people. 

lbe crucial role belongs to Mosesa Israel had known God before, but 

entered into a new relationsbip with Him through Moses. 

•eut it was Moses who, on this religious relationship, 
.established a covenant between the God and 1His people.• 
Nothing of such a kind can be imagined except on the 
assumption that a relation which had come down from 
ancient times has been melted in the fire of some new 
personal experience. The foundation takes place before 
the assembled host; th~ exper ience is undergone in 
so Ii tude." 50 

Buber confronts the heart of the matter straightway. Why was the 

decalogue revealed? What was the original purpose of the decalogue? To 

whom was it revea led? To whom! - this is made clear by its key word, 



•Toe soul of the Decalogue. however. is to be found in 
. the word 1Toou.• .••• orders are given to the one addressed. 
to the listener••• It is possible that only tbe 111en who 
wrote down the words had oAce had the experience of feeling 
himself addressed; possibly he transmitted that which be 
heard to his people••• At all times. in any case. only 
those persons rea I I y grasped the Oeca I ogue who I i tera I I y 
felt it as having been addressed to them. themelves; 
only those. that is. who experienced that first one's 
state of being addressed as though they themselves were 
being addressed." s, 

Toe commanding •1• speaking to a •THwu is taken as clue of a per­

sonal experience of Revelation of that one 111an - Moses -- prior to the 

promulgation of the Decalogue. Fr01n that original encounter. Moses may 

or uy not have emerged with the decalogue. but only because he encount­

ered GGCI. at Sinai or before. was Moses able to speak in His na111e. lhat 

he said then. at Sinai. was understood and will be u:iderstood at all 

times only by those who hear in those words God addressing them also. 

Toe Decalogue. then. is a Revelation that has filtered through the mind 

of Moses to Israel and to iaenkind but can be recognized as divine only 

by those who identify the Voice that speaks in the Deca logue as the same 

Voice which they have encountered afresh in their own lives. 

Toe essential point to retain from this discussion is that not even 

the Decalogue may be considered as a revealed text. Buber will not yield 

on the point that there is no such thing as revealed content which one 

person can •take over• from another. The decalogue will appear to a per­

son as "divine" only after it has been so confirmed to hi ■ personally. 

!!. it is actually revea led to him too. it will seem revealed. not otherwise. 

\ltlat was it. then. that happened at Sinai! According to Buber. the 

chief event at Sinai ,.was not the Revelation of the decalogue as law. but 
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its procaulgation as the constittion of the covenant. It was an act of 

~osaic statesmanship. 

"He aims at nothing else than to prepare the Community 
for this God, who has declared that He is ready to be 
their covenantal Lord; but, and for that ve~y reason, 
he must provide Israel with a basic constitution, in 
order to make Israel united and firm in itself." S:J. 

Thus Buber sees ~oses "upon whom it was incumbent to master the situation" 

withdraw "to the loneliness of God's mountain in order, far from the people 
5.3 

and overshadowed by God's cloud, to write God's law for the people." 

No thinker has affirmed the reality of Revelation as unreservedly 

as Buber and yet denied the possibility of specifying ~ts content. It 

can happen to anyone, any time. It is part of the every day. Every 

facet of existence can become God's language of Revelation in man's 

encounter with the eternal Thou. Of al I things Revelation is the most 

possib le. What is impossible, according to Buber, is to give the 

objective c,ntent of any of these Revelations. No content is ever 

given. The "message" we seem to gain from the experie~ce is strictly 

man's own response to the encounter in which nothing but the Presence 

i s "experienced." Buber has never retreated from this position. 

Hi s clearest 0 sharpest statement of refusal to accept any text, any 

creed, any law as "God's" is the celebrated passage which predates the 

publication of the "I and THClJ": 
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"O you secure and safe ones who hide yourselves behind 
the ramparts of the law so that you will not have to look 
into God's abyss! Yes. you have secure ground under 
your feet, while we hang suspended looking out over the 
endless deeps. But we would not exc~ange our dizzy insecurity 
and our poverty for your security and abundance. For to you 
God is one who created once and not again; but to us God is he 
who 'renews the work of creation every day.' To you God is 
one who revealed Himself once and no more; but to us he speaks 
out of the burning thorn-b~sh qf the present ...•. ;" the 
revelations of our innermost hearts -- greater than words. 

We know of his will only the eternal; the temporal we must 
command for ourselves, ourselves imprint his wordless 
bidding ever anew in the stuff of reality ...• Jn genuine 
life between men the new word will reveal itself to us. 
First we must act, then we shall receive: from out of our 
own deed." s+. 

This is the life "on the narrow ridge", in which one holds oneself 

open for the living dialogue with God, while in precarious suspense 

between the dual hazards of socal led "objective i·ruths". unconfirmed 

by personal experienceJand unbridled subjectivism. 

Jts possible rewards are those stated: spontaneity, the freedom 

of decision, the ever renewed sense of the Presence. Its dangers, some 

would argue, far exceed those listed: Not only insecurity and scant 

knowledge of "the way", but also the impossibility of transmitting word 

or way to others and to the future. There is precious little room 

"on the narrow ridge" on which to build the life of the community. 

Grave. indeed. is the danger of encountering nothing but oneself. or 

even worse. imagining it to be an encounter with God. 

In the course of years, Buber became aware or was made aware of all 

this, but it changed nothing. For example, he acknowledged the need 

for law, but only if it were ever again renewed in spiritual rebirth. 

"God rules through men who have. been gripped and filled by His 
spirit, and who on occasion carry out His will not merely by 
means of instantaneous decision, but also through lasting justice 
and law •••. for without law, that is, without any clear-cut and 
transmissib:e line of demarcation between that which is pleasing 
to God and that which is displeasing to Him, there can be no 
historical continuity of divine rule upon earth." SS 
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But, Buber cannot refrain fr01n pointing out the curse of the law when 

•what has been inspired always becocaes emptied of the spirit.• The 

danger is •that the living element always dies off, but thereafter, what 

is left, continues to rule over living un.• And so he concludes, •the 

law must again and again imerse itself in the consuming and purifying 

fire of the spirit, in order to renew itself and anew refine the genuine 
SG 

substance out of the drl)Ss of what has bec011e false.• In other words, the 

encounter in the here-and-now must be the corrective of the law transmitted 

by the past, which means, of course, that the tradition is only valid with 
S7 

the consent of each single person who, in the final analysis, remains 
sa 

answerable only to his eternal Thou as he sees that •Toou.• 
. . 

Buber cannot go farther in meeting the criticism of subjectivism. 

He is well aware of the hazard that he ■ight not receive the needed 

guidance in the dialogicel situation. But, as late as 1961, in a re­

sponse to a volume of 29 essays on his work by various scholars and 

philosophers, Buber repeats that he can accept no authority above the 

•Revelation• which 81181"ges from the dialogue. He will not absolutize 

any Revelation - not even his own. 

"Lknow of no other Revelation than the encounter 
between God and man, in which the human shares with 
the divine. The divine appears to me as a fire which 
melts down the human iron, b t what results fro■ it 
is not itself e kind of fire. I therefore can not 
accept anything as divinely declared or instituted 
which. directly or ;ndirectly - i.e., by oral or 
written tradition - comes out of the actual Revelation, 
be it word or cust0111 or institution just as we have it. 
In other wordsi I possess no assurance against the 
necessity of living in fear and trembling; I have 
nothing bat the certainty that we participate in 
Reveh1tion.• Sq 
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Buber admits the possibility that what be calls •Revelation• ■ight 

be his own invention. He has no choice, ha reminds his critics, but to 

hold his own soul open toward all of the transaitted ought and ought-not 

in order to probe honestly what be can acknowledge as divinely c0111118nded 

and prohibited, in view of the lack of objective criteria. Such is the 
• 60 

lot of 'beggars.• ; 

In the final analysis, Buber reminds us that every person •must re-
. . 

gard himself every manent under God's judgment.• There is no such thing 

as human inerrancy. •Both, human faith no less than human conscience, can 

b• in error and err again and againJ and both, the conscience no less 
~ 

than the faith, must, in this kllowledge, submit to Grace.• It is ■an•s 

lot to be perplexed by Revelation and to be mistaken in its interpretation. 

Fr0111 this not even the prophets were exempt, as Buber points out in his 
62 

c01111ent on •S811t1el and Agag.• Was it really God's will that the captured 

Allalekite king Agag be hewed in pieces •before the Lord1" Buber says 

bluntly that the prophet was in error. He misunderstood the Revelation. 

•Nan has been created in such• way that he can, but 
-does not have to, understand what God speaks to him 
••• he mingles already in listening the heavenly com­
mand with terrestial statute, Reveletion of what is 
and orientation which he himself arranges••• We have 
no objective criterion by which to draw the distinction; 
we have only faith - if we have that much."63 

Buber does not lack crit i cs who have rightly argued that his kind 

of Revelation can not possibly be velidated. How do I know that the voice 

I hear out of the dialogue is God's and not my own? •w,,o is then to say 
6~ 

which is the divine law within hi~ and which is not divine?" As we have 
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seen, Buber freely admits the possibility of error and self-delusion. 

He openly concedes that there are no objective criteria by which Revela­

tion, as he understands it, may be validated. More cogent is the criti­

cism that Buber's image of the dialogue runs counter~ the Biblical 

phenomenology of Revelation •• Buber's insistence on Mn's freedom in the 

dialogue and the autonomy of his response is nowhere illustrated in Bib­

lical accounts of Revelation. The Bible presents Revelation as an over­

whelming experience which takes hold of men and leaves him no choice. 
,s 

Toe people no less than the prophets are simply overwhelmed by it. 

Another objection is that contrary to Buber's claim, the dialogue with 

God, far from being the most natural phenomenon in man's religious life, 
~ 

is actually one of the rarest occurrences. 

Another criticism which 11erits attention is the fact that in Buber's 

humanism, implicit in tha dialogue, •God is 1118de a respondent of man. 

Althoogh Buber everywhere insists that God acts, that God reveals, what 

in fact does God do that is not in response to ~n? Where is the initia-
67 

tive of God before which man - sullen and unbowed - must yield?" Will -the dialogue ever produce anything other than what man in his own heart 

really wants to do1 Will the •cat I to a task• which man perceives in the 

dialogue be anything but a projection of his own deepest wish? Cen we 

c0111pare man's autonomy of the dielogical rosponse to that profound struggle, 

so often pictured in the soul of the prophet, who resists with all his 

might the task God has imposed and which, in the end, he must perform? 
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Doubtless correct is also the conclusion that Buber. by overstressing 

the Revelation in the here-end-now. tends to eliminate God fr0111 history. 
. ,e 

thus robbing tradition of all author1ty. 

Among Buber's last puglications was the article •an Revelationn 
69 

previously referred to. It restates his basic position. which relll8ined 

unchanged throughout bis life. What is revealed is only Revelation 

itself -- end that cannot be validated because it lacks objective content. 
70 

In one small paragraph. however. there is tne suggestion of a criterion. 

The struggle between false and true authority is inescapable. but cannot 

be decided in our ti111e. 

•The triumphs of this struggle are generally obscured and 
. become apparent only after a considerable lapse of time. 
But human history is also the purifying waters through 
which the authority must return end bec011e cleansed. in 
tbe aspiration to r81'11ove the human dross recognized as 
such. Every person of faith bas to take part in this 
process of purification. Here. too. the results ere 
s0111etimes apparent only at a later age.• 7, 

The criterion suggested here is the test of times the survival of 

truth as the fittest reality of them all. 



11 • FRANZ ROSENZWEIG 

( 1886 - 1929) 

It is one of the ironies of life that the thinker wbo made men's 

anguished response to the inescapable fact of mortality the pivotol motive 

for philosophy. was himself destined to die at the tragically young age 

of 43. after a dreadful illness of eight years during which he was given 

the •opportunity• of testing his cardinal belief that love is as strong as 

death. 

The life of Franz Rosenzweig is one of the shining pages of Jewish 

history. a saga of heroism. that will inspire a literature of its own. 
1 

Here we can only sketch the bare outline of biographical facts insofar as 

they relate to a discussion of his stature as a Jewish thinker. He •s 

born in Cassel on December 23. 1886. into a well-to-do middle class family 

whose ties with Judaism had been reduced to little more than the residual 

pride of descent. He was Bar Mitzvah and taken to High Holiday services. 

Not until college age did he learn of such things as the Sabbath eve 

Kiddush. 

His education included gymnasium and a university study of history 

and phi losophy. His doctoral thesis on Hegel was c011pJeted in 1912. Soon 

afterwards. he abandoned Hegelianism. or rather. the whole gamut of philo­

sophic idealism. under the influence of the new existential apprOl!lch• to 

which he had been lead through his friendship with Rosenstock-Huessy. 

Frequent discussions with t his young Christian philosopher of Jewish 
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tianity. including severer cousins of his own. convinced hi• of his own 

religious emptiness. Increasingly he looked toward Christianity for the 

satisfaction of his personal needs which philosophy and his own faulty 

Jewish upbringing had left uaanswered. In the sumer of 1913 hens ready 

for baptism. M agonized reappraisal. coupled with a •final• Yem Kippur 

visit (October 1913) to a s11ell Berlin synagogue on the threshold of coa­

version. resulted in a reversal of his decision. In effect. a conversion 

did take piece - a conversion to Judaism. 

He rediscovered the genius of Judaism. the Jew's immediate appre­

hension of God. As a Jew,Rosenzweig found that he already was with the 

Father wh0111 Christians were still trying to reach by ny of the son. 

"Nobody comes to the Father - except when he no longer 
. needs to come to the .Father. since he already is with 
Him. This is the case of the people Israel (nor the 
individual Jew). The people Israel. chosen by the 
Father. gazes over . the world and history toward that 
last and farthest point when this. their Father. this 
self-same One and unique One. wi 11 be - 1AI I in Al 1."' 2 

Immediately after that fateful day in the synagogue came a period of 

highly concentrated Jewish autodidactics. He literally threw hi11Self into 

Jewish studies. attended lectures at the Hochschule fur die Wissenschaft 

des Judenturns and fell under the spell of Hermann Cohen. During the war. 

in which he served on the Balkan front. his interests gradually turned 

toward a teaching career. He ■ade a penetrating analysis of the state 
3 

of Jewish education ("Zeit Ists"). Then. only five years after his de-

cision to turn Christian. deeply absorbed in the fundainental probl8111S of 

Judaism and under the impect of a sudden inspiration. he begen to pour out 
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.. 4 
his magnum opus. "Der Stern der Erlosung.• 

After the war. Rosenzweig married and resettled in Frankfurt 

where he founded in 1920 the •Freie Judische Lehrhaus.• which became 

the pilot project of his new Jewish educational theories. Barely one and 

a half years later. Rosenzweig. a victim to creeping paralysis. was forced 

to resign from his directorship of the Lebrhaus. Fr011 1922 he is confined 

entirely to his h0111e and within a few months he is a total invalid. With 

heroic efforts. aided by his utterly dedicated wife Edith. he aaintains 

c0111111Unication with visitors (largely by means of a sign language}. continues 

his own studies. engages in a voluminous corresponde~ce and produces a 

sizable number of articles and critical reviews. The lest five years of 

his life (1924-1929) were crowned by his collaboration with Martin Buber 

on the new Bible translation. an irrefutable witness to the renaissance 

of Judaism and German Jewry's last testament of an epoch of Jewish culture 

that was soon to die. 

As the appearance of a mountain changes relative to the position of 

the viewer. so the appraisal of a man will differ gr~tlyJsubject to the 

vantage point of the appraiser. Despite the brevity of hi s life. Rosenzweig 

achieved stature in several roles which critics will evaluate according to 

their own special interest. Thus. the historian will dwell et length on 

the sympt0118tic metamorphosis of Rosenzweig from a religiously uprooted 

German-Jewish intellectual to an affirmtive Jew with profound religious 

commitment. The educator wil l be intrigued by his concept of adult 

education and will scrutinize the organization. method. success and failure 

of the Lehrhaus. Theoreticians of Reform and Conservatis■ will find 



-179-

particularly significant Rosenzweig's discussion of Jewish law and his 

own personal style of life. which went beyond liberalism and orthodoxy. 

Jewish apologists will turn to the famous Rosenzweig-Rosenstock 
~ 

correspondence of 1916 as one of the great rehearsals for the current 

Judeo-Christian dialogue. Historians of philosophy will analyze Rosen-
6 

zweig1s position as an existentialist philosopher in relationship and 

comparison with those who preceded him. r.ierkegaard. Schopenhauer. 

Nietzsche - as well as those who were his contemporaries and successors. 
7 

Heidegger. Jaspers. Marcel and Sartre. 

In this study. our interest in Rosenzweig as philosopher is only 

peripheral. We are concerned chiefly with his contribution to Jewish 

thought and shall refer to items of general philosophic interest only 

where this is absolutely necessary for the elucidation of his approach to 

the theological problem with which we are concerned. 

Rosenzweig was empbatic in defining his •stern der Erl011ung• (hence-
. . 

forth to be referred to only as the •star•) as a philosophic system. 

Formally. the work represents a conscious departure from the neat tri­

partite c0111partmentalization prevalent in German philosophic syste111S: 

logic. ethics. aesthetics. with an additional volume on philosophy of 

religion. The Star. despite its very different structure, retains the 

formalism of a system with this difference: the categories of logic. 

ethics and aesthetics are integrated within the three major foci of 

reality which Rosenzweig sets out to illuminate in their mutual relation 

- God. man and the world. 

The"Star 1s 11 point of departure is the situation of the individual 
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person, left high and dry with his personal needs, while German idealism 

organizes the universe within • · a thought-structure that tends to reduce 

all reality to a single essences thought itself. It is an imposing 

structure b•t indifferent to the individual and irrelevant to his personal 

needs. The speculative systems, identifying reality with conceptual 

truths, entirely overlook the individual with his anxieties. Man, to 

begin with and always, is face to face with death, with the necessity of 

finding support against annihilation that threatens his existence every 

moment. Though man be a seeker of knowledge, he is above all a creature 

in need of love and redemption from solitude, fear and death. Rosenzweig 

then proceeds to show why philosoph i c idealism is incapable of meeting 

man's needs. This whole philosophic movement which reached its c~lmina­

tion in Hegel has reduced reality to an abstraction in which man as a 

living being with particular needs does not count. The Unew thinkingu 

must restore the three fundamental realities of experiences God, man and 

wor ld. One cannot be derived from the other, neither identified with the 

other, nor transformed into the other. Already the unsophisticated pagan 

mind saw reality in this fulness - but it saw it, tragically, unrelated. 

The world was seen without beginning and without end, eternally existing, 

self-sustaining and yet suspended in the nowhere - unrelated to the gods 

and insensitive to man. The mythological gods lived in a •world~ of 

their own, unresponsive and unconcerned about human destiny. Man himself 

remained an alien, a tragic victim of the blind f orces of nature and the 

caprice of the gods. 
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The redeeming vision of the #Star0 is the relationship it proclaims 

betwNn God. man and world. God and world are linked through creation; 

God and man are joined through Revelation; man and world are correlated 

through redemption. Thus the irreducible realities of God. man and world 

are inter-linked through creation. Revelation and redemption. 

The first part of the "Star" gives primacy to God as creator; the 

middle section deals. for the most part. with Revelation; the last part 

illustrates how Judaism and Christianity are both valid faiths. based on 

the identical understanding of the ultimate realities of God-naan-world as 

related through creation. Revelation and redemption. The differences be­

tween these two religions are in their historical fun~tions and in the 

forms of their faith community. but not in the fundamentals of faith. 

We now turn to a close examination of Rosenzweig's understanding of 

Revelation. Rosenzweig traces the origin of the Hstar~ back to his pre­

occupation with the proble111 of Revelation. In his important letter of 

1917 addressed to Rudolf Ehrenberg.qwhich has come to be known as the 

"germ-cetl• of the "Star." Rosenzweig outlines with feverish intellectual 

excitement the oontents of that moraentous inspiration which soon was to be 

expanded into the book. It all began. he reminds his cousin. with a 

philosophic discussion they had engaged in~during a hike through the Harz 

forest in 1914,on the possibilities of separating Revelation from man 1s 

own cognition. What were the criteria for this distinction? 

At that time. the only criterion he could cite was the prophet's own 

resistance to his vision. But he realized the weakness of this criterion, 

predicated as it was on the view that man invariably folio.vs his own 

urges and that the voice of God must always call him into the opposite 
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10 
direction. Now. thinking consistently with the creature's need as his 

springboard. Rosenzweig envisages Revelation . in a new light. It is re­

lationship. The essence of Revelation is the moment when the person in 

full consciousness of his identity as an •Is gains awareness of God as a 

•Thou.• loving him. making demands on him. c011manding hi•• 

•Er darf und muss verlcngen. dass Gott ihn 
.wiederliebe. Ja er muss verlangen. dass sogar 
Gott ihn zuerst liebe. Denn sein Ich ist stumpf 
und stum und wartet auf das erlosende Wort 
aus dem Mund Gott8S 1Adam. wo bist Duf'. 
um dem ersten lauten nach ihm fragenden Ou das 
erste halblaute zaghafte Ich der Scham zu erwidern. ••• 
Im Ich der Offenbarung und i ■ OU der Gewissensfrage 
oder des Gebots und erwidernd in Adams Ich der 
Scham oder in Abrahaas der Bereitsc~aft. und 
ruckwijrts wieder i ■ Ich der Reue und im Du des 
Gebets und im Ich der Erlosung.• 11 

Love is the essence of Revelation. It is the spark that awakens tbe 

creature to conscious life in the presence of the Creator. God1s call to 

Adam. •1t1ere art Thout' is the arch-typal loving concern of God. aade 

manifest to the mind of ■an. 

Spinoza's love which moves fr011 universal essence to the particular. 

is contrasted with that other kind of love which rises out of event. the -I l. 
most particular thing there is. He speaks of this Jove which proceeds 

frora the particular to the next particular and woald ever be love of the 

nearest before it turns into love for those that are far. The organizing 

principle of the world is not some generality but the single and particu­

lar. the event in its concreteness. This •center of the world" is the 

point of contact for Revelation. 
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•oie Offenbaruni also ist fahfg, Mittelpunkt zu sein, 
. fester, unverruckbarer Mittelpunkt. Und warumf 
Weil sfe de■ Punkt geschieht, dem starren tau~en 
unverschiebbare'ii"'1!unkt, dem trotzigen Ich, des 
1 icb RUSI ef nma I bin ••• /3 

Rosenzweig now delimits ethical idealism from Revelation. The 

distinctive quality of ethical idealism is a call to self-development. 

•Ideals call (i)fl us, 1bec011e what you are,• fulfill your 
. 1destiny.• By contrast, Revelation says, •oo my willl 
carry out my work1 1 The presupposition is that man is 
entrusted with what b~longs to God, God 1s Will, God1s 
work for him to do••• The Highest••• descends upon us, 
instead of promising our very self as reward (becOIJl8 what 
you are), it offers us transcendence of the self, God1s 
nearness, as bliss••• thus aan receives, by aaking room 
for God within hiaself, everything that he surrendered to 
God, including hi11Self, ■an.•,~ 

Ethical idealism involves an inflation of ■yself. Revelation is the 

surrender of ay self to God who, in taking possession of H, gives me 

everything. 

There is another distinction. In ethics •rules the tragic conflict 

of duties. God1s c011111and is an order issued unequivocally to this man, add 
IS 

into this particular situation.• 

Whet is the characteristic language of Revelation? It is the language 

of the coaaaand. It is the demand, the unconditional call of duty and love 

that rises above every other kind of duty and love. Yttlat is the secret of 

the authority which rings out of the revealed word of prophecy? Rosenzweig 

points out the dffference between the ethi~I ideal in which philosophy 

instructs us and the imperative inspired by Revelations 

•So ist dem Fr01111J1en kein 1Gesetz gegeben, denn er 
steht unter einem 1Befehl. 1 Einem Befehl, der ih~ 
Vollmacht gibt uber die ganze Welt und ihre 
Ideale. ••• • 1, 
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And unlike the ethical generalities of idealism. the prophetic word of 

Revelation is always addressed to a particular duty.~ specific deed 

within a specific situation. 

•Nicht ein solcher irgenctwie allgemeinbegrifflich 
verstehbarer Kampf ist d• FrOfllllen befoblen. 
Sondern ••• djese Pflicht und diese Liebe scbiebt 
jede andre Pflicht oder jede andre Liebe beiseite. 
Die Offenbarung schiebt sich ala ,ein Keil in die 
Weit.• /7 

The impelling force that drives the prophet to his proclalllltion must 

be understood as an intervention. The prophet himself becomes conscious 

of the •foreign• interference into the whole value system and thus initially 

resists its 

•oeshalb ist der Widerstand des Profeten gegen 
seine Sendung. sein Kampf gegen das aehlich 
steigende Bild unver,rechselbar ■it sittlichen 
K~mpfen. Es streitet da nicht das Hohere gegen des 
Geringere. sondern das Geheissene gegen alles andre was 
bloss 110~lich ware. unbeschadet dessen. ·dass zu 
diesem Moglichen auch des 1 Hohe1 geh&-t;• 19 

The prophet's resistance against the command flows out of the reaction 

of his total personality. of his secret devotion to the value-system which 

is being suspended by the invasion of the comanding word. •This de110n­

strates.• Rosenzweig points out. •that there is between Revelation and the 
I fj 

world a relationship. not only in speculation••• but in reality.• 

The essential point Rosenzweig 118kes with reference to Revelation in 

that first draft of ideas wbich became the •star.• we now repeat. is that 

Revelation is a relationship - not of concepts and ideas. but a relation­

ship in reality, It is God's outreach. in love and in c011mand. to the 

individual man. It is not the formulation of a general principle. but 
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the sharply edged word directed to a specific situation. 

The actual composition of the •starH has becoae a legendary tour de 

force. Begun on August 22, 1918, on army postcards w~ich were mailed 

bome for transcription, the work was completed within six months. on Feb-
:20 

ruary 16, 1919. We find in it a substantial elaboration of the thooghts 

on Revelation which, in nuclear for~ already appeared in that •germ-ce11• 

letter to Ehrenberg of 1917. 

One thenie, however, is altogether new, and that is the association of 

Revelation with creation. Not since s. L. Steinheim do we find in any of 

our thinkers so strong an emphasis upon creation ex nihilo as the cardinal 

princip le of the Biblical faith. There was no •chaos• before God. God 
l. , 

created •beingH itself, even that which preceded the world of creation • 
.l.2. 

•1ne chaos is within, not prior to creation." Creation is neither self-

evident, nor can it be proven speculatively. The idea of creation is not 

validated by appearing to us as an adequate explanation of the riddle of 

t he world. No one bas the right to accept the idea of creation es though 

it were a scientific hypothesis, unless the voice of Revelation has reached 

hinu 

•Aber die Schopfung selbst wird nicht durch die 
. Welt bewiesen ••• Der Scb6pfer selbst muss be-wiesen, 
nemlich in seiner Ganze ge-wiesen werden ••• 
Der Schopfer ist auch der Offenberer. Die Schopfung 
ist die Weissagung, die erst durch das Wunderzeichen der 
Offenberung bestatigt wird. Es ist nicht a&glich, 
die Schopfung deswegen zu glauben, weil sie eine 
zureichende Erklaru~g des Weltratsels bietet. 
Wer von der Stimme der Offenbarung noch nicht erreicht 
ist, hat kein Recht, den Gedanken der Schopfung, els 
ware er eine wissenschaftliche Hyp~these, anzunehmen.• i 3 

Agttin, Gs emphatically as Steinhei ■, he rejects the idea of emanation 
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as a plausible substitute for creation. The idea is rejected on strictly 

rational grounds. The concept of God as •producer• of the universe by way 

of eaanatia (•Erze~gergott•) is., after all. an object of cognition. In 

that case., how can such a God be rationally considered as Q--igin (•ursprung•) 

and thus be exempt fr011 cognition? Rationally this cannot be done. God., 

too., must be cognized and thus change from "Origin" into a content of the 

very essence of what is cognized. In the place of God another origin of 

the world., God included. must be posited. This leads to the sinking of 

the world within the Self - the •1• of idealis■• This •1• or its syno-

nyms such as •subject.,• •transcendental apperception.• the •spirit.,• 

the "idea.,• are all different ne■es for the Self. the only eleaent left 
.2.'t­

besides the world and God., which thus replaces the God of eaanation. 

The result is no different when idealism puts in the place of the 

impersonal principle of efl8natfon the idea of God as absolute Personality. 

Again, both world and God are annihilated in the thinker's own thought. 

Again the •1• is the root of all cognitions God bec0111es an object. the 

absolute object not of cognition but of the will. But absolute Personal­

ity is really unthinkable in the sense of genuine personality. So, He 

bec011es "spirit.," not an 111• but a "He" or 'it." But God as spirit is none 

other than the subject of cognition - the •1• of the thinker. The result 

is a victory - but at what price~ The whole structure of reality lies 

shattered. 

•Ein Sieg also auf der ganzen Linie, aber ein Sieg 
. u111 welchen Preis! Das grosse Gebaeude der 
Wirkl ichkeit ist zerstort." 2.5"' 
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Idealism leaves us with a chaos in which remains only one firm point, 

pushed to the extreme li~it of objective being but not yet "worked over" 
' . 

by idealism: the "Ding-an-sich." In idealism's uncharacteristic sugges-

tion of a common root for this and man. the prospect appears of an all 

in which the three elements. world. man and God. might live in undisturbed 

actuality. But idealism cannot enter the land of this trutb which it 

glimpses on its horizon. 

•It forfeited its right of entry by its God-denying 
.self-confidence which seized the staff of reason 
trying to force the living waters of the all out of 
the rock of creation instead of being trustfully 
contented with the stream of speech God would allow 
to flow forth froo this rock." 1 ~ 

Rosenzweig's metaphor, with its ingenious allusion to the sin of Moses 

in •smiting the rock," is clear. The truth of reality in its irreducible 

elements of God-man-world cannot be constructed by reason but is a truth 

of Revelation. This explains Rosenzweig's thematic statements made a 

few pages earlieri 

"wir entwickeln den Schopfungsgedanken im Lichte 
. der Offenbarung; ••. Wir konnen den Sch~pfungsbegriff 
ruhig als einen Anfang des Wissens gelten !assen••• 
Wir stellen ibn in den grosseren Zusammenhang der 
Offenbarung.# ::i..1 

Creation. precisely because it defies rational comprehension. is itself 

Revelat i on. But it is a Revelation in deed, not yet in word. The need 

for the ~word~ of Revelation. by which God enkindles Mn 1s consciousness. 

arises from the fact of death which is built into creation as promise of 

something that transcends terrestial life. 
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"Death is to every creature the c011pletion of its 
.corporeality ("DinglichkeitP), transposes the 
creation into the past end turns it into tho still 
and steady promise of the mi rac I e of its renewa I • • 1. 8 

Thus, creation, which incorporates death, cells for a power which can 

counteract death. This power is love which is as strong as death. The 

giving of love is the heart of Revelation. In revealing love to men, God 

orients Mn tOIR!rd the present moment for love is all in the present. 

•Revelation is to the soul the experience of the present.• •q 

Rosenzweig proceeds to speak of Revelation as love end love as Revela­

tion. The terms become interchangeable. Love alonP. is overpowering in 

its domination of the heart end yet appears always newborn, es though it 

bad no past, the child of the spontaneous moment. 

"Denn Liebe allein ist so zugleich schicksalsbafte 
.Gewalt aber ~s Herz, in dem sie erwacht, und doch so 
neugeboren, so -- zunachst -- vergangenheitslos, so ganz 
dem Augenblick, den sie erfullt, und nur ihm selbst 
entsprungen." .3o 

In creation God merely began the process of Revelation. The reality 

of God would be in danger of being hidden within the infinity of creation 
. . . . 31 . by appear1ng as 1ts remote or191n. Thus, the f1rst Revelation through 

creation demands, in order to be recognized as Revelation, another Revela­

tion in the strictest sense of that wordt 

•so verlangt die erste Offenbarung in der Schopfung, 
. grade um ihres Offenbarungscharakters willen, ~s 
Hervorbrechen eine~ 1zweiten1 Offenbarung, 
einer Offenbarung, die nichts weiter ist als 
Offenbarung, einer Offenbarung im engeren, nein, 
engsten Sinn.• 3l. 

lhat kind of Revelation must it be? To begin with, it must be •dis­

closure of something hidden.• That means, it must be'll loud word breaking 
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the silence of an otherwise mute being, a living moment breaking forth from 
33 

an otherwise quietly resting permenence.M Such Revelation in time, in 

this present moment of existence, would make the God of eternity, the God 

of creation, also the God of temporal life. If these are the 111arks of 

Revelation, only love has them, that is, the love of the lover, not the 

love of the beloved. 

HEs ist die Liebe, auf die elle hier an den Begriff 
.des Offenbarers gestellten Forderungen zutreffen, 
die Liebe des Liebenden, nicht die der Geliebten.• 3~ 

Love has everything that would also describe Revelation. It is self­

dedication, renewed every momentJ it is the free giving of oneself in 

love; the beloved receives s011ething which is not of himself - a present. 

But, the lover gives something that issues forth fr0111 himself, like a 

branch out of a tree. If we ascribe love to God, are we not imputing e 

need to Him? Love is not a quality or attribute. It is an event. It 

• is dynamic, unpredictable self-expression. u,God loves' is purest pres-
3, 

ent.• 

As love cannot be understood to be •timelessQ so it should not be 

seen as •unlimited.• Love cannot be expanded endlessly, like wisdom to 

01Aniscience and power to omnipotence. There is no such thing as •univer­

sal" love. Love is discriminating; it confines itself to the one-and­

only-one, within this very m011ent. Yet, God is capable of love for every­

thing. What separates His specific love from the love of all is a •not 

yet.• His love is on the move from what He already loves to that which 
3, 

He shall love. Thus, God's love is not like light radiating equally in 
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all directions, but 

•it has a puzzling focus on the particular -
.men, nations, ti111es, things - unpredictable 
in its interventions except for the certainty 
that it will eventually embrace everything not 
yet touched by it.• 37 

What is the essential content of all Revelation? It is the c01M1and, 

"love me." It is not only the highest, it is the only command, the sense 
38 

and meaning of al I commands. Only a God who is Hi11Self a lover would 

c011111and us, •Thou shalt love the lord Thy God with all thy heart, with 

all thy soul and with all thy ■ight.• A third person could not possibly 

c01111and love, but the mouth of the lover can. 

•oie Liebe des Liebenden hat gar kein 
.anderes Wort sich zu eussern als ckts Gebot. 
Alles andere ist schon nicht mehr unmittelbare 
Ausserung, sondern Erklarung -- Liebes-erklerung.• 3q 

Rosenzweig now turns to a significant distinction between c01Bl118nd 
'tO 

(Gebot) and law (Gesetz). Revelation comes to us as a present event in 

the for of coanand. In time the c0r1111ands turn into laws as part of the 

remembered past -- all c0111111ands, except this one, to love God. It is 

always spoken into the today. It can never become law, only command. 

And wherever this command is seen highest, all the laws below may like­

wise turn again into commands. Thus, the supreme command to love God 

"-' vital i zes and validates the laws of the past. God always speaks to us 

in the imperative. This is best exemplified through the prophets. The 

c00Hll8nding " I" identifies 1he prophet's speech as God1s. God does not 

speak .!:.2_ the prophet, He speaks out of himi 

"The prophet is not intermediary between God and ■an • 
. He does not receive the Revelation and passes it on, but 
i mmediate ly out of his mouth comes the voice of God, 
speaking in the f i rst person, as 111" 4-l-
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Rosenzweig's object, we should note, in this passage is not to reaffirm 

the literal truth of the prophetic message as recorded in the Bible. His 

object in this context is to understand the prophetic •1• as criterion 

for the reality of Revelation. lbe prophet cannot speek of God in the 

third person because God has taken possession of him and speaks out of 

him. 

•Er lesst Gott uberhaupt nicht reden, sondern indem 
.er den Mund auftut, spricht schon Gott; der Prophet 
kann noch kaum sein •so spricht der Ewige' oder das noch 
kurzere, noch eilijere, selbst die Verbalform sparende 
1Spruch des Ewigen herausbringen, da hat Gott schon 
von seinen Lippen Besitz genoaien.•~3 

Revelation, then, is divine speech breaking forth fr011 lips that would 

otherwise remain silent. 

•We have thus recognized Revelation as the silent 
.Self gaining, under the love of God, the power of 
articulation as a speaking soul.•t;+-

Love is the strongest validation of the reality of God. The soul 

that knows itself loved by God, testifies with the ut110st certainty to 

the existence of the lover. Every creed essentially has only one content: 

he, wh0111 I have recognized as lover in ■y experience of being loved by 

him - he is. 

•oer Gott meiner Liebe ist wahrhaftig Gott.• ~S---

Only after we have gained certa i nty of God's reality through such 

Revelation, in our own experience as a Being in the present, can we refer 

back to the past, to God's creatorship, for further confirmation. 

Rosenzweig now formulates a principle of cardinal i ■portance in his 

concept of Revelation. Revelation itself is the primary source for 
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our knowledge of Revelation. We must stand within Revelation to know it. 
We cannot understand it from without. 

•Er gibt sich nicht zu erkennen. ehe er sich affenbart 
hat. sondern sein Offenbargewordensein muss vorangehen. 
damit er sich zu erkennen geben konne. Ehe ihn die 
Seele bekannt hat. kann er sich ihr nicht zu erkennen 
geben.•*' 

But. once the commitment of faith has been made and God's reality recog­

nized in the living imaediacy of Revelation. it is necessary to implant 

upon the foundations of the past that which has come to us out of present 

experience. Now we may safely delve into the Revelation which is implied 

in creation. This is not to prove Revelation from creation, on the con­

trary. it is the living Revelation in the present wh1ch proves to us the 

creation of the past. 

•1m Lichtschein des erlebten Offenbarungswunders 
wird eine dieses Wunder vorbereitende und vorsehende 
Vergangenheit sictt'barJ die Schopfung. die in der Offenbarung 
sichtbar wird. ist Schopfung der Offenbarung.• ~7 

Thus. as it were. our living experience of Revelation •creates• for us 

creation. 

•God responds to our soul's confession 11 am Thine' no longer 
with the simple 1 thou art Mine• but He refers back to the 
past and identifies Himself as the originator and initiator 
of this entire dialogue between Him and the soul a 1 1 have 
called thee by name. Thou art mine.••¥8 

Revelation is completed in our personal experience of God1s love 

coll)bined with the knowledge that He is creator. This is as far as 

Rosenzweig could go at the time that the "Staru was written. Soon after­

wards. he realized that he had not come to terms with the crucial ques­

tion of the objective content of Revelation. Was •Love of God" really 

the only command that remained valid forever? Were all other laws merely 
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symbols of that higher command? On what basis could the Jew today decide 

which of the vast mass of transmitted Jewish law truly represented the 

command of God - if not all. why only some? Already three years after the 

completion of the "'Star." he recognized its limitations and referred to it 

in a letter as an armor of faith useful until he had learned to get along 
~ 

without it. In that same letter he called it Hthat dangerous book." 

\lihat was its danger? It provided insufficient guidance for daily living. 

It established insufficient criteria for the -authority of Jewish law. 

which. after all. represents the everyday application of the faith. This 

deficiency is suggested by Rosenzweig himself in his essay. •oas Neue 

Oenken.N written in 1925 as a postscript to the •star.• 

•Everyone should philosophize at some time in his life. 
and look around from his own vantage point. But such a 
survey is not an end in itself. The book is no goal. 
not even a provisional one. Rather than sustaining it­
self or being sustained by others of its kind. it must 
itself be verified. This verification takes place in 
the course of everyday life.• 5o 

The •star" was to be verified by Rosenzweig's soul-searching 

struggle to come to grips with Jewish law as transmitted. and. above 

all. by his own chosen way of life. 

Already in the "Star'' Rosenzweig voiced the need for a "fixed point" 

in life. Man craves escape from the anonymity of life. He cannot toler­

ate a life without limitation. without form and concreteness. Nameless­

ness is abhorrent to him. 

NEs verlangt nach Orientierung. nach einer Welt. 
die nicht in gleichgUltigeaa Nebeneinander liegt. 
in gleichmutigem Nacheinandar hinfliesst. sondern 
eine. die sP.iner inneran. es in seinem Erlebnis stets 
begleitenden Ordnung den fasten Grund einer aussaren Ordnung 
unterbaut. Der eigene Name fordert Naman auch ausser sich. 
Adams erste Tat ist die Namengebung an die Wesen der Welt.• ~I 
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The assumption of a name and the giving of names to others is man's 

elemental consolidation in existence, tantamount to the fixing of bound­

aries and the concretization of relationships. 

•was einen Namen hat, kann nicht mehr Ding, 
nicht niehr jedermanns Sache sein ••• • S4 

Having a name means to a creature having a place in life, a 8 here• and 

•Es hat auch nicht mehr seinen Ort in der Welt, 
seinen Augenblick im Geschehen, sondern es tragt 
sein Hier und Jetzt sit sich herum;•.53 

Man receives the confirMation of his own being by means of that 

•historic Revelation• which is expressly addressed to hi~, in ti•e and 

place, and thus gives him identity. 

•solche Begrundung muss, weil in der Welt, raum­
. zeitlich sein, gerade damit sie der absoluten 
Gewissheit des Erlebens, seinen eigenen Raum und 
seine eigene Zeit zu haben, Grund geben kann.• 5"¥ 

Revelation must, therefore, be located and dated. 

AEs muss ein Wo, einen noch sichtbaren Ort in 
der Welt geben, von wo die Offenbarung ausstrablt, 
und ein Wann, einen noch nachklingenden Augenblick, 
wo sie den Mund auftat.• S'S-

Fr0111 this basic principle, which we might call Athe concretizing of 

Revelation,• Rosenzweig now draws a conclusion of the utmost importance 

for his future approach to Jewish law and its observance today. At 

one point in the past, Rosenzweig argues, Revelation's di ■ensions of 

time and place must have converged in the actual historical event when 

the spoken word was received by 1118D, or the people. It is not absolutely 

necessary that we today likewise experience Revelation dimensionally 

unified as it was in its original occurrence. It is sufficient for us 
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today. if the after-effects of Revelation continue in separate bearers. 

God's people and God 1s word - the people testifying to Revelation's 

occurrence in the dimension of space. the recorded word (Scripture) 

testifying to Revelation's occurrence in time. Yet. at one time in 

history it must have happened all at once - the word was spoken and the 

people received it in a single revelatory event. 

•Mag in der Nachwirkung das raumliche Statt-gefunden­
baben und das zeitliche Geschehen-sein der Offenbarung 
heute in getrennten Trcgern fortleben. in Gottes 
Gemeinde jenes. in Gottes Wort dieses. einmal muss es 
■it einen einzigen Schlage gegrundet sein.us, 

Rosenzweig concludes this theme with the suggestion that we must 

understand the name of God as sylllbol of the concreteness of Revelation. 

The very survival of the Jewish people and of the Biblical world. even 

our own personal experience today. is rooted in the confidence that 

Revelation had actuality. 

•Aus dem geoffenbarten Na■en Gottes leben ihr 
Leben die verfasste Gemeinde und das verfasste 
Wort bis auf den heutigen Tag. bis auf den 
gegenwartigen Augenblick und bis in das eigene 
Erlebnis. Denn wahrhaftig. Name ist nicht. wie 
der Unglaube inner wieder in stolz-verstockter 
Leere wahrhaben 1110Chte. Schall und Rauch. sondern 
Wort und Feuer. Den Nanten gilt es zu nennen 
und zu bekennens Ich glaub ihn.• 57 

Several years later Rosenzweig referred back to this passage and called 
~8 

it the core-sentence ("Kernsatz") of his work. The concreteness of 

Revelation is the philosophic basis for the authority of Jewish law and 

the need to Nfix" its content. We shall now understand Rosenzweig's 

insistence that •doing" the c011mandment be taken as seriously as •study­

ing" the word. 



All of Rosenzweig's significant utterances on this point uiy be 

dated i•ediately preceding and following tbe publication of his import­

ant treatise •The Biildersa Concerning the Law (•oie Bauleutea Uber 
5q 

des Gesetz•). Besides this treatise, we shall consider several letters 

to Rudolf Hallo, Martin Buber and one letter addressed to a group of 

friends, including Nachum Glatzer. 

In aany ways the most intimate and suggestive statement Rosenzweig 

ever made on his approach to Jewish law is his letter of 1922, addressed 
1,0 

to Rudolf Hallo whom he had brought back fr011 a confused conversion to 
bl 

Christianity and whom he regarded as a sort of spiritual protege. 

Rosenzweig's whole approach is unintelligible unless we bear in mind the 

existential situation fr0111 which it proceeds. He speaks of himself as 

a returnee to Judaism, as a rediscoverer of the way, as a j)~,e.l} [.;'~ • 

To begin with, he warns his younger friend against an all-or-nothing ap­

proach to Jewish law. Nuns gehort weder das All noch das Nichts, uns 
{,J.. 

gehort das Etwas.N His next point is that one who •returns• must take a 

strictly personal approach, seeking not to establish the validity of 

Jewish law in general, but for himself. What counts is not finding some­

thing that could be •a model for another person. The only thing that 
6'3 

serves as a model is my own courage••• to live in my •something.•• 

The third point made by Rosenzweig is that of an •open end• approach to 

Jewish law observance. There is no telling to what it may lead once you 

begin. ulch fange ja nur an. Was daraus wird, weiss ich nicht ••• Ich 

hoffe und weiss, dass auch andre anfangen. Aus all dem zusa11111en wird 

etwas Musterhaftes werdeno• Here Rosenzweig draws a clear distinction 
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between his ~pproech and that of Jewish religious liberalism in the 19th 

century. Liberalism began from a statement of fundamental principles 

which were to govern reformed Jewish practice. They turned out to be 

•officers without soldiers. fathers without children." Rosenzweig pro­

poses a pragmatic approach. 

''We begin with the acts. Let us. or let others. some 
day find the appropriate principles••• I hope that••• 
one day in decades to come I shall know the principles. 
the laws. 1 the Law• ••• n 

What entitles him to proceed without benefit of principle or system? 

He answers with a memorable sentence, •oas Judentum ist nicht Gesetz. 

Es schafft Gesetz.• Judaism is •to be• a Jew. i.e •• something that must 

be verified through living. through creative participation in the faith­

convnunity which produces law. This entire approach to Jewish law. call 

it empirical or pragmatic. is re-stated in the form of a striking meta­

phor. It is introduced with this thought: Although each must choose his 

own way in Judaism. this freedom of choice does not absolve the individual 

from the obligation to know Jewish law. not a knowing in theory. but in 

practice. 

•1ch darf mich nicht darum druckel'l,Kenntnis von allem 
lebendigen Gehen des jOdischen Wegs zu nehmen. von allem 
was mir in Sehweite k0111111t. in Gegenwart und Vergangenheit 
••• Es braucht nicht mein Weg zu werden. ~ber ich muss 
lernen. den Zusammenbang zwischen ihrem Weg und meinem Weg 
zu spuren. 0 6¥ 

But in this highly subjective approach to Jewish law -- a matter of 

personal choice -- is there not great danger that my way might leed me 

into isolation? Rosenzweig answers with a metaphor which illustrates all 
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he had been trying to say before. The Jew who seeks a way of his own 

within current or past Jewish practice shares a common landscape with 

his fellow Jews. It may not be the exact same road for everyone, but it 
6> 

is the same landscape. the same spiritual climate for all. He concludes 

with a few "practical~ suggestions as to how one should choose one1 s way. 

Choosing one's own road within thia landscape is not really a helter­

skelter selection. It is •selection• in a rather limited sense. However. 

he adds, •Good will, is.of course. necessary.• One must want to meet -
half-way the •inner must.• By wanting to do so, by looking around, by 

living together with others (past and present), by seizing opportunities, 

and above all by doing what one=!!!• one arrives eventually at something 

natural which is truly one1 s own. Oo what you =!!:!,a and soon you must do 

it for you cannot do otherwise. 

Shortly after this extraordinarily explicit statement, he engaged 

Martin Buber in a debate on Jewish law which proved to be rather one­

s i ded since Buber, anxious to avoid a head-on clash, was guarded in his 

replies. It began with Rosenzweig's treatise, •The Builders, " published 

in 1923. His declared purpose was to answer Buber's position on Jewish 

" law as it emerged in his Lectures about Judaism (~Reden Uber das 

Judentum• ). He takes particular issue with the last, the eighth lecture 

in t he series, which drives to a decision on •what to do• about the twin 

problem of study and practice, or teaching and law. He endorses Buber's 

unconditional c011U11itment to the study of Judaism in all its forms and 

manifestations, without false distinctions between •essentials• and non­

essent i als.• He agrees that only !f.!.!!: knowledge has been gained, can 
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the student make an authentic choice of those elements in Judaism which 

are relevant to him. The selectioo cannot be made in advance of study. 

There is no escape from •1earning." He who goes through the arduous 

road of study. instead of jumping right away to a conclusion about 

Judaism. has one advantages the certainty that what ~e is jumping into 
,6 

is really authentic Jewish teaching. Why should not the same logic apply 

to Jewish law. asks Rosenzweig. What goes for the area of study should 

also go for the area of practice; our approach to Halachah should be like 

our approach to Torah. First. practice as much as possible. then select. 

on the basis of experienced Jewish life. that which re111eins truly meaningful. 

Just as we must first study all that is "knowable# in Judaism. so 

that we might end up appropriating into ourselves that which becomes our -teaching. so we must first plunge into Jewish living and do what is ~do­

able~ in order to end up doing those things which we can do with conviction. 

There comes a point when Jewish law. this or that element of it. turns into 

a command for us. when I realize not only what I must do in terlllS of the 

law. but. with a sudden leap. discover what I can do in personal response -,7 
to the law. In this fashion the old law is renewed and regains its cur-

rent validity. For what had been lacking in the law as transmitted to 
,s 

us was that the old was not also new. 

IM'lat Rosenzweig proposes is a reconstitution of Jewish law. using 

the •debris" of the past as the building blocks for~ new structure of 

Jewish living today. His logic seems to be that as long as the constitu­

ent elements are Jewish. the new form in which they are put together will 

of necessity be also authentically Jewish. We need not live in precisely 
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the same house in which the Jewish past lived, but we Nust build it of 

the same material. 

The subsequent correspondence between Buber and Rosenzweig (during 
'q 

1924 and 1925) sharpens the issue, without ending their disagreement. In 

a letter, dated June 24, 1924, Buber answers Rosenzweig's contention in 

uThe Buildersu that immersion in maximal practice will lead to the en-
. . 
counter with God 1s command. He simply does not share Rosenzweig's faith 

uthat Revelation is ever a formulation of law.u Law, he maintains, 0 is 

the fact of man.• It is the product of man entirely. Revelation, in 

Buber's view, is an experience all its own, a new beginning, a uniquely 

personal encounter that should not be screened off by laws which are 

framed by others. 

•1 cannot admit the law transformed by man into 
the realm of my will, if I am to hold myself 
ready as well for the unmediated word of God 
directed to a specific hour of life••• and I 
cannot imagine that this position will ever 
change for me.• 70 

Rosenzweig, in reply, called attention to the dynamism which was not 

altogether lacking in his approach. 

•we do not consciously accept the fact that every 
c01111Randment can bec0111e law, but that the law can 
always be changed back into a commandment•••• ?1 

His points entrust yourself to the practice of the law - and s0111e of it 

will speak to you directly as Gocl 1s living command. 

Buber could only reiterate their fundamental disagreement, which 

Rosenzweig apparently failed to grasp. Buber denied altogether that there 

was anything divine in the law. 
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~ou fail to consider. I believe. that it is the 
fact of man thet brings ebout transformation from 
Revelation to what you cell commandment••• 11 72.. 

A week later. Buber put his objection most succinctly, 

•God is not a law-giver. and therefore the Lew has 
oo universe! valirlity for me .•• The Builders want to 
make me accept the Law as something universal. the way 
I accept Teaching as s0111ething to be learned in its 
tote I ity.• ? 3 

Buber could not but reject e claim which Rosenzweig could rightly meke 

for the law. for Rosenzweig brought e faith to it which Buber simply 

lecked. This faith Rosenzweig expressed in his reply dated only three 

deys after Buber's letters 

•For me. too. God is not a Law-giver. But He 
commands." 7ff 

•But He commends• -- this was Rosenzweig's faith. precisely whet Buber 

denied. For Buber's unyielding position was that whetever c0t1111andments 

ere derived from Revelation ere purely men's own creation. in response to 

the encounter, but still man's creation. Rosenzweig's modifying COl1llllent 

in the same letter does not touch Buber's objection but clarifies his own 

understanding of the problem of l;n. The authentic Revelation. he be­

lieves, is in the commendments which, however. are corrupted into mere 

legalism when observed •without the awareness that the man stands under 

God's command. "' 

A year later, Buber, in another communication to Rosenzweig, con­

fessed once more that the question, •1s the Law God's Lew1" could be 

answered by him only in the negative~ 7s 

In his reply, which closed the debate, Rosenzweig put forward two 

important ideas which fur ther illuminate his concept of Revelation. 
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First. he will not admit a theoretical judgment concerning the law. What 

■atters is not what I think or believe at the end of ~y •thinking• about 

Jewish law. but only at the end of experiencing it. An opinion about law. 

positive or negative. is valid only if it flows from experience. TIie in­

ference is cleart Jewish In is to be approached only on the level of 

practice. not theory. His second point has to do with the crucial ques­

tion of what is and what is not Revelation. Granted that Revelation is 

not law-giving; granted. furthermore. that Revelation comes to us in the 

guise of interpretation upon interpretation. the real question iss •aut 
7, 

where does this 1 interpretation1 stop being legitimate1"' Who is to decide. 

how dare anyone decide. objectively and positively that this or that addi­

tional interpretation contains no Revelation? 

•1 would never dare to state this in a general 
sentence; here c0111111ences the right of experience 
to give testimony. positive and negative.u 77 

The same impossibility of making a general categorical denial that 

there is Revelation in this or that interpretation applies also to law. 

Mlo can categorically say •that Revelation must never become legislation1"1 73 

Rosenzweig insists that the possibility must be recognized. however unlikely 

one may consider it. that Jewish Law. contrary to all other laws. con­

stituted authentic Revelation. He draws an analogy. We may be convinced 

that the incarnation never happened. Still we must concede to the Christian 

a historic and personal right to prove en exception. So. regardless how 

great our doubt. we must concede •the right of the t aw to prove its char-
7q 

acter as an exception against all other types of law.• 



One more idea is to be considered cs capstone to Rosenzweig1s concept 

of Revelation~ It is brought out in a letter addressed collectively to 
'lo 

four friends at the Lehrhaus and dated November 1924,. The question is 

how can we distinguish in law between "what is divine and what is human?" 

Rosenzweig1s answer begins with the fundamental assertion that any state­

ment about God will inevitably fall far short of the contents of our 

experience. A marriage certificate can never fully convey the quality 

of the marriage. 

Nit is exactly the same with what man experiences 
about Goda it is incommunicable. and he who speaks 
of it makes himself ridiculous.• Bl 

\itlat holds true of all other significant experienc~s. is likewise true in 

the area of the Law. Law is something between God and men. and I cannot 

know anything about what belongs to God and what belongs to man until I am 

involved in the Law. \'llatever we know. there is much that cannot be 

articulated. But an outsider can have no understanding whatever of that 

relationship which is expressed through the Law. 

usut an outsider. no matter how willing and sympa­
thetic. can never be made to accept a single command­
ment as a 1 religious1 demand. We wholly realize 
that general theological connection only when we 
cause it to come alive by fulfilling individual 
commandments. and transpose it from the objectivity 
of a theological truth to the 1 thou 1 of the bene­
diction ••• ., Ii.. 

Historians. psychologists. sociologists. folklorists and all kinds of 

"experts• will each interpret Jewish Law on a basis other than its divine 

origin. As outsiders they will not perceive the commandments as addressed 

by God to the people. Bu t it is divine to the Jew who stands ready to 

observe the law: 
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Nwe know it differently. not always and not in all 
things. but again and again. For we know it only 
when -- ?!. ~•" 83 

The previously stated thought that Jewish Law shot:ld only be judged as 

relevant or irrelevant from the vantage point of personal involvement in 

its practice. is now heightened into the suggestion that in the very 

observance of the commandment there is for the Jew a new dimension of 

Revelation. The God who commanded the commandments in the past. is heard 

anew by the Jew at the very moment when he fulfills the commandment. 

In short. the validation of Revelation with Rosenzweig is not a 

"truth" we can come to know rationally. but something we experience in 

the religious act itself. 

"What do we know when we do1 ••• in this moment we 
know nothing other than this, moment in that full 
theo-human reality of the command out of which we 
may say: Blessed art Thou." t/11,-

Without denying that Revelation may reach man also as a rational 

"truth.~ Rosenzweig stresses here an experience of Revelation which is 

irrational. which cannot be comprehended rationally and surely not be 

expressed adequately. but which can only be experienced in the act. 

"Only in this immediacy. in the particular command, 
may God be addressed. not expressed. Whoever seeks 
to express Him. discovers that the Inexpressible One 
is also beyond our finding. The voice of the One who 
commands can be heard only in the commandment." 85' 

Rosenzweig's telling illustration is the Revelation we all experience 

in the keeping of the Sabbath. We may know of creation in various ways. 

even through the written word of Scriptures. but another way in which 

creation is revealed to us -- and for Rosenzweig it is the more con­

vincing way -- is the Sabbath observance: 



uNo matter how well the written word may fit in 
with our own thoughts, it cannot give us the faith 
that creation is completed, to the degree that we 
experience this by keeping the Sabbath, and inaugu­
rating it with, 1And the heaven and the earth were 
completed.' Not that doing necessarily results in 
hearing and understanding. But one hears differently 
when one hears in the doing." 86 

"-2!!!~!!!.!l!:. doingn - these words express Rosenzweig's most original 

discovery and contribution to the concept of Revelation which is of par­

ticular value to Judaism: The Mitzvot which were revealed to us are 

themselves vehicles of further Revelation. The Revelation is latently 

hidden within the commandment. In the performance of the command .el. 

the Jew. the Revelation is actualized and completed. 

Nachum Glatzer, disciple and friend, called Rosenzweig •the re-
87 

discoverer of classic Judaism.• In one respect the statement is irrefu-

table. He saw most clearly the foundation on which classic Judaism stands# 

a sense of the absolute reality of Revelation. He also recognized in 

Revelation a function characteristic of the Bible and authentic Judaism: 

Revelation is the functional link between creation and redemption. The 

creator. God. reaches out to His creation -- the outreach is Revelation. 

So far this is basic Jewish theology. Where Rosenzweig differs is his 

approach to these conclusions. He arrives at them not speculatively, but 

from within man's condition. Man not only must "believe" these truths, 

but he is led to them by "experience.• 

Life would not be bearable for man in his confrontation with the ever 

threatening possibility of annihilation in death, if God did not sustain 

him with love. Love is God1s gift by which man is compensated for the 



fact of his mortality. Love turns man into the child of the present mo­

ment• for love lives in the tttoday" and invests every moment with infin­

ite value. In love man experiences an infinity ar.d an eternity all its 

own. a redemption God has especially granted unto man. The essence of 

Revelation is to know lova. 

The identification of Revelation with love leads Rosenzweig to what 

we have called the •concretization• of Revelation. As love is specific 

in time and place. so is Revelations an event. We referred to Rosen­

zweig's own statement that the core-sentence of the •star• was that which 

affirmed the •Name• of God. We understand it to mean that the great 

message of the "Star• -- and we should add. of Rosenzweig's entire work 

is the call away from anonymity. abstraction. conceptualization. 

Reality is not to be dissolved into a single entity. Nthe Absolute." 

or the "Idea." or "Thought" - the conclusions of philosophic idealism. 

Reality is to be rehabilitated and clearly named in its three irreducible 

elements of God. man. world. The call "away from anonymity" has a sig­

nificant application to Jewish lawo Rosenzweig's insistence upon 'Jcon­

cretization" will not allow him to accept a Judaism of ethical abstractions. 

The commands of God were issued in specific form. as specific as is the 

language between lovers. The Jew 111ay then look upon commands as the 

products and also the producers of Revelation. For in observing the law. 

the Jew becomes fully conscious of Revelation. The commandments. when 

observed. carry their own validation as Revelation. 

Of necessity. then. Rosenzweig had to take a positive approach to 

Jewish law and struggle for its reconstitution in his own life and wherever 
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his influence could reach. In contrast to several generations of Jews 

who said to Jewish law Hno more,• he returned to it with rekindled rev­

erence, observing what he could with conviction, and holding the rest 

in reserve with that expectancy which he expressed when he answered a 
88 

question about his observance of a certain ceremony with, ~not yet.• 

Rosenzweig restored to Judaism its creative fluidity by treating 

it not as a doctrine to know, but as an experience to be gathered in 

life. Thus he ended the •star• deliberately with the words •ins Leben• 

into life. 

It may be argued, as was pointed out by one critic, that the realities 

which Rosenzweig affirms, are not proven by him. •we are never told on 

the basis of which experiences our knowledge of the world and God as 
81 

specific, independent, separate substances is founded." There is an 

apparent dogmatism in Rosenzweig and it is not clear what experiences 

pr0111pted his ideas. It is true, one wil! look in vain for an iron chain 

of logic in Rosenzweig. But, as convincing as are the words •1 love youu 

between lovers, so will be the witness of faith in the living God and His 

Revelation which Rosenzweig voiced in word and life -- for those who 

share his faith or his experience. 



CONCLUSION 

Looking back upon the eleven thinkers who are represented in this 

study on •Toe Validation of Revelation in Modern Jewish Theology.• 

we may now make a few cOll'llents of a general nature. 

Their collective life-span extands over two full centuries. from 

the middle of the 18th century to the present decade. It is impossible 

to disassociate the thinking of these builders of modern Judaism fr0111 

their non-Jewish environment in its socio-political and philosophic 

dimensions. Every one of these great Jewish minds responds sensitively 

to the historical setting and the philosophic currents of the times. 

The outstanding political issue of the entire era is emancipation. 

The hope it aroused. the long struggle it demanded, the short-lived 

victory it brought and the disenchantments that followed, are reflected 

in the lives, moods and basic attitudes to Judaism of these thinkers. 

Would Mendelssohn have written his Jerusalem without the hope of a 

general re-alignment of Church and State in the age of emancipationf 

Is the high note of universalism and the confidence in progressive 

spiritual evolution, which we find in Formstecher, Hirsch and Geiger, 

unrelated to the anticipation of the final victory of emancipation? 

Another logical response to emancipation was a growing concern 

over assimilation and a search for that •distinctive• spiritual, 

theological or ethical characteristic which would justify Jewish sur­

vival. can we fail to see such a concern in Steinheim, Krochmal and 

Lazarust And how could we understand the "Teshuvahn of Hermann Cohen 



apart from the bitter disappointments prompted by the rise of politi-

cal anti-Semitism in emancipated Germany? And shall we not see in 

Beeck. Buber and Rosenzweig path-finders of a post-emancipation Jewry 

in search of their own soul? The changing Jewish response to emanci­

pation in the course of this era was well illustrated by Leo Baeck1s 

remark that Mendelssohn still prepared to enter Europe from his Judaism, 

while Rosenzweig made his entry into Judaism from Europe and Germany. 1 

Leo Baeck1s statement also suggests the progressive alienation from 

Judaism during this period so that in the end the affirmation of Juda­

ism by some of our thinkers had to be preceded by a conscious rediscov­

ery and •return• to it. 

Thefeneral philosophic current of the age was no less a factor in 

shaping tbe thinking of these eleven men than the socio-political setting 

of their environment. The entire philosophic movement may be sumed up 

as the rise and collapse of rationalism. It is faithfully reflected in 

the work of the men under consideration in this study. 

Another line of development which emerges in our study is a dialectic 

movement in Judaeo-Christian polemics. The "Auseinandersetzung" with 

Christianity is unquestionably the backdrop for Jewish culture in these 

two centuries. Mendelssohn stressed the non-dogmatic character of 

Judaism to contrast it all the more with dogmatic Christianity - to 

the supposed advantage of Judaism in the age of enligttenment. But it 

was only with the utmost reluctance that he entered into open polemics 

with the Christian theologian. Lavater. After Mendelssohn. Jewish 
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thinkers engaged in polemics with Christianity enthusiastically. even 

passionately. The tendency of German philosophic idealism to identify 

itself with Christianity as the #highest religion• challenged the111 to 

vigorous response. They found Judaism to dove-tail even better with 

philosophic idealism and did not hesitate to present it as the su111111it 

of religious development (Formstecher. Hirsch. Geiger. Krochmal. Lazarus 

and even Cohen). Steinhei ■• on the other hand. fought these claims 

which were made on behalf of Christianity. not only by direct rebuttal 

of Christian dogma. but by a rejection of the total structure of phil­

osophic idealism which had been so partial to Christianity. In Beeck 

and Buber we see the sharp polemical tone change into a dialogue. while 

Rosenzweig, in the fulness of his own Jewish self-assurance, c0111es to 

regard both religions as valid responses to the reality of God. 

One more trend needs to be mentioned. It is the shift of emphasis 

from Judaism to the Jewish people. Mendelssohn. Formstecher. Hirsch 

and Steinhein focused their ~ttention on various aspects of Judaism , 

seeing it either as legislation. evolving doctrine or revealed faith. 

Geiger. Krochmal, Lazarus and Baeck recognized! peculiarly endowed 

people besides a distinctive doctrine of Judaism. Buber and Rosenzweig 
~ 

clearly give priority to the Jew in dialogue with God. Judaism is no 

longer seen as the sum-total of concepts or as an essence of principles, 

but rather as the response of the Jew to his existence. 

All of these trends and currents. evolving from the interplay of 

the Jew with his socio-political and philosophic environment, have a 
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bearing upon the shifting theological positiions which become evident in 

our study of the problem of Revelation. These relationships have been 

briefly indicated in our discussion of each thinker and shall not be 

repeated here. 

If we were to summarize all of the attempts at the validation of 

Revelation by those incl~ded in this study, we would group them under 

three basic approachesa 

1. Rational conceptualization of Revelation 

2. Validation by historic documentation or development 

3. The existentialist assertion. 

We do not intend to classify the thinkers we have studied into these 

three groups, as though these were neat pigeonholes, ~ut would suggest 

that one approach is dominant in each case with due allowance for cross­

ing lines into any of the other approaches. 

Typical of the first approach are the thinkers most closely identi­

f i ed with philosophic idealism and rationalism - Formstecher, Hirsch, 

Krochmal, Geiger, Lazarus and Cohen -- who see all of reality as the self­

real i zation of the Absolute. Revelation is part of the process of God 1s 

self-disclosure, conceptualized as the self-realization of Spirit, Reason, 

or the Idea of the good. 

In Formstecher's case, Revelation is the World-Soul manifesting it­

self in the human spirit. It is the awakening self-consciousness of the 

Spiri t fulfilling itself in the ideal good. Revelation is internalized 

as a process within the human spirit, not an event in time and place, not 

a message from t h~ outside directed to a part i cular person or persons. 



-212-

Hirsch accepts the historicity of revelatory events as recorded in 

the Bible but understands them as phases. never to be repeated. in the 

fulfillment of the divine design2 the human spirit rising to full 

freedom and identity with the Absolute. 

Krochmal, Geiger, Llizarus and Cohen conceive of Revelation as that 

process within the human spirit by which man gains awareness of absolute 

metaphysical reality perceived as the spirit of reason or moral perfection. 

Krochmal accepts, in addition, the historicity of Sinai as a special 

auxiliary Revelation granted unto Israel. With the exception noted in 

the case of Krochmal. this approach eliminates specific Revelation 

with specific content in time and place. The only validation conceivable 

is human reason verifying its own rationality. 

The second approach to the validation of Revelation is through the 

perspective of history. To Mendelssohn Revelation, such as the Sinaitic 

theophany. is a matter of documented history. Of an altogether different 

quality is the historical argument developed by Krochmal. Geiger. Baeck. 

and, to a degree. Lazarus. History proves the Jewish people to possess a 

spiritual uniqueness represented chiefly by the gift of prophecy and a 

special aptitude for pure monotheism and ethical perfection. This nation­

al characteristic of the Jewish people is related to a metaphysical core. 

the indwelling l'resence. Revelation. then, is divine immanence. coming 

to expression through the religious and ethical culture of the Jewish 

people in the progressive unfolding of its history. The validation con­

sists of the unparalleled quality of the Jewish people. its unique his­

torical march through the ages, and the evidence of exalted literature and 
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the creation of an ethically elevated way of life. In the absence of 

all other plausible explanations. these effects are attributed to divine 

inspiration. 

The third approach to the validation of Revelation is represented 

by the existentialism of Buber and Rosenzweig. Revelation is personal 

experience. Buber limits authentic Revelation to the encounter with the 

divine Presence. Only the 'Presence is encountered. without further con-
3 

tent or message. God discloses nothing but Himself. Anything beyond 

that is man's own interpretation of the experience. Rosenzweig insists 

that Revelation is a category of experience all its own. God's outreach 

to man in love. Revelation can be apprehended best of all in the vocabu-

lary of love. As love is demanding. so God is demanding. He commands. 

Consciousness of His command is a revelatory experience of His love. 

The Mitzvot in Jewish life represent the love-language between God and 

Israel. By entering into this dialogue of •observance• the Jew hears 

again God1s voice coming through the •c011W11and.• Thus. Revelation is 

renewed for him. 

Buber and Rosenzweig rehabilitate Revelation as an actual experience 

in time and place. They replace the mystique of reason with the mystique 

of action. The validation of Revelation for them is nothing but the inner 

cert ainty arising from experience, from the very moment of the living 

encounter with God. 

Related in some ways to Rosenzweig. and yet a unique figure among 

the thinkers we studied. is Steinheimo He anticipated something of 

Rosenzweig's approach. Steinheim was the first of our 19th century thinkers 
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to rise up ageinst the tide of rationalism which had swept over the whole 

field of Jewish thought. Judaism. he argued. must not be identified with 

any of the current systems in philosophic idealism. On logical grounds. 

with closely reasoned arguments. he pointed out that Judaism's core-faith. 

the God who created~ 2!_ nothinQ• is not rational. and yet it is the 

only possible explanation of reality. If it cannot be derived from 

reason - it must be the result of Revelation. The logic of this argu-

ment is supported existentially by man's inner certainty of his free-

wi ti and its verification in daily experience. Similar to Kent. he looks 

upon man's sense of freedom as the true marvel and mystery for which no 

rational explanation is adequate. It is a gift from God and a token of 

thet perfect freedom which in unlimited measure belongs to God. T~e valida­

tion of Revelation. Steinheim would argue. lies in the sheer force of logic 

which would permit no other explanation of the world's existence; in 

addition. there is the testimony of our lives that we are free agents. 

an irrefutable fact. not derived speculatively but gained existentially. 

for which there is no explanation other than its origin in Goda the self­

revealing. perfectly free creator. 

We have pointed out three basic approoches to the problem of the 

validation of Revelation. As long as the Jewish people continues its 

present multi-dimensional existence -- here as a nation. there as a 

religion; here in prosperity. there in peril for their lives; here 

within a self-enclosed community. there in cosmopolitan integration 
!l-

it will require different theological approaches. In some quarters. 
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the only acceptable understanding of Revelation will remain that of a 

concept within rationally constructed reality. For them the bearer of 

Revelation will be reason. Among other sections of our people, the only 

significant reality in Judeism will be our peoplehood. Revelation will 

be meaningful to them only as a national endowment of spirituality, 

with the people as the channel of Revelation. Finally, there will be 

those who will be satisfied with nothing less than the personal experi­

ence 6f religion in their own lives. They will be at h0111e in the 

existentialist approach. 

Our study does not permit us to conclude that the validation of 

Revelation has been achieved to the satisfaction of all by any one 

theological school of thought. Revelation is affirmed in one way or 

the other by each of the thinkers we studied -- it has not been object­

ively confirmed. Perhaps it is not in the nature of an item of faith to 
s 

become a matter of cognftive certainty. To decide tnis general problem 

of epistomology would go beyond the scope of this thesis. 

Al t hough theological certainty has eluded us. the work of thought 

is not without gain . We live in an age of profound spiritual crisis. 

The rationalist stance of the 19th century (except for Steinheim) has 

yie lded to an anti-rational turn in the 20th century. \\tlatever con­

tributed to the collapse of confidence in reason. one of the factors 

surely has been the proliferation of daemonic forces in recent history. 

the spreading sense of eschatological doom. man's horror. despair and 

sense of alienation.6 If t his is the general philosophic mood of the day, 

\ 



it is not without echo in current Jewish thinking. Anti-rationalism 

lll8Y be the more congenial mood in this generation. but the problem of 

validating Revelation is not likely to disappear. It will remain with 

us even within the framework of an anti-rationalist theology. The prob-

fem will be defined differently. 

to determine what Revelation is. 

For the rationalist. the problem is 

For the anti-rationalist. the problem 

will be to determine what is not Revelation. The rationalist Jin his 

search for the objective truth. will always be troubled by the subjectiv­

ism of Revelation. and perhaps find himself without a positive faith. 

The anti-rationalist will find hi111Self without tool or criterion by which 

to separate the authentic from the inauthentic. The existentialist 

posture. for example. is always suspect of being a pose. 

A reaction against existentialism's unbridled subjectivism and 
7 

anti-rationalism may gain ground. Whichever direction our theological 

future may take. future Jewish theologians will find the ground well 

plowed by our thinkers of the last two centuries. 

\ 
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JfOTES 

Quotations, translated into Engliala by the writer, 

are market with the abbreTiation m.t. (my translation) 

next to tlle citation of the page 1n the re:terenee to 

the aource. 

Biblioal quotation• in English are from the J.F.s. 

Bible translation (Phila. 1917) unless otherwi■e 

indieated.. 

AbbreTiationa ef periodicals or annual publications 

are 11ate4 in the bibliography on page 21?. 

* * * 

Intredµot191 

PP• l-1? 

1. Cf. 1'ax Wiener, •.AU:tria■ einer J'lii■chen Theologie,• 
m!2' XVIII (1944), esp. P• 354:f limil L. ::&aclcaheia, 
"Can There Be J'ud.e.iam Without ReTelation?•, Coppentarz. 
Vol 12, Io.- 6 (Dec. 1951), PP• 564 -572. 

-
On the particular releTanoe of reTelation to •et•• 
Judaism see Felix Goldllenn, •Die Grenzen des Li'bera- • • 
liama, Teetgabe & Claude!!• ,onte:tiore.(l3erlin, 1928) 
pp.68 - 57s al■o, Jo■epa H. GuJllbiaer, •Reyelatioa 
and Liberai Jewish l'aith, • Juclaipt, · vo1.10, No. 2, 
(Spring 1961) , PP• 119-128 an4 Jakob J. Fetuohowald, 
"fie LiJllitB' of Liberal J'udaiam", Judai811, Vol. 14, No.2 , 
(SI>ring 1965), PP• 146 - 158. 
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Last but not lee.st we mention Fetu~howski's tour 
de force, a historical surTey ~f Refom Juciaiam•s 
persistent concern with tbe problem of reTelation: 
Jakob J. Fetuchowski, "Th• Concept of ReTelatioa 
in 'Reform luda ma,• Yearbook srl, £Q6B, Vol. LXIX, 
(1959), PP• 212 • 239. . . 

2. ][odern Jewish theologians are by no means uaniaoue 
on the possibility of Talidating reTelation. 
S.L. Steinheim, in announcin& his magnUll opus, 
~ ottenbarupg ~ ,gs Lehrbegritte m SYnroce, 
declared with supreme confidence that his WC>rwould 
deliver ••tinite and uniTersally nlid criteria of 
revelation ( •sie Teraprioht gewisae und allgemein 
giltige Kriterien der Ottenbarung• -- "Reoenaiaen•, 
!!l!, Frankt'Urt a.M., Vol. l, 1835, pp.367-3771 
ct. e1p. P• 369). Abraham J. Heschel, on the 
other hancl., in his study on "Tt.e Fn>phet■" emphatically 
r•tuse4 to oTen consider the ques~ion wheth~r reTelation 
happened in realitya "Such an inquiry JllUSt auspencl. 
p:trsonal belief■ or nen any intent to inquire --
e.g. whether the event happened ,m f!:.21 as it did 
to their minds." --Abraham J. Heachei, l'.!!,,!! Prophets, 

~ew York and EYanston, Harp-er&: Row, 1962i . l).XVI. 
Of. also this thesis, p. 3~5, not~# 5. 

3. Of. this thesis, pp. 19 -20 and 25 with reference to 
llendeleaohn'a insistenoe on the traditional Tiew o~ 
the Sinaitic theophany. 

4. The immediacy of God's communication to the people 
is stressed repeateclly. lloses brings the people out 
of the camp •to meet God" (Ex.19.17); "And the 
Lord spoke ~ you out of the midst ·· of the fire; 
n heard the voice of words ••• • (Dt.4.12-13); 
the tablets were inscribed •according to all the words, 
which the Lord spoke with .z2Y. in the mount ••• (Dt.9.lOJ• 
Even in those passageswhicnreport the mediating 
role of ll:oses, the poeple at least initially hear 
God directly until the theophany becone s unbearable 
(cf. Dt. 5.4-5 and 22-24). 

The uniqueness of the eTent at Sinai was not alone 
a collective experience of reTe~ation but that this 
revelation took the form of "God speaking." Collective 
exrerienoes of divine acts or even visions of the deity 
are reported elsewhere (e.g. Ex.24.9-10 and Nu. 11.24-
30) but not a message in the form of words auch as 
was receive by the entire people at Sinai. That such 
an eTent was unique and unpreoeiented in history ie 
t he po int of Dt.32-33. 
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6. Passages reporting God as inscribing the t11"0 tables 
of the decalogue are: :a:x.24.12; 31.18; 32.16. 
Yith reference to the second aet of tables of the 4e­
calogae, :mx.34.l,de•iarhlg God's lstention t• in■cribe 
them, confiiot■ with :n::x. 34.27-28, reporting lLosea 
aa in■eribing upon the table.a •the wor«s of the 
coTenant, the ten words.• 

7. lledieva.l jewiah commentators an4 philcllDpher■ dia not 
yet dare to negate the :Biblical claia of God'• oWD 
Toice proclaiming the decalogue, but· atteapt■ to 
reduce the anthropoaorphic implications are not 
laoking. (E.g. the 4ootrine ot•the single utterance• 

'.fl'tl& .,,,..,1,,. in which the entire d.eoa-.ie was 
ai1111ltaaMaaly proclaim_. ---■ee Ra■lli to :a:x.20.1; 
ct. also Ka1monidea' ■uggeation that from taia sincle 
utterance heard at Sinai,lloaes and Israel "lmderstoo4• 
the wording of tbe first two oolllrda%1dmenta1 

llosea llaimonidea, .O':)l?J 1 JIN, (Vilna, I. J\mk,fq11t,J 
II, a.33, page 71 ~ . n ~ 0 e r;.. n.. 

Jl/JIC. /Y'lf,F) clr"I 1/Vc Ol i> ,le.I/ & /q 'j)S) rN~N<'O (Ye ) ' I):;, lo¥e- /&.tJt;;,• ,r >)'!)• /cJI '?Jlt:- !}JYII / Ji.Je.. 1 ~I ~Uf ~•e9 .:>e1c ).,/C.NJ> /CJ~ I 

a. We note in thi■ connection a oharaoteriatic miainter­
pretation by Kendels■ohn of Deut. 13.2 ff. In hia 
han4s it become■ a proof-text for rationalism's 
cardinal contention& tk6 •ternal Teritiea Gf human 
reason? Quoting Deut. 13, llendela■ohn attributes 
to lLoaes a concern for re son's •ternal Teritiea1 

"YU.nder und auaserordentliche Zeichen aind nach 
4em Jucfentume keine.l3eweismittel t1lr oder wiaer 
e~~e Vernunftwahrheiten. Daher aind wir in der 
Sc !rl aelbst angewieaen, wenn«Ln Prol)b.et Dinge 
lehrt, oder an~t, die auagemachten Wahmeiten 
zuwider sind, uncl wenn er seine Sendung auca durch 
W\lnder bekrUtigt, 1bm nicht zu gehorchen; ja den 
\f'Undertlter zum Tode zu Terurteilen, wenn er zur 
J.bsetterei verleiten will.• -- ll.llendelsaohn, ' 

jerua~l•,{.Berlin,Welt-Verlag,1919) 
P• 80. 

llendelasohn ignores the plain meaning of the text. 
ll'ar f rom en endorsement of rationalia' a eternal 
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verities, the text eatabliaaea the dogma of the immutability 
of Torah,neTer to be auperseded by o~ntraiiotory- revelation. 
It does not•~ that the eTidenoe of rea■on is auperior 
to the eTidence of m:!r aclee but that the Tor:, invalidate■ 
ill contraaictory eTidence. The whole passage Dt. 13.2 ft.) 
is, in eff'eot. &n elaboratioa of the opening ■tat•ent, Dt. 
13.l a •All the wor4s which I oommana you, that shall ye . 
ob■erTe to do;~ shalt !!il ~thereto,~ dillinish fr011 
u.• 
Foxmsteoher, nen more pointealy than lCendelsaohn, aeea 
in this text a mandate to let •reason• decide the iaauea 
of faith. In the light of Deut. 13, he is pleased to 
notea 

Die J«dische Theologie, die sich stets an dae 
menscbliche Erkenntnisverm8gen und an die freie 
Urteilakraft wendet und Ton Ila fvrdert, daaa er 
aelbet aa p~end zu Werke gehen aoll wo ein 
Prophet dureh voraus verldlndete und sp•ter einge­
troffene Zeichen und WUnder aich gelten4 zu macaen 
weise. Eine religiese Glaubenaptlickt, welche ge­
bietet, irgend eine Lehre ala Wahrheit 4er Religi"CJi 
aufzunehmen, auch dann, wenn sie sogar d.er Vernupft 
widerspricltt, und nur deahalb, weil sie Ton einer 
h-aheren, eettlichen AutoritAt mitgeteilt ward, iet 
aem Judentum. fremd •••• • -- s. li'ol'Jll■techer, 12!.! Religion · 

!!.@ peiate1.(Frankfurt a.K. 1841) p.10 . 

The aigher diTine authority which, according to Formstecher , 
Judaism neTer inTokee in order to validate a religiou■ 
aoctrine which might be contradictory to reason, is of course 
Ter,- olearly upheld by Deut. 13 in the form. of preTioualy 
giTen conmandments. So firmly established. is the preTiously 
giTen revelation (i.e. the Torah) tbat it must be accepte4 
with dogma.tie oertainty. It 1~ the criterion by which all 
contradictions may be ju~ed as falsehoods. Deut. 13, 
contrary to ~ormstecher, does not sanction the employment 
of ma.n's own rational judgement in religious issues except 
for the limited calculation neeied to determine if a new 
4octrine contradiota the previously given, absolutely 
authoritatiTe commandments. 
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9 . . )(a:E Wiaer, we think, went too far in auggestints 
an i~reooncilable contradiction between Deut. 13 
and 18. He finds in Deut. 13 • dogmatic .position, 
ltolding up Hosaic teaching aa the unchangeable 
nont against Deut.18 whose Tiew i ■ that :prophecy 
will go on and fresh reTelation ia to be expecte4. 
(Ct. Jlax Wiener, "Zur Geachichte des Offenbarune•­
b~gr11"ta," J'udaioa,Festschrift a Hermann Cob.ens 
70. Geburtstag, (:Berlin, 1912) pp.14-15) • 

.A.ctually, Deut. 13 limita its illustration to the 
case of fresh revelation .!a contradiction to that 
of the preTioualy g1Ten Torah, but it dou not 
ieal specifically with the possibility ot fresh 
revelation ill addition to the previously receive4 
reTelation.-

Koreover, Deut. ~13 and 18 deal with entirely diff­
erent problems. In Deut. 13 the problem is how to 
judge a new reTelation in confljc.t with the 01•. 
In Deut. 18 the problem is how to Talidate a new 
prophecy which does not conflict with preTioua 
revelation, the case of prophecy oonflictiqt wita 
previous reTelation having been dealt with alrdq 
in Deut. 15. 

11. See: J'acob :a. Agua, ·)(odern philosophi es gl. J"udaiam, 
(New York, :Behrman, 1941) P• 3. 

12. rt -;rt 
1 

})a G ·e :>e c)/c / 1c;3 J1 ,e, '>8a>lc ~Q y3-;, ,,., /'..,,., ,) J; , ::, 
f\(j',:,.1 Jc,d }>~ 1)'~/)'i J>:/'i> /C:JJV, .f)IC/1.J)~ #.,:, y '.y• f,::::}111e 

, l_./lj/f//(; 11J?f ~'Oc)'I .Jl;JF ilN7f•(!,, ~o~ ,YNI'/ IJ'>;">../\7f'i>N 
m f,:;ll> .0/& 1 J:;..UI\ ,>6 »et;~'ve ~ 'II '::::> ON !J<b !.}~/c.1 

H ../'.:)''~NI _/J l ")j)//) ~)el ..]2 J;>p ..!JYtc ~1c,J1
1

~ 

• • • I/") JJJl? px; 
Saa.dia b. l'oeeph, .J>t?f o/iJt ./11 IN/C. » • ") EJ o , 
(Krakau, Fischer & Weindling 1880, pp.14-15. 
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'!'~» !JS: ~3 I >tp':}1 l"v :JeJc;J ·::, !Ji'' ~Ii)/ 

llij., P• 15. 
1 ~ ~ V• ff' ..!)~'il1' :>61tr~ )?ft [::,~ de~ 

!J[ 1>Je' p ')J)f'I;,. pl:, JJ'1> 1
,G» ,Re £.,, /c)tc>v !J-'N~, 

i) 1r~ .ft/Jll/e !Jj'"tr .Jl~,iJ/ »~r,)>- !)19'f4-;JJ l'IUle 

ir>1 _Jtc3N teal , ,11>0 .P'»r ~71".JlS) ~ p:J,~1111 

illj., :P• 17. p..t)IC) AJ)Je {E>c'J.»,~)fi':J~ /II.::, P.J>l/lyd 

1)/ii P'::>OH' f;J] 1c) r:),, ')/)IC pdttf~ It/It';) ~"r, £,e.;, 1:, 

l D/) /Cr~~ ~II /le /C-~1'6 »II ;;, , ..Plf 1£v /CJ;) J; e.=a e,,e, 
• . f G ~ ;&./ iJ I [:,~ 

~-, l'• 1,,. 

Cf. ~ Wiene~, "Zur Geachichte des Offenba.runcs­
begriffa", Judaica, l'eat10hr1tt .I!! Hermapp Cohena 
70.Geburtstage,CBerlin, 1912) p.22. 

18. Cf. Wiener, ll•cit., p~. 19 - 22, eap. 22. 

19. Comparisma between modern rationalists and llaimo­
nitea lllU&t not oTerlook the fact that !or MaiJDon1-
4es prophecy still represente• essentially an &Gt 
ef God. Rational capacities, howeTer increased and 
purified, could not of themselTea turu a philoaopher 
into a prophet. The mystical principle of •grace• 
remained the crucial factor eTen in Uaimonidee' 
rational approach to prophecy. See, ilbert Lewko-

wits, "llabnmie Theor~• der_P~ophetie,N 
~uclaica, ~estechrift ,e Hermann Cohen1 ·2.Q• 
Geburtataa•,f.serlin, Bruno Caasirer, 1912) 
PP• 167 - 175. 

Cf. also Fa.ckenheim'e diecusaion of essential 
differences between"llaimonidea' pre-rationalism" 
and modern rationaliam in 

lilmil L. Fackenheim, "Two Types of Refom: 
Reflections Occasi~ned by Hasidiam," 
Yearboo~ 9-f ~, Vol. LXXI (1961), 
PP• 209 • : • 
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22. 
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ct. llaimonidea, _sm. ill•, II, en. 32, p.66 ffa 

J)f?Jfe _p])/i e' .Jl11 >6 i) .1)/lt:. •J;J .PJJI~ )/~.JJ~e. ,f,c, e Iii=> 
J)J( '~i)_ j':> /.!)JIG~~ IN.:> teJ/i'/)J pdl~S) JV/ifll';,. .A/¥~ 

Ibid. , :P• 67 b 1 1ril ))0d8- ~ICJ~i'-

;,f uv3'Y t✓tJu J)JCl1I' 'lfc)-0e/'t1'':)!J~a ;;/,J , , , • 
I 

7
Jye, 'i)/;/ 1 >J)ik f,3)r' ])'}} ~_J.J>J ~ >i!,J~/C 

•JJt'iJ)/1:::> ~tl_JI pdJ JJ1;:.J9j» JI/JI~;) ~i) 

Wiener, ,211.cit., p.22. 

_J/.J)/;;>) JN p~~ j)JCJe., ;}fi ~ t/11':I ~ ~ J.l-4J:-I.._ /::JllkJ 

Ji-t» ~fl "·~, ,:Jo> f; pI>l ,l''&j~ 1'
1

J>~1/l:VI _ftJ,t:,~) 

, , , , , ~,o Ji) ":/,r6tll .t.>JD ..A"1';1..:i1 JO'·.iJ1' h' .AfjH 

l)!,J) t}'lfJ> h° /HtJ '::lOH r;;,J f.11 _Jrl /llli) J )~)'~ W 
. .l;}ll'C-_J ,.>)1~>l . J; 'ljp;- ))~ r'9o/'lt 

Saadia, !J?• cit., PP• 15 - 16. 

Cf. footnote 7. 

).Jll'e' J'O Jj) '2/trt'tl f 1tJ37" p'jlc O J~'f,,, ')/!,cJIC 
1
/ce 

D'IA '.)..J)O f /::,/'J /&-Ive, j'J)J ).::>? )61c,, :>J7f >~') »~N-

, 
1

-..,;µ .!.J'~N P~J /~"1'P 1l.,O ~•,c-1 /c,,' 3)9 ...i)(ie,i>J) .JU)//kf · ,t>/c._,,, ·· tcf'I LJJN:> PJ.1--, J:l •~ 

llaimonidea, !11• cit., II, eh. 33, PP• 72 a/b• 
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l(endeleaohn 

PP• 18-24 

lloaee llendelaaohn, Geeaar 0 1te SchrifttB• ed. by 
nbogea, Guttmann, llittwoch, • (~erlia, .Akaaemie 
Verlag, 1930) Vol~ VI_I, P• 74.{■.t.) 

lloae• Hendel•■ohn, J'eru•alem (Berlin, Welt Verlag, 
1919), p.69. (m.t.J 

•J'ene ewigen Yahrheiten hingegen, insoweit sie 
.zum Heil• und zur Gl«ckaeligkeit der l(enachen 
n«tzlich sind, lehrt Gott ald eine der Gottheit 
geldssere Weise: nioht duroh Laut und SChriftzeiohen, 
die hier und da, diesem und j enem veratbtllich aind, 
aondern durch die Soheptung aelbat und ihre 
innerlichen Verh«ltniase, die allen l[enschen 
le•erlich und verat&ndlich sind.• 

4. llendelaeohn, Geaammelte Sohriften, al?.• cit., Vol. VII, 
P• 74. 

5. · ~., P• 73 and 76. 

Note the crucial role the dogma of eudaemonism plqa 
in llendelasohn'a arguments 

•Die Gl«ckaeeligkeit 1st der Zweok unseres 
18.seins, und wenn Gott achleohterdinga nur 
einem Vollce die einzigen Kittel zu diesem 
Zwecke an H&nden gegeben, was aollen wir 
Ton seiner Regierung denken ? • 
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(Notes - Mendelssohn) 

•Ich ~e das Judentum wisae von keiner geoffen­
.barten Religion, in dem Verat&.r1de, in welchem 
dieaea von den Chriaten genOD1&en wird. Die 
Iaraeliten h&ben glttliche Geaetzgebung • . Geaetze, 
Gebote, Eefehle, LebenaregelD, Unterrieht TOia 
Willen GGttea, wie sie sioh zu verhalten haben, 
U1ll zur zeitlichen und nigen Gl4ckaeel1akeit zu 
gelangen; 4ergleichen SAtze und Vorschriften 
aind ihnen durch Mo■en •u.f e ine wunderbare und 
l!bernat«rlicb.e Weise geoffenbart worden; aher 
keine Lehrmeinungen, keine Heilawahrheiten, keine 
allgemeinen VernunftaAtze. Dieee otfenbart der 
:Kwige una, wie allen «brigen llen■cha, a1le:&eit 
durch Natur und Sache, nie durch Wort und 
Schrittzeichen.H .. 

llendel■•ohn, J'eru■al•, ,211.cit, 
P• 69. 

The idea that Juda.ism was only law, Juliu■ Guttmebn 
i,ointa out, had already been propounded by Sp:lneaa 
in his Traotatua Theologi•Politicu1. which __ aerved 
llendelaaohn as mode1 for his J'eruaa1,-. Spinoza 
drew the distinction between the contents ~f faith 
and politj,.cal legislation within rEi igion. 
MendelsaohJi, on the other hand, contrasted the 
legal particul&i-taa of religion with the universal 
truths of the religion of reason. ot. Julius 
8uttmann, Philosophies !fl. J'udaip, (Phila., J.P.s., 
1964) pp. 299.300. 

a. Memelasohn, jeruaAlem, op.cit., P• 78.(m.t.) 

9. Ibid. , p. 80. llendelssohD's argument is reminiscent 
or,aa,dia'e point that general principles, entirely 
derived from reason, need to be aupjalemented 
by specific rules so that theae general principle• 
might become practicall7 effectiTe. These practical 
rules are furnished to us by prophecy. E.g. Reason 
demands gratitude to God, but does not specify how 
it is to be done. Or, fornicati n is rejecte4 by 
reaaon, but how· is a man to acquire a wife legally? 
Reason rejects ehett, but how 1s one to exchange 
property ? etc. Prophecy reTeals the application 
of these general principles.or, we might aay, 
prophecy reveals the "Halachah.• Cf. Saadia, ~•ill• 
J>• 82 ff. 
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10. Jeru•••• pp.102 - 103. 

11. Geaammelte Schrit'ta, op.cit., Vol. VII, p.75.(a.t.) 

12. 11. Kendel■■ohn, Geaanmelte Schritten, ed. by 
G.B. Jlendelaaohn (Leipzig, ~.&.Broolchaua,1844) 
Vol. V. , P• 669. (a.t.) 

14. 

15. "HE. B. (i.e. Herr Bonnett) aagt zwar, 'Die 
Vernunft klhme nicht Tolllcommen aicher ■eiD, ciaa 
genau zu kennen, ~!ls in dem hachaten Weaen 
Gerechtiglceit und Gate ■in4.' Dieser Einwurt 
iat 111.ir Ton HE. B. aa,nz unerwartet. \farmn 
sollen wir nicht genau kennenr waa bei Gott 
Oereohtigkeit und G«te aei? Ea 1st otfenbar 
nichta andera, ala was bei ua■ Gerechtic)ceit 
und Gate ■ind. " 

ll. llendelssohn, Gesammelte Schri.tten, 
-.a·. by Elbogen, a.tttmann,Kittwoch, 
(Berlin, A.kademie Verlag, 1930) Vol. VII, 
P• 72 (Gegenbetrachtungen ~ber Bonnets 
Palingenesie) 

1?. Inme.nttel Kant, ru Religion Innerhalb ill Grenzen 
der blossen Vernunft, ed. by Karl Vorllnder 
(Leipzig, Felix lleiner, 1922 - 5th edition), 
P• XIII. 
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20. Jewis~ as well as non-Jewish critics of lliendelesohn'a 
combination of legalism and exclusiTeness were 
apparently unimpressed by his ~uggestion that 
the special status conferred upon the Jews by 
their •revealed legislation• waa a burden ("Last•) 
'rather thea a diTine tavor aa he took paine to 
point outa 

"lTur 4iea• bestimten Volke,hat der Schapter 
aua ganz beaondern A.beichten,:Nlr cut getunden • 
besondere Gesetze zu offenbaren, nach welchen 

· ■te leben, regiert werden, und zur Gl«ck­
aeeligkeit gelangen sollen ••••• dieaer Last(aicl ) 

· c1art' sich niemand unterziehen, der nicht 
nach den mosaiachen Gesetzen geboren iat.• 

ll. 1lendelaaobn', Gesepn~ltf Scariftm, op. cit., 
Vol. VII, P• 75. 
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Formstecher 

1. S.L. Steinheilll, lll!, Offenbarung ™8 S§e Lehrbeg;itf~ 
der S,:nagogue, ein Schib~leth, Vol. l (Franld'urt a.)[., 
Siegmund Schmerber, 1811 , 

2. Bernard J. :Bamberger, "Formstecher' s Hi•atory of 
.Tudai-~," RUCA. Vol. XXIII (1950 - 1951 - Part 2), 
P• 1. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

a. 

See al•o Sohoep•• appreciation of Formstecher's 
significance in Jewiah-8hriatian polemics. Formatecher 
■kilttully counteret the popular nineteenth century 
concept of .TuclaiBlll aa a supere~ded bacqround for 
tri~hant eiir1atianity by simply reveraing roles. 
Hegel had presented .ruuiam aa a step below Christia­
nity. Fonnatecher'• reqonae waa that Christianity 
was an; eTolutionary phaae in the ~old.ing of .Tudaiam. 
It serTed to wean the non-.Tewillh world away from 
paganiaa toward ultimate religious perfection within 
a universalized .Tudaiam. 

Cf. Hans Joachim Schoepa, The Jewish-Christian 
~ent, (Nd York, Holt,Rinehart and Winston, 
ffi3 PP• 108 - 115. 

s. F~rmstecher, fil.! Religion m Geistea, (Frankfurt 
a.K., Joh.Ohr. Hermann•ache :Bucbhandlung, 1841) 
Cf. PP• 20 - 21. 

~-' · p. 21. (m. t.) 

n.g., P• 49. 

.!!21!!•, P• 30. 

~ .. P• 32. (m. t.) 

~- p. 33. Cf. Steinheim's distinction between 
the unchanging contents of historical revelation and 
the changing degree of appreciation and understanding, 
~- p.33 /See pp.43-44. 
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10. Cf. Ibid.. , p.54. 

11. ills· 

12. ill!·, Cf. pp. 54, 56,62, 73-76. 

13. ng. , p.56. 

14. Ibid. 

15. ill.!-, p.62. 

16. Ibi,~. , P• so. (m. t.) 

17. ~- ,:PP• 90-91. 

18. llll•, . p • 91 f. 

19. ills•, l>• 94. 

20. ~-, p. 95. (m. t.) 

21. Ibid., P• 75 ff. 

22. ll!,g., l>• 89 footnote. 

24. •Die Offenbarung, ala objective Position dea U•seina, 
hat keinen Entwicklungagang •.. • 
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25. Ibid., p. 93. (m.t.) 

26. ~ .. P• 87. 

27. Ibid., p. 88. (m. t.) 

28. Ibid., P• as. (m. t.) 

29. Ibid., P• 56. 

30. Ibid., p. 19. 
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J!iraeh 
" \ 

pp.34-19 

Ile.Tid Philipson, ~ Reform :Moyement in ·Jt:1daism, 
(New York, The l!aomillan Co., 1907) p. 485. 

Despite his .mastery of the Hegelian dialectic, Hirsch 
was by no means a blind follower of his philllophic 
master. He aharply refuted, e.g., Hegel's placement 
of Judaism OD an inferior leTel iD the ■cale of 
Religion. Cf. lllllil L. Fa.ckenheim, "Samuel Hirsch 

and Regel," studies in Nineteenth~Century 
Jewish Intellectual Historx, ed. by 
Alexander Altmann, {Cambria.«e, ·Harvard 
University Press, 1964) pp.179 ff. 

Samuel Hirsch, fil£_ ReligionsPb,ilosophie der J"'udea, 
(Leipzig, Verlag voD Heinrich Hunger, 1842), p. XV.(m.t.) 

Cf. !!2i,g., P• 11. 

~-, P• 13 

Ibid., P• 30. 

~-- P• 48. (m. t.) 

Ibid., P»• 48 - 49 ff. 

9. Fackenheim points out how Hirsch reconciled his affir­
mation of Kantian autonomous morality with a literal 
faith in revelation. Hirsch viewed reTelation as a 
necessary ph£..se in the historic process: 

"Revelation here is a divine guidance the sole 
purpose of which is to emancipate man from the 
need for guidance, &nd hence from revelation itself." 

:Emil L. Fackeilheim, "The Revealed Morality of Judaism 
and Modern Thought, A Confrontation with Kant," 
Rediscovering Judaism, ed. by Arnold J Wolf,(Cb.icago, 
~uadrangle Books, 1965) See footnote# 6 on P• 274. 
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10. Hirsch, Die Religionaphiloso:phie .9:!!". Juden, O]?eCit. t 

:P• 55'7. Tm.t.) 

11. !Bi!•, P• 580. (m. t.) 

12. Ibid., ]? • 584. (m. t.) 

13. Ibid. , P• 587. -
14. Ibid., P• 593. (m. t.) 

lti. Ie!S•, l>• 596. <•· t.) 

16. ~-, P• 59'7. 

17. ~-, P• 611. (m.t.) 

18. ~-· P• 612. (m. t.) 

19. 11?!!•• P• 608. 

20. Ibid., PP• 617 -618. (m.t.) 
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steinheim 

J)p.40-69 

1. So designated by Scb.oeps in the sub-title of his book: 

2. 

5. 

6. 

a. 

Hans Joa~im Schoeps, J'!discher Glaube ~ dieaer 
!!!,1:Prolegomena ~ Grundlegung einer aystematiacheti 
Theologie _q!!,! Judentuma, (Berlin• Vortrupp Verlag,l934) 

"Dem Gedenken Salomon Ludwig Steinheims des er•ten 
j'lldiaohen Theologen in der neuen Zeit" 

See this thesis. l>P• 54-55. 

H.J. Scb.oeps, Vom Bleibenden uaiVergA?lglichen im ' Judentum. 
ed. by H.J. Schoepa (Berlin, Vortrupp, 1936)• pp.8-9 

s.L. steinheim, Die Offenbarun,: etc., Vol.II, pp.201-202. 
(for full titles7 Steinheim's major work,in 4 Tolumes, 
see below, footnote 7) 

See WZJT ed. by Abra.ham Geiger (Frankfurt a.K. ,1835) 
Vol. l. 

s.L. Steinheim, 121! Offenba.rung nach ~ ~ehrbegriffe 
~ §ynagog:e, ,!la Schiboleth 

Vol.I (Frankf'urt a.v.,siepund Scbm:erber, 1835) 
Vol.II(Leipzig,Leopold Schnauas, 1856) 
Vol.III (Leipzig, Oakar Leiner, 1863) 
Vol.IV (Altona, Gebrllder Bonn, 1865) 

The above volume& will be referred to briefly in the notes 
lfeln, aaa octenbarun~.., ,I,II,III or rv. 

Offenbarung, It l>P• 5-6. 

Ibid., :PP• 7-9 -
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12. ~., PP• 28 - 29 . Cf . Formstecher ' s distinction 
between the unchanging and changing aspects of 
revelation . See this thesis PP • 26 - 27 . 

1:3. •bia., PP • 30 - 31 . 

14. ~-, PP • 44- 46 . 

15. !!2,ig., ~P• 130 - 133 . 

16. ~-, P• 146. 

17. ng., PP• 147 - 149 . 

18. ~-, P• 161. 

19. ~-, PP• 171 - 174. 

20. ~-. PP• 183 - 191. 

21. Cf. Albert Lewkowitz, ~ Judentum ~ lli geistigen • 
st;§mµngen SY li• .i[ahrhundeQp (Breelau, l!&:H llarcua,1935) 
'P• 389. 

22. Qffenbarung, op. cit., II, P• 59 • 

. . 



(Notes - Steinheim) 

- 251 -

25. Reason's failure, Steinheim explains, is due to the 
"hypostatizing" f'~llacy • Our thinking process 
generally employs concepts that have no corresponding 
reality. Examples of such Nfictions" are the concepts 
of "the void," "the abyss,• •the valley.• These 
terms stand aot for something but rather represent 
non-existence. ( , See 0ffenbarung II p. 48t.) Concepts 
cf time and apace are not identical .with the realities 
and relationships of eTents in time or object~ in space. 
Yet, human reason automatically applies these concept■, 
for which there is no commensurate reality, and compounds 
the conf'ueion by the use of polarities (active-passive, 
straight-crooked etc.) which are likewise unreal. 
El.sewhere { 0ffenbaruna, II, p. 80) steinheia illustrates 
his thought with the example of apace. Space is only 
where there is matter. By mental abstractions, 
however, we invent the infinite empty space which is 
as non-existent as the "hole" referred to in the 
4ialoguea "How do you cast a brass cannon? You 
take a 'hole' and pou~ brass into it! n 

ct. also the concept of logical "necessity" for which 
there is no· correSl)onding reality. (0ffenbarupc I, 
PP• 246 - 253) 

26. 0f'fenbarung, II, p. 56. 

28. 0ffenbarung, I, pp. 310 - 318. 

29. 0ffenbarun~, II, PP• 143 • 144 

30. steinheim1 s point is that revelation ia a postulate 
of logical reaeon. Reason cannot admit anything but 
the eternity of matter. The contrery, then, 1a 
inconceivable to reason. If neTertheless this doctrine, 
so contrary to reason, --- namely Ncreation out of nothina" 
--- must be upheld, how •ould we eTer eonee1Te of it? 
Steizlhei■ 's answer i■ a we must have gotten it throuab, • 
revelationl •The doctrine of the eternity of matter 
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is characteristic of speculative reason and cannot 
be oTercome without reTelatiom." Offenbarupg, I, 

P• 318. (m.t.) 

31. Offenbarupg, II, P• 144. 

32. Offenbarung, I, PP• 263 - 264. {m. t.) 

34. Oftenbarung, II, P• 141, {m.t.} Cf. IV,pp. 497-498. 

36. Offenbarupg, I, P• 286. 

36. Offenbarung, II, P• 147. 

(m.t.) (ct.II, P• 38. ) 

(m. t.) 

(Cf. II, P• 242) 

43. See editorial footnote by z. Frankel on P• 89 in 
H. Grlttz, •Die Construction der J«4iachen Gesohichte," 
m,l, ed. by z. Frankel (Leipzig, E.G.Teubner, 1846) 
Vol.III, PP• 81 - 97, 361 - 581. 
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Abraham Geiger, •Salomo• Ludwig Steinheim 11 ~, 

et. by A, Geiger (Erealau, 1872) Vol. X, p.~. (m.t.) 

Offenbaruy. II, p. 204. 

46. (Cf. alao pp. 37 -38) 

Ibid.,pp. 205 - 206. 

50. lli!•, PP• 221 -224. 

51. 

52. 

(m.t.) (Cf. alac P• 205) 

S.L. steinheim, "Weder zur Recht en noch zur Linken" 
Iaraeliti■chef Volkalehrer (1855) P• 58. (m.t.) 
This articlephotoatat in possession of writer of this 
theaia) 1• a fine summary of steinheim's- basic tenets. 
It appeared in 5 installments pp. 54 - 62J 79 - 87; 
119 - 125; 154 - 162; 182 - 189. 

Ct. also Offenbarupg, II, pp. 34 -35. 

53. S.L. steinheim, "Weder zur Rechten noch Zur Linken, 11 

Jm• ill• , p. 57. (m.t.) _ 

54. Offenbarun,g, · II, ch.22, "Der Sabbath mit seiner Symbolik• 
ill.!, ch. 23, "Die leibliche Di&tetik in hmi.erer Bedeu­

tung.• 

55. ~-, pp. 390 - 391. (m. t.) 

S6. ~., PP• 393 - 394. (m.t.) 
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57. Off enbarung. II, :P• 400. (111. t •) 

58. Ibid., P• 410. (m. t.) 

59. Ibid., P• 412. Im. t.) 

60. ~-, PP• 420 - 422. 

61. ill!·• P• 423. (m.t.) 

62. Ibicl.., PP• 198 - 199. 

63. Ibid., P• 36. 

64. Ibid., llP• M -35. 

65. Ibia., PP• 40, 205. 

66. s.L. steinheim, Y!!!! Bleibenden gyergfn«lichen ii! • • 
1udentum, ed. by H.J. Schoepa (Berlin, Vortrupp, 1935) 
Pll• 27 - 28. 

67. A. Geiser,~, (Brealau, 1872) Vol. x, P• 291. 

68. Offenbart1II&• II, P• 36. 

69. Ibid,, P• 44. (m.t.) 

70. Heinz lloahe· Graupe, •steinheim and Kant,• Y.B.-L.B.I., 
Vol. V, (1960), PP• 140 - 176. 
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72. Offenba:rung, II, p. 112. (m.t.) 

73. ~., I, PP• 237 - 238. Cf. also II, P• 366. 

74. Offenbarung, I, p. 362. (m.t.) 

E.g. Samuel Hirsch who published his major philo­
■ephic work 7 years after Steinheim's first Tolume 
of the •otfenbarung" had made ita appearance, dis­
missed Steinheim with a mere footnote. See: Samuel 
Hira·ch, fil.! Religionsphilosophie der J\tden, op.cit., 
P• 554. 

WZJT (Frankfurt a.lL., 1836) Vol.2, p. 364. (Article 
signed by B.H.) 

77. Eliaa Grlnbaum in WZJT (1839) Vol.4, PP• 88 - 114. 
(See esp. P• 90) -

78. !!21!•, p. 94 f. 

79. Heinz Koshe · Graupe, · ·"Steinheim and Kant," Y,B.-L,B.I. 
Vol. V, 1960, P• 153. 

so. Offenbarung, II, PP• 19 - 20. (m.t.) 

81. Geiger' a charge that steinheim was ignorant of .Tuda.iem• s 
deTelopaent before Kendelaaohn ( ~• Vol.10 (1872) •­
P• 291) is contradicted by Steinheim's references 
to Bachia, liaimonidea, Abravanel, Kenaaseh b·. Israel, 
--- see Otfenbarung,I, pp. 304, 320 -323, 351. 
Cf. also Graupe'a o~inion that Steinheim's .Tewish 
knowledge was not inconsiderablea H.1'.Graupe, il•ill•, 
P• 142. 

82. H. Graetz, Geschichte ill juden, (Leipzig, 1900) 
Vol. 11, P• 433. 

83. ill,g., P• 436. 
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Krochmal 

PP• 70 - 79 

,, I"'. ii ,... 

Keir HaleTi Lttteri■, ("3~ 1N,:)l>i> js.J-:J-') /til'I_J "IJJN .Al~il.l\~ 
'j' :J > •G1 ;>f, ed. by Yehezkel Kau:f'mann,(Haifa, :Seit 

Haaeter Harea.11 Ha-iTri, ~" e,_,,) pp. 21 - 33. . 

Cf. lleyer ,,a:zman, A Histo;:y ~-- J'ewieh Literatur·•• 
(New York, .Thomaa Yoselott, 1960. Vol. 3, p. 454. 

Although the lea.ding maakil of his generation, he 
conducted himself with such piety "that eTen the 
fanatics ceuld not find fault with him." 

Although a proTiaionary title page bore the title 
l.>81>3 ~IIIIC. •ne, there ia eTidenca that Krochmal 

himself wanted the work to be known as JJIJ,tJ •:,1~ "''" 
On Zunz'a editorship and the question o~ the title 
of ~chmal' s book see ••xman, ll•Oit. p. 455& "we cu 
come to the eenclueion that the name Kore lTebuke ha-Zaman 
was the original title intended by the author• 
~• P• 4:56. 

Ibid., P• 455. 

Cf. J.L. Landau, Nachman Krochmal ein Hegelianer, 
(Berlin, S. CalTary & Co., l904j,~ 6. " 

Y. Kaufmann and J. Kl.auaner 1'oll.ow Landau's contention 
tbat Krochlllal was philosophically a .Hegelian. Simon 
Bawidowicz, "War Nachman· Krochmal Hegelianer ? • 
(HUCA Vol. v, 1928) PP• 535 ~ 582, rejeeta Landau's 
theei■ • Julius Guttmann sees validity in both views. 
Guttmann recognizes the predominant influence of 
Schelling and Fichte until close to the end of Kroebmal'a 
life when he leaned more on Hegel. Abraham I. Katsh 
( "Nachman Krochmal and the German Idealists," .rewiah 
Social Studies, Vol. VIII, No. 2} associates Krochmal 
with Herder but then generalizes: "Krochmal stand■ 
closer to the general l"Un of German idealist■ thinlcing 
than to the particular philosophy of Hegel." 
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Cf• J"uliu■ Guttmann, Philosophies RI, Jug.ill!' 
(Phila., J.P.s., 1964) tootnotea #"37 and54 (pp.445-
446) • 

fe. 'lSr)~ )JI/'·~ .J)~r ,f,d,t.e, •", }_Jl)I);. ,~•t, .l)'iJ~,,~ J;e. 11'~ 

k;-1.i>e, 'i>t'~ '1Qu1 )t~ .,R.Jl~)' 
1'D..I> 14 ~r, ,~1tJ , ~1/lf' ,,D 'ft:.?':J 

, 11'1'~11>) f)/::>1) 1° "~ I ~NICI Jl?r r~;. 1
6)~ .,oe,rf 

.J>J)J/'l-fl 1'}J 1et> .fl'';) }1~1' ~NO'µ 1~1-;,l lc>8 .J1>1'S1 IJ'';, 

• r✓~,J ) J~J w~ I ~r .>) 

llacbm•un Krochmal, ,,.,.,.,.. '.:,/~ ;J)lli, ~ Writing• .al 
Nachman Kronpmp1,, ed. by Simon Bawiaowlcz, {Ararat 
Publishing Soc~ety, Londo~, Waltham, :Maas., 1961) 
2nd edition, VI, P• 29. 

9. 
1 

p ' ,,,,, P.:J'NIC,I I..JVW.t: ...J)')"r)a h' 9//l''i) tp',t>N ..:;1e/e-, ~) !/1_/IL/ 

...O_j 1k:Je •~[' µ/J.:) Jjj'JCI ,P' 1rl/Cf JJ''J&n ,P''/1~~5) .P'::>rl~'i> J;e. 
p 'fl €>~i) E, /J() /)tel'r .!)l' c1&1/i>J ..:}fll)y ft'/81 I ..../1//G ')#1' ...Jt.,1NIC J~ 

..IJJ)N/C,I 1l1J 1/lo /1c - /'J>tdf,'O.> ) 'lcNI p11® / '1'1,:,. :1JJl
1 

;;i).JJ/'II 

!_j l') jl'otl ,.P'#.1>-;, ')/fe /r~J' /cr,">t, ; J}../l' fiev,,!1 fc/'::::, i.N.e'3JJ 

.J,AN~I .J}/;;,,.o>) .J 'JI J; "j) ~ Jf) ';,. JIJdl:::> 1>i=10 !I"i> , )/'vi )/?> 
/}JI •p _JJJJ/IIK-1 /,/1//c~J/V JJ.Jl#lt:: / tr:-l , e,,~ ~ J>/Jc:,'"J N 

_/J/k:, ,JI'/ Jl/JNIC _!/hfi i531 /) .i) '}) ,ilce.1 , le ~»c 

, SJ 
1 

[;;_ ;;J Jc.I "D ;, >;:, .--. 11~ Jr,.:, :J~ ,j ,,c1B-f' .JJ/;) I 

illj. 

10. 
1

_p~~ f2-, J;),) ??O f lO/}I ~to•[' p >)J)Jrc-:, ll) 11Jll'e, ;:ifJ J;e il'1t 

_JIJJ >!,~ fa:,Q .f.J'/C .....1)1 'J....::>e» 1f.~t::1 J) J)J./117} l?£ /)}ltc,1 1'//?I 

/..JJ !IC l f.14 e,_ ..!}aJN j'n fc/';) p~c'> f'N1<4Jf' 1>>.::>~e1 , pe;; 

'2)€J >) ,,µ11;f' tcC'c !)'IC-' p /jf)?) ~ .B -;JJ9'IC yr /t4JC,?, 

, !.}P fc'J /?')I' (C'~ J)''? 910'/ _JJN/C ;•~(!,, 1..A I~~ 

Ibid. 
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11. ,p.flhlpr .P'' 'JJ Pei> >.>~ 1p 1,/Jve, /c:. ''iJIJ .i>fJ~r'.o i}_j;>v '.::> iJtif "'If,/ 
.,P"t'~ / Jpll/'J >) ')I.:)/) 'dl~c' ,)~ ,t;-✓,Je.. .AIJJ/c ~.;V3Tr /c 1~ 

/l'lfi) 'jlNl'Jr .)1)/C ;i•/lc /'r'f' ,)11 ,p J' pfi,..l)J) ptf"'iiJ :»/C.'JJJ..I) 

• ..J'") J Ji.:> n I 5>~ ) 5) --" JJ/? r>r'r e, J l)lq 'JI cV1 'iJ 

12. ..JIJ},J'> 1)1•J Jl"i >J 1?.)IC,J ~tl) ?/) J,3rc fli> P''Jl.J>1) fi')t •3D ':> 

'.!> ~I&/ b0J> 1)1 •3 'n'I ,p(!;11>~ 1:>1 •Jt' .»~1{) ,o'd!f/ ~~8nN'i> 

" , , , •/IC-,2 tcJ"' rrr !!/~ JJ/~/J/11 
1
t'r!J11t1 

/»I »;l0I)#~ 'c>J' Ju, /ILJ7/",? 7/)/~ ..JJ/IICi> /J'':JIJJv P ':JJ'3~ fi/'4i) fjl>I 

J°3JCI J)?tl>~?) 13/e: 11"°;)' !)iJ - ;:,,_:) JjJIC~ /JV:)/ 1 ~•~t, (fe,//i •;;,J" 

/c"::, J\Ofm#-;J »t1.e»f' _p»Ji3D ~e., ,-0·::,)~/ J)JJi3 .:u.J')c'e~ 
fi ' ,;Ol 'IJ P-J)3 ;) ~ evr ->)°.);:j~ /;;J r¥° 1y 1/7 !!)~7,P A)')Jl1r 

.J"i> Pc j) ..J) )/.J)D »'Ir .:Jl!_IIC. J)/V I ::J /'),,') .,b...A 3 I I s,rle;/)tv I) 71 r ~ 
_Ji/) l~))/ ...I) 11'.:JJ>~ C pi)~ n''c 'iJI' ../l:J#::JI J)1Jli':, v1i3"1:r.,l, 

• J) y/~/ ~6•,> 1
~ 

_,,Pi !.,}J)N~ /N.:> ~~ JJn'/0 / 'i)e,_ _pr/~ trfn Jtt'~~5) :.Jf'IIC.. 

I ))ITJJ '<!✓ !J"J) / >JY,Al-ef; _) ?/~d p ':JJ'J.3 .fl ../1/C:J J3 
..J){!,rrNc;l llJl>'i)/ _;)JU)~ jl/1 [3 ) ''71' ~-;y ._A//)::} pi>' 'IC. 

I__,/) J 'i [7' ;,J:W JA ~ ff ,..P ' .Q_A f J)/ 21.. N~ .JJ) 
1/le l /c-) I J( I J)/13 IV;) 

~~J(!;JH/ I v~r /!Je/J)/ 'n/l J ~ {;' 'Jl3>) j)')J.N,, fiJ.:.::,J,J>e_ jl'l.:::J/ 

. fa ,[; .JJ))/'¥'"J r,....1eJe.. p'i)Y),tce. p,. 

~• , VI, p. 30. 
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15. iJJ>J')) 1~1;Jl1 JJ ')JJ..J)';J !)Jt1rc.v J9cl .!JI' 1e.J 1 >.Jd/cJ:> LbN 

,fi,e ~.1v JJr;;1 - »~ __p~.,) - GI'll111» Ji/ftC.3) ..,.,,., 

;,-r10 /c '-;>f/ ;)JI 'd.:::> - ._]l)J ',>i, - 12 l~N7'/ fl//) 

.JUI>? J)l?f.Jli>ct- /G'·:">:::, ~c'.::J e•1c £' ~C>, <y'i/f~ 1 I . u lk-l ,eiJ.J 
ll.li• VI, p. 30 

16. /icf... ,~e1e .. )I' rf't'' ~£'>) PJ1'7Jo JJ1fL~e 'i,,.. -

)/)iC, )el°9 /.../J '?f' J ~ 'f ~/)/C )~~ /JJl/13 7 Y/JP;& 

/JJ IN 3 r J ~ •r !Jf!I p J/C 
1 
}i ,le, ).4 9 I 11' ~ /J)D/ 

'"3cr I' iu.})~F ~''.::;, !J'I~ _J/Jr,;, R /J))/c:,'i), 

•~'~,4 Jl/>ft:. ';)&&~ /.JIJ;J J/)J)f"> .J)IJ{i-l)vJi 

,;>iP /J}J)~ 'lJ/i/1/C-'i) e,} ~hpl _p0,) ~/Cl J)'/,n p I/f::JI 

pl;)'; 3 f''c~ef'// /J;)/) .../)/)I/) -j~JI ;)&/ ,tcR:J }))~~ 
., ;e,oJCe. pJe J..Jr>:J _/;>Jee p ?J7 •C,'JI' flW'/eN,),fC-::>1 

Ib14., VIII, pp.43 • 44. 

19. /· 1,f't,I'N .P'e)c>~g 1r,c '!/'V JC,d _p/l?f,l(e ,/~'i>1 ¥n 

)~:>.1) }II>? pt/ r1)p 1!..1)-rf"'~e, 'lJ/c.J~_y) JJJfJ.:> 

.ij~ te'r'J ) ,?-1 >pf"' P/C 1:J 1 'J.)J tble »'G\'e) f'~J 
,--l/1b R,, 1)1;-µ ..J)7:J~ 1',.-..1) /!-I' Pt'v ,..oo~,,c>;. 

fo'~/J 1)13DI ,!J;,. <ol<!Ji> ..../1/J)NJC,v ec1-,~ '0ll .PIIJJ>F 
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f-c"'.J) pd(}, /cJ'i) fl'tc'~i) f.)f )di~ /.Jc'O ! (n-q ~~ )/c,:'lf' 

,.}r)D ;11>) ~;; /11jF~) '5J!.li0? ~~ p >J~~ ,c·y;;,;o ft/)c.l~ 
1 
3!)'tJ3Itpu,J~~ '/)~;,) :/tlT"/1/1 p')Jn) fi 1'V,n/fdl .,0~') fi'l''d ,,,,/ilc 
rcfi'l) l '?c> WJJ'tl /11~_,l)Pr'~ ~fc1r?I'1'J)'"lf'i)-......,,))lffe i') 

'-JJt/lljJNI /4j1c J}lt/6? ;:, f-1 JJJl)?I p 1f/i!"rl ,<f>;;;~ 

1
€i?1p ?i »d3~ h ~Nl'T' 

1
J#e_,::J ;J:il/3 I=:;)>) ·P'~/11'.) 

J'ltV'YM t~ l''-:Y" ..;'),>·y 7J1T r;;;; )lfC /)3~ /'.1)1~ 'rO J)/C/) 

/l7' 11 .-l 'f- ? ) ;,. -lln , -;µ ") /nor, »~ ) 1 /::, 1-J) 1:J3 /1<1 I 

I 1f' J)1C J» )~~~ fl'; IV"- f/;;J//C D3;_l,,!> ;/kCl)b P'i'/0 

•lj"'Pr J~vl J,;>~-n ,J:1"' 
~., XI, p.117. 

20. Ct. Krochmal, ll• cit., VII, PP• 35 -37 • 

21. ill!·, pp. 38, 40 - 41. 
l<rJ ,>) p,.;~,.,~ ~,c, ;,Jv /)/) 81 !f.../JNI/C ~ecrN Bc1e !.fSJ 

Jr1>-;-,~ 'f) µc '-:J :)'c>~ ~~JI 3rr/). ~v ,/)~)pr )l/e4 

ill ~f)J')IJ J)JI'JtcJI Ir- .AJ{l)'!}l/i P'?>e, !)>">,J I J/:. .,O'il n'l'II 
J . .J:,dl~ ..ll'JM~ 

(ot. aleos Gutt~,Philo■ophie■, op. cit., p 338 and 
footnote# 68 on p. 447.) 

22. Cf. Guttmann, ll•ill•, PP• 338 -339. 

23. Rotenatreich points out that in Formstecher1 s and Hirach•a 
Tiew the difference between Israel and other people■ 
correaJonded to the dichotomy between si,irit and Nature. 
Krochmal, howeTer, would recognize only a difference in 
degree, i.e. between Israel's total spiritual co11111itment 
and the partial 11> iritual commitment of other nations. 
Nathan Rotenstreich, "Krochmal in Retrospect,• Jewish 
Spectator, (New York, Oct. 1963) PP• 23 -24. 
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24. Xahum Slouechz, The Rena1cence s;£ Hebrew Literature, 
(Phila~, J.P.s.,~09} P• 63. 

26. Krochaal, 5m• Sl!• VIII, p 40. 

JJ<:' !J~.:Jj .M•811ll) ..A!Jt3 '~I - ')NIMJ /;;_ Ol>'i)e, .Pt~, !JAN/IQ fl[llc. 

,Sr1 : f'1J P)N/Gl'I::> ')~1,> .AIG~ .,O? ,P').J~~ "'~C;, 1:JiOd !)IC. 

!)»;, • /::JI ,P~fJ r v~ fl F1rr ,n, I .t>~Y ~'Je D~ 

Ibif. 

J. [, C'! f;.B · ,e ,~s, )M»e, . ;g, !h y .B J'rN !) ,J,, 9•~1r r-· p,.11<4 "~o 

27. Krochmal'• ■tress on the unique spiritual endowment 
of the Jewiah people, setaine4 th~ou&hout their 
long hiatory in the iiaapora ae well ae in Biblical 
times of nationhood, otters a fruitful ba■i• for 
a theologically grounde4 concept ot Jewish peoplehood 
which ia nee4e4 in or4er to tranacend the eTer wiaenina 
gap between jewry in the pre■ent etate of Iarael and 
the Jewish c0Dm1Unitiea of the diepereion • . 
Krochmal, more directly than any other modem Jewiel:l 
philosopher, add.reaes himself to the Tery issue to 
which Borowitz recently assigned priority on the 
agenda of contemporary Jewry: 

••jewiah theology aust bestow on Jewiell peoplehood 
the 41mensioa which sociology can neTer supply• 
it• inimitable Talue and significance.• 

~e B. Borowitz, •Jewish Theology: Milton· 
steinberc ··and · After•, · Reconatructioniat, Vol. XXXI, 
No~ 7, ()[ay 14, 1965), P• 14. 

28. ~ rightly warn• against a auperficial identification 
ot Krochmal with modern zioni1111: 

•In hia aopPtanoe of a distinctiTe role for the 
Jews. there lie.a a certain amount ot national prid.e. 
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This belief of Krocbmal'a had ~othing in 
common with ordinary nationalism.• 

Abraham I. Katah, "Nachman Krochmal and tlle German 
Idealist•,•· Jewish Social Studies, Vol. VIII, No. 2, 
P• 14. • 

Elsewhere Katah discusses a certain correspondence 
of Krocbmal'a ideas with sane of the though.ta of 
lloses Hess, Abad Haam, Perez &llolenalcin. 

See: Abraham I. Kateh, "Krocbma.l'a Philosophy 
and Zionist Thought,•· ~ Jewish Review, 
Vol IV, No. 3, PP• 16 - 24. 
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Geiger 

PP• 89 - 91 

1. Abraham Geiger, Daa .Tudenthtm und seine Ge'schlcllte, 
~fl edition, (:Breilau, Schlett'erT ache :SUchhandluna, 
H. Skutsob., 1866 (Parts I & II) and 1871 (Part III) )1 

. . 
The first edition was published in 1864 and apparently 
enjoyed great popularity,necessitating a 2nd edition 
in abort order. 

The title page refers to the or-igin of the book's 
:material aa lecture notes in the· ·nb;.tltl•s· 
•:tn zw11~ Vorleauq~n.• These were actually firet 
publi•hea by Geiger in his perio4ical, ~, Vol. 2, 
in 1863, under the title "Vorleaungen 11~.Tudentum. 11 

Certain diacrepanciea between th13 first text and 
later editions are not without significance as we 
shall point out ( see dete-·13). 

The theological core of "Das .Tudenthum und seine 
Geachichte•, howeTer, bad been deTeloped decade• 
earlier by Geiger as ia evident from his lectures 
to .Tewish theological students in Breslmi delivered 
in 1849. (See below) 

2. Abraham Geiger,"Einleitung in daa Studium der jCdiachen 
Theolocie: Vorleaungen gehalten in Breslau 1849-
Tor Studierenden der j'ld.ischen Theologie ", Nae e assene • 
§chx'~ten, ed. by Ludwig Geiger,(Berlin, Louia Gerache• 5 
Vol.,1875 - 1878) Vol 2. . . 

4. "Endlich iat die historisohe Religion nicht ein bei 
4em einmal gegebenen Stillatehendes, aondem ein 
aus dem gegebenen Kem sieh Entwickelndes.• 

Leo Baeck echoes Geiger's Tiewa on prophecy aa a ba:ttling 
hiatorical phenomenon, myat•rtoua in ita- sudden emergence. 
Baeck calls it a reTolution rather than eTolution.(See 
thi~ thesis, pp. 142-143.) Geiger, howeTer, aeea both: 
reTolution Slld eTolution. Once pm phetic J'udaia had Jlade 
its revolut'Iona.ry appearance, it became part of history1 s 
eTolutionary process. The heart of the .mystery is in its 
beginning, •the given core.• 
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5. Cf. ill.,g., PP• 10 - ll. 

6. Cf. Geiger'• three major pGriode of Jewish history 
aa d.eTeloped in Part III of his "J'udaiSll'l and its 
History" (See this thesis, PP• 87~88.) 

?. A. Geiger, Das Judenthua und seine Geschichte, op.cit., 
Part I, :P• 26 • (m.t.) -

8. Ibid. (m.t.) 

9. c~. Julius Guttmann, Fhilosophies etc, ,211.ill, pp.322, 
325 - 32'7 • 

10. A. Geiger, 1!!:! Judenthll'll, ~•ill•• P• 30. (m.t.) 

11. ~- (m. t.) 

(m. t.) 

13. "R• treten uns hier Pers~nlichkeiten entgegen von einer 
atillen Grease•••••• die uns imponiert, die uns 
daa Wehen eines heheren Geiatee in ihnen erkannen 
lla~.• -

Ibid. p • 2'7. 

We find an interesting variation in the parallel text, 
published earlier (in 1863), where Geiger used the 

· ·phrase · "durch aie hindurch" instead of "in ihnen". 
The sentence there readas 

"• . . die uns das Wahen einea hah.eren Geiates 
durch ill hindurch erkennen llaat." 

Abraham Geiger, "V-orleaungen 'l!tber d'Udentlll'l", 
~• (Brealau, 1863) Vol. 2, P• 185. 

The change is n~t without significance. The original 
phraseology (1863) suggests that the prophets are, 
as it were, binoculars through !h9!! we might recognize 
more clearly the divine SI>irit beyond; the reTi■ed text 



14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 
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published only 2 years later (1865} credits the 
prophets with possessing the Spirit withia th•aelves. 
The Spirit is to be perceived JJ1 them, not beyond 
them. The latter reading is more consistent with 
an immanent concept of reTelation. 

A. Geiger,~ judenthum, ~-~·· 
~-· 'P• 

Ibid., P• 

~-, 'P. 

~- , 

Ibid. -
Ibid. -

30. (m. t.} 

31. (m.t.) 

34. (m. t.) 

PP• 34 -3~ • <•· t.) 

(m.t.) 

(m.t.) 

(m.t.) 

P• 27. (m. t.} 

Ibid., Part III (1871) , PP• 158 - 159. (m.t.) 
Collll?are these three periods with tour periods outlined 
by Geiger in 1849. See this thesis P• 81. 

A. Geiger, ~~inleitung in das studium der jadischen 
Theologie etc.• (1849) ~• ill.• , PP• 10 - 11. 
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26. •so a ind sie unter s ich verachieden, ...aber dooh alle 
einer groaaen Idea huldigend, TOD ein• und 
4emaelben hlheren Geiste getragen.• 

A. Geiger, Das .Tudenthum, !?ll• ~. 
Part I., p. 28. 

27. All page re~erencee cited in this paragraph refer to 

A. Geiger, ~•ill•, Part I. 
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Lasarua 

PP• 92 - 109. 

Great Jniah ,jnJcera a1_ .the rn Century. ed. 'by 
S1.Jllon NoTeck, B'nai B'rith Great Books Seri••• 
Vol. III, Clint•n, Kasa., Colonial. Pre••• 1963), 
PP• 232•23:5. 

"Kant' ■ fundamental principle haa met with aeneral 
recognition ••.. It is, theretore, incumbent upon 
us to examine and state more in detail the relation 
of the ethics of Judaism to Kant's principle ••• • 

1l. ·Lazarua, !h,elllli•• ·~ Judaism, (Phila.,J.P.s., 
1900) Part I, par. 90. 

(All reference■ to thi■ w6rk will be to re■peotiTe 
paracraph■ inatead of paees since the paragraphs 
of the ori~inal German and the English edition 
are identioal.) 

Lazarua' characteristic phrase ''Kanti ■ch zu red.en• 
which ia found in the original. German edition ( ■ee 
note 16) is translated in the Enclish edition as 
•In Kantian phrase.• 

~- , par. as. 
3. Ibid., par. 90. 

Lazarus 
4. / • widely reoogni~ed as founder ot ethnic peycholoO 

(•ve1kerpsycho]gie") 

5. Lazarus refers to Tarioua declarations by official 
Jewish groups reaffirming loyalty to the state and 
the ·duty of •pmmoting its national interest." 
He quotes a statement published in 1885 by the 
German Iara.elite Union of Congregations, entitled 
•Principles of Jewish Ethics" which he helped draft. 
Paragraph 14 readai 

•Judaism comnands that its adherents shall 
love the state, and willingly sacrifice property 
and life for its honor, welfare and liberty.• 

Lazarus, .211• cit. PSlt I, p. 234. 
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He also quotes, with apparent approT&l, a public 
declaration by the German Rabbinical Aasooiatio• 
ia1SUe4 July 6, 1897 which in~ude■ z 

"Judaism illlpoaea upon its adherent ■ the duty 
of serving the atate to which they belong with 
devotion, and promotina its national interest■ 
with all their hGart and might." 

Lazarus, _sm.cit., Part I, P• 235. 

6. Cf. Albert Lewkowitz, ~ Judent3i' ~ ~ seistigen 
Str&aungen de'B 19. J&hrhundert■,Brealau, ll.&H.llarcua, 
19~5) PP• 113-114. 

7. Lazarus , .2,;2. ill.. , par. 157. 

8. Ibii., par. 159. 

9. Ibid., par. 32. 

10. Ibid., par. 36. 

11. Ibid., par. 66 and 74. 

12. Ibid., par. 66. 

15. Ibid., par. 74. 

14. Ibid. - , par. 159. 

15. Lazarus' insiatence that his work was created purely 
out of the spirit of JudaiBlD ( "I will not a4Ta11ce & 
thought in this work which I do not consoientiously 
belieTe was born of the apir it of Juda.ism." .ni!•,pu.74) 
seems al.moat ironical in Tiew of hi■ constant reterencea 
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to Kant. A major portion of his work ia deToted 
tc the demonstration of the congruence between 
Jewish ethical principles ann · the Kantian aooa. 
The Kantian principle of ethical autonomy, he 
argues, ia duplicated in .rudaia and is the core 
of it• ethics. (ct. ll• ill• , par. 86 - 119) 

16. llorits Lazaru•, I2!,! Ethff d.ea Judentums, (Frankfurt 
a. ll., J. Kauf':f'marm, 189; Vol.2 appeared posthumously 
in 1911) 

The work (i.e. Vol. 1) wa■ very soon translated into 
English by Henrietta Szold and appeared in 1900 (Part I) 
and 1901 (Part II) aa a publication of the Jewiah 
Publication■ Society of America in Philaa 

ll. Lazaru•, The Ethics of Judaiam, (Phila.,JP.s. 
1900 (Part I)&Ild 1901 °{:5art II). 

17. HermanR Cohen, "De.a Problem der j«diachen Sittenlehre," 
Hermann Cohens .T«disohe Schriften, Vol.III (ed. by · 
Bruno 8trauaa, Berlin, c.A.Schwetachke & Sohn, 1924) 
pp. 1-35. (The essay is aub-titleda "E1ne Kritik 
von Lazarus• Ethik des Judentuma.•) 

18. Lazarus felt that Cohen' ■ critici11111. matched the 
virulence of antiaemitea. In his pre~aoe to the 
posthumously published 2nd Vol. o~ his work, Lazarus 
compares Cohen's criticiam with that of an antiaemite 
and adds: "Both gentlemen might differ very much, 
, but with reference to my work thay are entirely 
par nobile fratl'\Dll.a 

Hermann Cohens Jddische Schritten, 9.ll•ill• ,Vol.III 
P• 373. 

20. Cf. Julius· Guttm nn·, Fhiloaophiee ~ Juda sm, (Phila, 
J.P.s., 1964) p. 350. With reference to the relation­
ship between Co~en and Lazarus see also Fritz Bamberger, 
"Julius Guttu.nn Philampher of Judaia", Y1B.-L1B1I., 
Vol. v., 1960, PP• 4-6. 

21. Lazarus, ~•ill• Part I., par. l - 22. 
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22. ~-, par. 23 • 31. 

23. 1E,1g., 1>ar. 32 - 33. 

24. lli.s· t par. 36 - 37. 

25. !£1g., par. 38 - 50. 

26. Ibid., par. 51 ff. 

27. ng., par. 60 - 74. 

28. Ibid., par . 9. 

29. .!B.!.!!•, par. 10. 

30. 1.2,!g., par. 8 

31. ill,g. 

32. Ie.!s· 

33. .!B.!.!! • , par• 74 • 

34. ll?!s:• 

35. er. Hermann Cohen, .2R•ill• PP• 8-9. 

36. Lazarus, .2R. ill• , par. 66. 

37. Cf. Hermann Cohen, ~-ill•, pp.20-21. 

38. Lazarus, .211•.ill· t par • 77. 

39. .!Jtl.g. 
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41. The English translation here and in aever&l other 
places 1a not a■ precise as one should like it. 
The full passage in the original German edition 
is: 

"liicht aua e inem g8ttlichen Willenaakt, nicht 
durch einen g8ttlichen Kachtapruch, enteteht 
daa Sittengeaetz, eondern aus dem ureigenea 
Weaen Gottes ■elb■t, aus aeiner unbedingt 
und unendlich aittlichen Natur flieast ea." 

~ Rtbik W Judentuma, op. cit., p&r. 80. 

42. .ill.s• , par. 81. 

43. !a! Ethics srf. Judaism, -211• ill•, par. 81. 

44. .!!2ll•, par. 83. 

46. The parallel passage in the English translation of 
,sm.cit. , par. 83,miatran■latea 

•Gott::'.ala Urb1ld aller S1ttlichkeit 0
, renderin& it 

47. 

48. 

49. 

50. 

51. 

•God the id.eal of all m<r al ity." It should, of course, 
read: "God, the prototype o~ all morality." 

.!l2ll· ' par. 84 . 

~. 
ill,§;. , par. 85. 

niJ!• 

ll.!s·, par. 85 and 86. 
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52. ill,!., par. 85. 

53. Another tautology. The question i■, how does man 
know what is good ? Lazarua anawere, man' a "moral N 

nature tells him ao. l3ut how do we know which part 
of man's nature i■ moral and which is not? 
How do we recognize that part of man's nature which 
may be called "mora:L • ? "Koral• remains undefined. 

54. .Il?.!g., par. 89. 

55. Cf. Lazarua, SE•cit. , par. 120. A Tery eblilar 
eTaluation of the significance of the eTent at 
iinai· waa ottered by llartin Buber. See this tbeaie, 
PP• 169 tt. 

56. Lazarus, SE•ill•, par. 101. 

5'7. Ibid. , par. 90 

58. llli• 

59. Ibid. 

60. llH•' par. 86 - 119. 

61. Ibid., par. 77. 

62. Ibid. 

63. nil• 

64. ~ -, par. 101 
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65. ill,g., par. 85. 

66. ~., par. 89. 

67. Lewkowit~ indicates a difference of which Lazarus 
was not ._ware: 

•Die Autonomie bedeutet bei Kant nicht nur, wie 
Lazarus meint, die Selb■tindiglceit des atiten, 
sondern in grundlegender Weise die Selbata•••tz­
gebunc des men■ohlichen Willene. In dieae Freiheit 
des l!enachea dart darum nach der Kantiachen Lehre 
auch Gott nicht eingreifen. Ja die Existenz Gottee 
1st dam ~enachen erat durch seine eigene aittliche 
Vernunft gewiaa. Im Judentum hingegen iat 
Gott nicht ein Postulat der aittlichen Vernunft. 
Sondern in der Intuition d~r Propheten o:ffenbart 
sich ihnen Gott ala Grund und Q,uell der Welt, 
dee llenschen und ■einer Erkenn-tni■ des Guten. " 

Albert Lewkowitz, ll• ill•, P• 111. 

68. ~• , PP• 114 - 115. 

69. Julius Guttmann, ll•cit. , P• 352. ( The point to 
which Guttmann refers is most clearly ■tated by 
Lazaru■, ll•c!t, par. 112) 

70. Lazarus,~• ill•, par. 112. 

71. Cf., RR• ill•, par. 118 and 132. 

72. Ibid., par. 9. il■ o ct. Lewkowitz, il• cit. , P• 100. 
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Cohen 

PP• 110 - 137. 

i. Cohen was born July 4, 1842 in Conig, Germany. 
~or biographical sketch sees Hermann L. Goldschmidt, 
Heffl Cohen ~ llarti!! Buber (Geneva, Editions :U:igdal, 
1946 P• 22 and Great Jewis,a Thinkers 9! ~ 20t' 
Centua; (B'Hai B'rith Great Books Series, Vol. III 
ed. by Simon Noveck, (Clinton, Kasa. Colonial Presa, 
1963} p. 106 

2. A.lthough Cohen reme:l. ned pathetically loyal to the 
German nation and culture to the very end of his 
life (Cf. Franz Rosenzweig, "Einleitung", in Hepnann 
Cohens J~diache Schriften, ed. by Bruno Strauss, 
{Berlin, C.A.Schwetachke & Sohn, 1924) , Vol I, p.LVIII), 
he was deeply and painfully aware of the growing menace 
of German antisemitism. Certainly by 1907 he no longer 
indulged the illusion that it was a passing phenomenon. 
With prophetic foresight he recognized it as a profound 
spiritual sickness of an entire era: 

•Der Judenhaaa 1st mehr ala ein Symptom. in der 
Krankheit dieaer Zeit. Und man tauache sich 
nichta die Zeit iat krank, auch wenn ihre Ausseren 
Ert'olge gr~aser w&ren, ala sie sind. Ba gibt keine 
Gesundheit in einer Zeit, welche den Kenachenhasa 
duldet; ••• • 

jfldiache Schriften, .s!R•Cit., Vol.III 
•Religion und Sittlichke'It• (1907) P• 99. 

With reference to the ■ocalled •emancipation•, Coheh now 
expressed a ■enae of despair in a caustic comment oa the 
Jew's theoretical rights of citizenship which are denied 
to him in practice. 

Cf.Ibid. 

3. Hermann L. Goldschmidt, .2E•Cit. P.• 22. 

4. He was actually enrolled at the Seminary at the age of 17. 
(Ct. Great Jewish Thinker■ etc, .2.l?•cit. , p. 107) 

Two years later he withdrew. (1321!!. ) 
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Cohen 
5. /began st~y of philosophy at university of Breslau in l86l 

Won prize for philosophic essay in 1863. 
Dootaate in phibopby at uniTeraity of Berlin in 1865. 
Published fir■t signed essay, "Platonic Theory-of IdeaaM 

in 1866. 
Received call to l4arburg in 1873 and full professorship 

in 1876. 
Retired from hrburg in 1912. 

ng., PP• 108 - 110 

6. In his early Marburg years Hermann Cohen looked upon 
Judaism aa a matter of ■entiment, merely a bond of 
filial piety. 

Cf. Rosenzweig in J4diache Schriften, ll•ill• 
Vol. I, P• XXII. 

7. J«dache Schriften, Vol. II, P• 73 ff. 

a. Rosenzweig in j4dische Schri:rten, Vol. I, pp.XX -XXI. 

9. The publication of his philosophic system consumed fully 
a generation , from 1883 - 1912 and included notably his 

"Logik der reinen Erkenntnia• 
"Ethik des rEi nen Willena" 
"Aesthetik des reinen Geftfhls" 

(1902) 
(1904) 

(1912) 

10. The numerical increase of his jewish essays in the latter 
years of his life is by itself eTidence of a profound 
change of Cohen's attitude toward judaisnu 

Prior to · l880 Cohen produced only 3 jewish essays. 
From 1880 to 1911, 3·0. 
From 1912 to 1918, ~ ! 

11. Cf. A. Lichtigfeld,Philosophy ~ Revelation, (London, 
M. L. Cailingold, 1937), pp.5-6 and foitnote # 11. 
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12. Cf. F.H. Heinemann, "Jewish Contribution- to German 
Philosophy", Y,B.-L,B.I. IX, 1964, P• 163. 

13. See also Immanuel Kant, fil.! Religion Innerhalb _w Grenzen 
~ blossen Vernunft, ed. by Karl Vorl4nder, (Leipzig• 
Felix 1leiner, 1922, 5th edition) p;l.79 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22, 

23 . 

24 . 

25. 

26. 

27. 

"Religion 1st (subjektiv betrachtet) die Erkenntnis 
aller unserer ~flichten ala gettliche Gebote" 

The work was complete& in 1792 and published in 1793. 
ill subsequent references to this work are to the 
above stated edition. 

ill,g. , chapters V. and VIo (pp. 117 - 131) 

~ .. PP• 118 - 119. 

!B.!,g.' p. 119. 

~-, p. 119. (m. t.) 

Ibid. (m. t.) 

Ibid., p. 120. 

Ibid1 , P• 122. 

Ibid1 , P• 123. 

ills·, p. 128. 

~-
ill.,g. , p . 132. 

ng. (m. t . ) 

Ibid. , P• 140. 
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28. ~-- p. 140. 

29. .lli.g. pp. 140 - 141. 

50. Ibid. P• 161. <•· t.) 

31. ll!g •• P• 162. 

32. ll!s· 

33. l!?,!g •• P• 196. 

34. He1'malJJl Cohen,!, J'c!ldiache Sohriften, .2,l?eCit. , 
"Heine und da■ Judentum• (1867) -- Vol. !I, pp. 2 tf 
•Der Sabbat in seiner kulturgeachichtlichen Bedeutung• 

(1869) Vol. II, PP• 45 ff. 

ct. Rosenzweig, •Einleitung, • ~••Vol.I, P• XXIV. 

35. Rosenzweig,~., p. xrv. 

36. ]ull title: •Da.a Problem der j«dischen Sittenlehre, 
Eine Kritilt von Lazarus' Ethik des Judentuma• (1899) 
in J!di:f:CA! ·sw1ftep . .2.l?•s.ll•, Vol. III, p.l-35. 

37. ll,!.g., P• 18. 

38. Ibid1 

Ibidu (m.t.) 

40. J4diache Schri.ften, Vol. I, pp.XXXII - XXXIII. 

41. Ju1ius Guttmann, Philosophies of Judaism, (Phila.,J.P.s., 
1964) , P• 3f7. 
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42. Hermann Cohen, Ethik !!.! Jleinen Willena. P• 13 

44. Ibid. , P• 466. 

45. Hermann C~hen, "Religinse Postulate" (1907) in 
J4dieche Schriften, J?l?eCit., Vol. I, P• 2. 

47. Hermann Cohen, "Religion und Sittlichkeit, Eine 
Betrachtuns zur Grundlegung der Religionsphilosophie" 
(1907) in J4dische Schriften, , Vol.III, P• 131. 

49. In his reJponse to congratulations extended to him by 
B'nai B1 rith on the occasion of the publication of hi• 
•Ethik" (1904). See: J?Jdische Schriften, Vol. I, P• 333. 

51. Hermann Cohen, "?Jber den Aathetischen Wert unserer 
religiasen Bildung" (1914 ~ ) in J~dische Schriften, 
Vol. I, P• 213. 

52. !!?.!g. , p. 222. (m. t.) 

53. Hermann Cohen, "Der heilige Geist,~ (1915) in 
J«dische Schriften, Vol. III, P• 176 ff. 

54. ~-' P• 176. (m.t.) 

55. Ibid., P• 177. (m. t.) 



l 

5'7. 

58. 

59. 

60. 

61. 

62. 
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Hermann Cohen, Der Beg~itf d:r Religion ill BYatem 
Sll Philoaophie-;-(Giessen, T pelmann, 1915), P• 47. 

Ibid. (Di.t.) 

Ibid., PP• 4'7 - 48. 

ll?!,g.' PP• 50 -51. 

er. illg., p. 63. 

n.g. 'p. 65. (m.t.) 

Ibid. ' P• 66. (m. t.) 

Ibid. , p. 116. 

64. Hermann Cohen, Religion~ Vernunft, (Kaln, Joseph 
llelzer, 1959, -- reprint of 2nd edition publ. in 1928)• 
P• 82. 

65. Sees .2R•ill•' chapter III, "Die Schc!tptung," PP• 68-81. 

66. !!?..!!!•, (m. t.) 

67. ~-, (m. t.) 

68. ~-, (m. t.} 

69. !B,.ig,,p. 83. (m.t.) 

70. !lli·, p.84. (mt.} 

'71. !£!.g. , P• 87. (m. t.} 
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n!,g., P• 88. 

Ibid1 , P• 90. (m.t.) 

77. Ibid., p. 91. 

80. Ibid., P• 94. (m.t.) 

81. lli,g., P• 95. (m.t.) 

83. n!,s!., P• 97. (m.t.) 

85. .!l?!,g., p. 98. (m.t.) 

86. 

87. 

Cf. Samuel Hugo Bere;man, "hermann Cohen, " Between F.ast 
!:!l,g 1.!!1, ~esays dedicated to the memory of Bela -
Horovitz, ·ed. by A. Altmann, (London,East and West 
Library, 1958), pp. 37 - 38. 

For Cohen's most explicit statement of the concept of 
correlation as the core principle of JUdaimrr see 
Religion der Vernunft, £J2•cit., PP• 102 - 103. 
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86. "Denn was sich wechaelseitig aufeinander bezieht, 
daa iat nicht in Gefa.hr, aich einander die 
Wirkl1chkeit atritig zu machen, wie ea der idea­
liatiache Erzeugerbegrift seinem Erzeugnia gegentber 
fast notwendig muaa; •••• In der Wechaelaeitigkeit 
dieser Beziehung hat ea den Schutz gegen eine 
Au1'18aung seines eigenen Seine in daa 'noch 
eigentlichere' Sein des andern. So wird t"ftr beide 
Glieder der korrelatiTen Beziebung die Tatalchlichkeit 
gerettet." 

Franz Rosenzweig, "Einleitung" in Jadiache Schritten, 
JU?ecit. , Vol. l, P• XLIX. 

Albert Lewkowitz, Das Judentua und die geistigep 
Str&nungen ·des 19. Jahrhunderts.~reslau, » & H 
Marcus, l93sT; P• 146. (m.t.J 

90. Il!!!•, p. 161. (m.t.) 

91. tbid., (mt.) 

92. Julius Guttmann, Philosophies E.!_ Judaism, il•cit., 
P• 366. 

93. 

94. 

Henry Slonimaky, "Hermann Cohen," Hiatoria Judaica, • 
Vol. 4, No. 2, (New York, October 1942), PP• 82 - 83. 

ng. 
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98. Samuel H. Bergman, Faith and Reason: &i Intro­
ductiop :t£ Modern Jewish Thought, ed~ by ilfred 
JoBpe, (Washington, B'nai B'rith Hillel Foundations, 
1961), P.• 49. 

100. Alexander Altmann, "Hermann Cohens Begriff der 
Korrelation," .!!! ~ Welten, Siegfried Moses 
Festschrift, (Tel Aviv, Verlag Bitaon, 1962) 
PP• 397 - 398. (m.t.J 

101. ~• (m.t.} 

102. F. H. Heinemann, •Jewish Contributiona· to German 
Philosophy," Y1B,-L,B 1 I., Vol. IX (1964}, P• 169. 
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Baeck 

pp. 1:38 - 153 

l. Ct. Theodore Wiener, "The Writings of Leo l3aeck", 
Studies .!n Bibliography !:!!,S Boo r, Vol. I, No. 3, 
June 1954 (Cincinnati, H.UC.-J.I.R. ;available also 
as a special reprint issued by the Library of the 
HUC-JIR. 

A. 
2. Arthur Cohen,~ Natural !:!!,£· the supernatural m, 

(New York, Pantheon Books, 1962},° p. 104. 

3. Ibid., P~• 11? - 118. 

4. illg. , P• 104. 

5. Leo Baeck, · ~Essence ~ Juda1q, (New York, Schocken, 
1948) PP• 15-16. 

a. Ibid1 , Cf. PP• 129, 148. 

9. This is not to suggest that the idea is completely original 
with Baeck. Geiger, and long before him, Judah Halevi, 
had characterized the Jewish people as a people uniquely 
endowed with prophetic genius. Geiger's thinking no 
doubt influenced Baeck considerably. But, while Geiger 
somewhat compromised the uniquenesa of Israel by applying 
to Jewish history patterns c£ general historical evolution, 
Baeck emphasized the incompatibility of the phenomenon 
of Israel with the ordinary processes of historical 
evolution. Baeck, it seems to us, went beyond Geiger 
in stressing the mystifying uniqueness of Israel. 
(See footnote I 4 of P• 263 in this thesis) 
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10. The Essence of Judaiam, .211• ill•, p. 84. - -
11. Ibid., P• 84. 

12. ~- p. 96. 

13. ll.!g., pp. 96 - 97. 

14. Ibid1 , p. 97. 

15 • .ill,g., P• 129. 

16. ~-
17. .!la.15!. , p. 147. 

18. ill.S:·, p. 148. 

19, ll!,g., 59. 

20. l!!,!g., P• 60. 

23. ~•• P• 32.( Cf. note# 9 and our diacuaaion of Geiger's 
Tiew ot Israel's inexplicable genius for religion on 
PP• 81, 84-85.) 

24. ~ Easence !I!. .TudaiDl, .212• ill•, p. 33. 



25. 

28. 

29. 

30. 

31. 
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•God and »an in Judaism" was originally (1927) 
contributed by l3aeck to a collection of essays 
edited by Carl c. Clemen of Bonn University,under 
the general title "Religionen d.er Erde." These essays 
were translated by A.K. Iallaa and iasued. by 
Harcourt Brace in 1931, entitled Religions of the World. 
Baeck'a eaaay was entitled "The Religion of the Hebrews.• 
It was reisaued by the UAHC as "God and Yan in Judaism,• 
in 1958. 

E.g. Hana Joachim Schoeps, J~diacher Glaube i!! dieaer 
~: Prolegomena zur Grundlegung einer syatematischen 
Theologie des Judentuma, (Berlin, Vortrupp, 1934), 
PP• 26 - 28. 

TI!! Essence .sr!, Judaiaa, .212• ill•, p::p. 59 - 60. 

"God and Man in Judaism", ~• ill•• P• 10 

~-, p. 10 

Ibid1 • P• ll. 

Ibid., p. 12. 

Leo Baeck, !!!!!. People 1erael. (New York, Holt,Rinehart 
and Winston, 196~), p. 62. 

Ibid., P• 76. 
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37. Ibid., p. 76. 

38. Ibid., p . 82. 

39. Ibid., p .. 100. 

40. Ibid. 

41. Ibid,1, 

42. Arthur A. Cohen, The N~1lural and the Supernatura~ Jew, ~ cit., 

43. Ibid., p. 104. 

44. Ibid. 

45. "God and Man in .Judaism", ll• git., pp. 24 - 25. 

46. .Arthur A. Cohen, ll cit., p. 109. 

47. Ibid., p. 118. 

48. Ibid., p. 118. 



• 287 -

Buber 

pp. 154 - 175. 

1. He actually attempted the tranalation of "Also Sprach 
Zarathuatra• into Poli■h. (Sees Kartin Buber, ••uto­
biographiache Fra~ente, • 1~ Kartip Bub:tr, ed. ,by 
Paul Arthur Sohilpp and 1laurioe Friedman, (stuttgart, 
w. Kohlbam:ne~, 1963} P• 34, note# 3.) 

Ernat Simon r•inde ua of Buber' a peraistent • identi­
fication with German culture. In his two most acute 
spiritual oriao, Simon points out, 1lartin l3uber 
found the anner in Kant and Mrer1 Prior to hi■ study 
of Haaidia he was ab■orbed in Ge~ myaticia, ••P• 
lleiater Bckhardt. 

Sees Ernst Simon, "Jiartin Buber and Geman Jewry,• 
Y,B.-L,B 1 I~, Vol III, (1958), PP• 3 - 39. 

2. Walter Kauf'ma.nn, "l3uber'a Religi8■e Bedeutung,• in 
Kartin l3uber, ed. by Schilpp and J'rie~a?!, D .t.1•, 
p. 587. 

3. ''Jtt tc'M» fa· .. , >t ~'>/)el No. '" (llay 1964 ~" .::>6.1> )'11<·/0:.J) 
PP• 1-3. The editor's note on P• 92 refers to the 
origin of the article in the year 1925 and its first 
translation into Hebrew by Pnina NaTe,in coopention 
with llartin Buber, for publication in this journal 
in 1964. 

The writer of this thesis checked further on the origin 
of this material and obtained an interview with hrtin 
Buber at his home in Jeruaalem in June 1964. To the 
request for thia material in the original German, llartin 
Buber replied that it had recently been aelectedf'or 
publication,aa bis contribution to a :&'estachrilt tor 
Margarete SUsman.·~ , from material which he had gathered 
oTer many years n ~~is topic. It was to be publiahed 
also, he said, in the periodical •Neue Sammlung." 

4. Kartin :Suber, "Autobiographieche Fragmente, • .2l1• ill•, 
P• 29. 
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.6. Ibid., PP• 29 - 30. 

9. krtin Buber, "Ich und Du; ·" in Werke, (3 vol.) 
Kdnehen, llael Verlag, 1963, Vol. l, p. 128. (m.t.) 

All subsequent quotations from Ich Yng ~ are 
rendered by the writer ff this thesis in hie own 
English translation. 

10. Ibid.(0n Buber's thought that all revelations are 
essentially identical throughout all timeand 
place, see this theal■ p. 162. Cf. also Krochmal•s 
view of the universal core of religious truth in 
all religions, referred to on p. 73 of this thlll.a) 

11. Ibid. , p. 129. 

12. .ill,g., pp. 130 - 131. 

13. lR,il., p. 131. 

14. n!g., p. 132. 

15. 1J2.!g. , p. 145. 

16. ~-, p. 148. 

17. ~-, P• 152. 

18. ng. 



(Notes - Buber) 

- 289 -

19. Ibid. , pp. 152 - 3. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

29. 

30. 

31. 

32. 

33. 

34. 

Cf. steinheim's view -- the exact opposite of Buber -­
that the app~ance of the Divine being, or the expe­
rience of the Divine Presence by italU, was not 
reYelation unless it ,raa accompanied by the communi­
cation of content which man cou1d not obtain on hia 
own. (See this theaia pp. 44-45.) 

l.2!!!!w!~, il•ill•, p. 153. 

Ibid. -
Ibid. -
Ibid. 

Ibid., P• 154. 

Ibid. 

,ill.4. 

Ibid, 

ill,.g., p. 155. 

ill,.g. 

,ills. 

ng., P• 156. 

~-

!!2.!g., p. 157. 

Ibid., P• 158. 
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36. ll?!g., pp. 159 - 160. 

38. llartin :Buber, Israel !:ru! lli World, Schocken l3ooka, 
first paperback edition, 1963, New York, Cf. p. 199. 

ileo: •rn the hietorical hour in which its tribes 
grew together to form a pell)le, it became the 
carrier of a reTelation.• 11?.!g., p. 2,8. 

39. Ibid. P• 186. 

40. Ibid., p. 169. 

42. 

45. 

47. 

48 . 

Cf. this thesis pp. 161 - 162. 
il• ill• , p. 153. 

Cf. also IS! !!!!S ~, 

Kartin :Buber, The Prophetic Faith, New York and Evanston, 
Harper Torchboolci, 1960, P• 54. 

Israel !:!!,9; ~ World, .2l2• ill• , p .. 89. 

)(artin l3uber, lloaessThe Revelation and the Covenant, 
New York, Harper Torchbooks, l958J first published 
in 19•6 under the title: lCoaea. 
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N. 
49. Ct. Nachum Glatzer, "Buber Ala Interpret der Bibel," 

llartin Bub-er, ed. Schilpp and Friedman, il• cit., 
pp. 354, :360. 

A similar interpretation of the significance of 
Sinai was offered by Lazarus (see this thesis, p. 105) 
and Fomstecher (see P• 29 tf) although each from a 
different philosophic standpoint. 

50. Kartin Buber, lloae■ , ~• cit., p. 55. 

51. ng., p. 1:30. 

54. transl. by :Maurice Friedman. See: llaurice s. Friedman• 
llartin Buber: It!! Life !J!_ Dialogue, P• 262. 
(New York and EYanston, Harper Torchboolta, 1960) 

5?. A fine summation o:f Buber's view ot Halachah and ita 
critique by Franz Roaenzweig and Ernst Simon may be found 
in llalcolm L. D_iamo~d., Yartin Bubers Jewjeh Existentialist, 

(New York, Oxford Univer•at7 Presa,, 1960 pp. 164-169. 

58. Ironically, one of Buber's oldest friends is probably 
his severest crit i c. Ernst Simon strikes at the very 
heart of Buber's philosophy by questioning his dialogical 
structll' e. Why limit it to I-THOU ? Why not extend it 
to I-WE ? The I-THOU atructure fosters the illusion 
that man ,really exists as an autonomous individual. 
But is not man a social creature? How can the "individual" 
be detached from his community, its aancta, laws and 
customary practice■ ? Simon pleads with Buber to accept 



59. 

60. 

61. 
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Rosenzweig's positive approach to Halaohah. 
See: Ernst Simon,'~~lt, 1 ~/IH&./ ·>~,~IYY'Wl, Vol. IX, 
No. 1. (6718 - 1958), PP• 13-50." 

Elsewhere, Simon exhibits a sense of exasperation 
over Buber's complete iaolation from Jewish community 
lite while, at the same time, acting as its represen­
tative spokesman. Buber's detachment from organized 
religious Jewry astonishes Simon. Religiou• re-.ela 
in other denominations maintain at leaat affiliation 
and make their opposing views felt withi~ the 
community: •"•le.. A111e- ~_11T~1 .N,.:- ~,~e, , ,..- /:> 14 

;,,- :.,:. h.J\"? 11.11> ,. 1•rJH1 ~,, 'oJl~ -"'-"1~ ..J),.,~,.,'Je. ;,-,_,., ,, 
Ernst Simon:' •~J»'il f!J'i'>~"li"3_}½'5}1e-1.) fe lllli'"~ c••11)~ni;/c.)-;> Jl, 
co-authored by E. Simon, s.H.Bergman,Y.Fleiscnman and 
N. Rotenstreich, A Beth Hillel Publication, »'nai 
B'rith Hillel Foundation at the Hebrew University, 
(Jerusalem, Yagnes Press, 1956) p. 33. 

Isaac Bashevis Singer, the noted writer, deala still 
more sharply with Buber, "Buber is without a spiritual 
home." Despite all he ha• dorJS for the interpretation 
and popularization of Hasidism, Buber failed to appro­
priate its :fundamental spirit of religlon. "The God of 
the Hasidim made claims on men and promised splendid 
rewards in the hereafter. ll.artin Buber's God - if he 
really believes in Hie existence - is not a God of 
·revelation and moral demands. Communion with him gives 
perhaps the same satisfaction that Spinoza termed 
Amor Dei Intellectualis." 

Isaac Bashevis Singer, "Rootless Mysticism" (a review 
of "~niel:Dialogues on Realization," by :Martin 
Buber) , Commentary, Vol 39, No. 1 (Jan. 1965), 
pp. 77-78. 

l(artin Buber, "Antwort", l{a.Ttin Buber, ed. by Schilpp 
and Friedman, .21?.,. cit., P• 597. 

Cf.~•• P• 598. 
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64. 

65. 

66. 

67. 

68. 

70. 
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Kartin Buber, NAutobiographische Fragmente•, llart~n 
Buber, ed. by Schilpp and Friedman,~• cit.,pp.2 -28. 

llll• 

Eliezer BerkoTite, ~ Jewish Critique Ill.~ Phil:Boffl 
fll. Xartin Buber, {New York, YeshiTa UniTersity, 1962· 
P• 34. 

llli•, PP• 66- 67. 

Arthur A. Cohen, The Natural and the Supernatural ill• 
{New York, PantheonBooks, 1962) ~169. 

llig., P• 171. 

See P• 156 and note# 3. 

Arthur A. Cohen points out that a reTelation deToi4 
ot content will not only make Halachah impossible 
but can not eTen lead to the realization of the 
threefol.d reality which, according to Buber, the 
Presence of God is supposed to confi:nzu 

"The reality of relation,'the inexpressible confir­
mation of meaning,' and finally the assurance that 
this meaning is one to be released into this life, 
are, Buber believes, contained within the meeting 
with God. It ia noteworthy, howeTer, that with 
the exception of the meeting itself, each of the 
other two aspects is possible only on the assumption 
that there is something verifiable in faith or 
experience about the content of God's reTelation. 
Preeer.ce ae Power will yield neither meaning nor 
•worldliness,' unless~ God says is acknowledged 
as a primary reality. To 4erive meaning and releTance 
from the content-bare Presence of God is difficult, 
if not impossible •• • 

Arthur A. Cohen, "Revelation and Law:Reflections on 
Martin Buber's Vi'ews on Halakah", Juda.iam,Vol I,No.3, 
{July 1952), P• 252. 
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The lack of objective content in the encounter with 
God and in the divine-human uialogue haa been pointed 
out as the chief problem in Kartin :Buber's .E,tiatentialiem 
by the writer~ this thesis in his paper before 
the COAR in 1952. ( Joshua o. Rabe~, "llart•in Buber' a 
Existentialism" Yearbook£!™' Vol LXII (1952), 
pp.430 - 4:54): 

•rt you aek Buber, how can you tell that you 
have achieved this connection or relationship? 
he will answer you, I just know when it happens. 
There is no criterion other than! know." 

~- p.433 

A religion whose mandates must gain .!ll validity by 
a strictly personal consent will be severely limited 
in its power and authority. Isaac :BawhaT1• Singer 
is not alone in deploring the amorphous nature and 
T&cuity of Buber's dialogical cancept: 

"He never really points to any means of entering 
into the IAThou relationship; he .amply maintains 
that its achievement is an instance of grace, 
~e blia■ of such unity being its own reward. 
The reader never learns whether men have any real 
duties toward the Thou, or whether the I-Thou 
relationship is anything more than a kind of 
spiritual indulgence." 

Isaac Bashevis Singer, "Rootless Mysticiam", 
Commentar:y, Vol. 39, No. l (Jan. 1965) p.77. 

How can disciples be raised up when there is nothing to 
pass on to them? Singer's strictures may be harsh, but 
are not invalids . 

•A disciple of Buber need not serve God by action 
and sacrifice. He is free to do as he pleases." 

n.!g., P• 78 

This highly personal approach to religion,which negates 
all objectiv~ content in revelation~is certainly a 
significant factor why it is so difficult to build a 



71. 
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true religious commitment on the basis of Buber's 
approach. Arthur Hertzberg, from the point of view 
of the rabbinate's struggle to build up a vital reliaioua 
life, gives voice to disenchantment with Buber precisely 
because hia philosophy does not commit the modern .Jew 
to .Judaism: 

•For a few years the most contemporary voices in the 
rabbinate looked for a sense of purpose in a revival 
of theological thinking. l(artin Buber, who had been 
almost unknown in America, suddenly came to occupy 
the center of the stage, as many of the younger Jewish 
intellectuals flirted with religious existentialism. 
But it became clear almos t : Jaaediately, at least to 
rabbis, that modernist .Jewish theology Bi mply could 
not sustain the burden they were trying to put on it. 
The most that one could derive from .Jewish religious 
existentialism was a highly personal sense of encounter 
with God and with other men. Hassidic texts eape­
cially could be an intriguing source for nu •otia•• 
but they were not neceaaarily the only ones, ~or many 
of the young could, and did, wander around among 
Buber, Zen and even Catholic mysticism." 

Arthur Hertzbng, "Th• Changing American Rabbinate,n 
Midstream, .January 1966. P• 28. 
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Rosenzweig 

PP• 176 - 207 

1. See lfah-.lr. Glatzer' s essay in Great Jewish Thinkers 
£! ~ ~ Centur;y. (B'nai B'rith Great Books Series, 
Vol. III, Clinton llass., Colonial Press, 1963), 
PP• 159 ff. 

Biographical chronologies in cona!.derable detail are 
found in: Franz Rosenzweig, Briefe, selected and ed. 
by Edith Res enzweig in cooperation with Ernst Simon, 
(BerliiJ,, Schocken, 1935) pp. 724 - 725, and 
lfahum11&latzer, Franz Rosenzweig fil.! ~ ~ Thoµght, 

(Phila., J.P.s., 1953} , PP• 364 - 367. 

Letter to Rudolf Ehrenberg (Berlin, 31.10.1913) 
in Briefe, RR• cit., P• 73. (m.t.) 

.Franz Rosenzweig, "Zeit Iats ••• Gedanken «ber das 
j«dische Bildungsproblem des Augenblicka,•(addresaed 
to Hermann Cohen in 1917), Kleinere Schriften, ed. by 
Edith Rosenzweig, (Berlin, Schocken, 1937} pp.56 - 78. 

Franz Rosenzweig, Der stern~ Erl8sung. (Frankfurt A.M., 
J. Kauffmann, l921J 

See "Franz Rosenzweig und Eugen Rosenstock: Judentum 
und Christentum" in Briefe, £R• ill,., pp.637 - 720, 
and the analysis of this correspondence by 
Hans Joachim Schopes, ~ Jewish-Christian Argument, 
(New York,Holt,Rinehart and Winston, 1963} p.128 ff. 

The fact that Franz Rosenzweig himself was not anxious 
for the label "exi stentialist" is clearly stated 
in:Franz Rosenzweig, "Das Neue Denken: Einige nach-· 
tr!gliche Bemerkungen zum 'Stein der Erlesung 1 •(1925), 
Kleinere 3chriften, ~• ill•, p. 392. Rosenzweig's 
preferred designation for his philleophic approach was 
•absoluter :Bmpirismus.• (ng., p. 398) 

,....._. 
Schwar zschild points out why we are, •eve~thelesa, 

'----" 
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justified in regarding Rosenzweig as an existentialist. 
Particularly cogent is the distinction Schwa0■child 
draw■ between Roaenzweig and the French existentialiata 
as well Christian exiatenti&liam. Sees Stevens. 
Schwar·· zachild, •Franz Roeenzwe•ig e.nd Existentialism," 
Yearbook of CCAR, Vol~ !.XII, 1953, PP• 410 - 429. 

7. Cf.Ignaz Maybaum,"Franz Rosenzweig and the Existentialist 
Philosophers", Jewish Philosophy~ Philoeoph•r,, ed. 
by Raymond Goldwater,(London, The Hillel Foundat on, 
1962), pp. 175 - 200. _ eep. PP• 175-186. 

s. Rosenzweig point■ out that his "Star• waa not meant to 
be a •Jewish book• in the popular aenee nor doea it 
claim to be a philosophy of r4 igion, ■but merely a 
eyatem of philosophy.• 

9. Included under the heading of "Urzelle dt• St•~ der 
Rrleaung" in Kl.einere Schriften, .212• ill,o,PP• 357 - 372. 

10. ~., P• 35'7. 

ll. ~.)l.364. 

12. Ibid., P• 365. 

13. ~-, P• 366. 

14. ~ .. P• 367. (m. t.) 

15. ~-, (m. t.) 

16. ~-' :p. 367. 

17. ~ .. p. 56'7/8. 



(Notes - Rosenzweig) 

- 298 .. 

20. Nahum N. Glatzer, Franz Rosenzweig His Life~ Thought, 
(Phila., J.P.s., 1953) p. 365. 

21. Ct. stern m Erl~aung, ~• cit. , PP• 167 - 171. 

22. "Da.a Chaos 1st in, nicht vor der Schapfung" --ll!g.,p.171. 

23. ~-
24. Ibid., PP• 174-175. 

25. ~-, P• 184 

26. ill,!!., PP• 184-185. (m. t.) 

27. Ibid., 'P• 177. 

28. Ibid., p. 198. {m.t.) 

29. ll.!,g., p. 200. {m. t.) 

30. Ibid,, p. 204. 

31. illi!· 

32. ~- 'P• 205. 

33. illi!· 

34. Ibid. , P• 206. 
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35. ill,.g., P• 209. (m.t.) 

36. ~-
37. ~- P• 210. (m. t.) 

38. Ibid, pp. 224 - 225. 

39. Ibid., P• 225. 

40. C!. Steinheim 1 s distinction between law and command. 
See this thesia PP• 55- 56. 

41. ~ Stern .m Erl81upg, ~- ill•, P• 226. 

42. Ibid., p. 226. (m.t.) 

43. Ibid., P• 22?. 

44. ill,.g.' P• 252. (m. t.) 

45. 11?.!,g.' p. 231. 

46. ~ .. P• 232. 

4?. ~-
48. ~- (m.t.) 

49. Letter to Joseph Pra.ger,(Frankfurt, Jan. 1922) 
in Briete , ~• cit., P• 421. 

' 
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50. Franz Rosenzweig, "De.s Neue Denken", Kl.al. nere Schritten• 
ll• cit., P• 397. (as translated in Nahum N. Glatzer, 
Franz Rosenzweig • .212• ill• , p. XXX. 

51. Der Stern ill Erlasung. pp. 237 - 238. 

52. ill.5!.' p. 237. 

53. .lli,g. 

54. Ibid., p. 238. 

55. ng. 

56. Ibid1 

57. lli,g., P• 239. 

58. See his letter to Gertrud Oppenheim, dated 14.3.22 
in which reference is made to lla.rgarete Susman's review 
of the "Star." Franz Rosenzweig applauded her judgment 
in selecting•• it■ core-sentence and motto1"Denn 
Name 1st nicht Schall und Bauch, 1DC>ndern Wort und 
:Jeuer. Den Namen gilt es zu nennen und zu bekennen: 
Ich glaub' 1hn". 

Briefe, .212• ill•, p. 423. 

59. Franz Rosenzweig, "Die Bauleute: ?1ber das Gesetz" (1923), 
addressed to :Hartin Buber, Kleinere Schriften, ll• ill•, p~. 
106 - 121. (Cf. English translation of same: "The Builderss 
Concernin~ the Law", Qa .Jewish Learning. ed. by. N.N. 
Glatzer, (New York, Schocken Books, 1955), pp. 72 - 92. 

60. Briefe, il• ill•, pp. 424 - 431. 

61. See letter to Martin Buber, dated. 19.8.22., ~. 
P• 140. 
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62. Letter to Rudolf Hallo, dated 27.3.1922, Briefe, 
£ll• ill.i,.425. 

.Il!!,g. (m. t.) 

64. Ibid., P• 426. 

65. Cf. Petuchowaki 1 e discussion of the "common landscape": 
Jakob J. Petuchowski, Ever Since Sinai, (New York, 
Scribe Publications, 1961), PP• lll - 114. 

66. Cf . .Franz Rosenzweig, "Die Bauleute",ll• ill• , p. 112. 

68. Ibid., p. 11?. 

69. See, "Revelation and Law: :Martin Buber and Franz Rosen­
zweig" (their correspondence) in Qa Jewish Learnin&• 
I~• ti7 N.N. Glatzer, ll• ill• , PP• 108 - 124. 

70. Buber (June 24, 1924), llli•, pp. 111 - 112. 

71. Rosenzweig ( JUne 29, 1924), ~., p. 113. 

72. 

74. 

75. 

Buber ( July l, 1924) , .!1?.!,g., P• 114. 

Buber ( July 13, 1924 ), Ibid., p. 115. 

Rosenzweig ( July 16, 1924 ), Ibid. P• 116. 

Cf. Steinheim 1 s point that what is revealed to us 
(in the Bible) is a ~vctrin~ about God not a law. 
See this thesis pp. 56-57, 60. 

Q!1 Jewish Learning,~• ill, Y.artin Buber to .Franz Rosen­
zweig, (June 3, 1925), p. 117. 
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Rosenzweig (June 5, 1925 ), ill,g., p. 118. 

77. nil• 

78. llli• (Cf. note# 74 rjference to Steinheim) 

so. Rosenzweig's letter was addressed to :Martin Goldner, 
Na.hum Glatzer, Hans Epstein and Lotte F!rth. It was 
dated Nov. 1924 • 

.!12.!.g. , PP• 119 - 124. (German original in Briefe, £R. ill• 
:;,p. 518 - 521) 

81. Ibid., P• 120. 

82. Ibid. , P• 121. 

83. Ibid., P• 122. 

84. I have preferred to quct e this passage in my own 
translation because Glatzer's, in this instance, does 
not seem to me precisely faithfulto the original. 

The original German reads: 

"Was wiasen wir im Tun ? ••• in dieaem Augenblick 
wisaen wir gar nichts andres ala eben diesen Augenbliok, 
ihn aber in der ganzen gott-menschlichen Wirklichkeit 
des Gebota, aus der wir sagen dtlrfen: Gelobt seist Du. 11 

Briefe, ~• ill•, P• 520. 

85. ~-· p. 520., 

86. Q!! Jewish Learning. ~• cit. , I>• 122. 
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88. Franz Rosenzweig to Rudolf Hallo, letter dated 
27. 3. 1922, Erie fe,ai2. ill•, P• 428. 

89. Julius Guttmann, Phil~sophies of-Judaism, 
(Phila, J.P.s., p. 1964), P• 376. 

Guttmann suggests that some of Rosenzweig's ideas 
■eem to be dogmatically established rather than 
inferred from experience: 

"The elements of experience in Rosenzweig's world 
view are never clearly delineated. They disappear 
behind the curtain of the conatructh'ely developed 
ideas, and thus it seems that on more than one 
occasion the ideas have been established 
dogmatically, and not inferred from experience." 
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Conclusion 

:pp. 208 - 216 

1. Leo Baeck, !Q!! Moses Mendelssohn !.Y Franz Rosenzweig. 
Stuttgart, w. Kohlhammer, 1958, p. 43. 

2. Ernst Simon reports a revealing enoounter between 
Hermann Cohen and Franz Rosenzweig. The incident took 
place at the time of Cohen's controversy with Buber on 
lionism& 

"To Cohen's disappointment, Rosenzweig, though not a 
Zionist, sided with Buber rather than with Cohen. 
When Rosenzweig visited Cohen one day, his host 
asked him, "What do you find in Buber that you do 
not find in me?" Rosenzweig answered• 
"You have only Adonai echad ---'our God is one and a 
unique God'. In Buber I also find the Sh'ma Yisrael, 
the call to the people." For a moment, Cohen was 
silent. Then he rose, opened his file cabinet and 

, took out the manuscript of what was to be his last 
book, The Religion of Reason from the Sources of 
Judaism (which was published posthumously) and 
read a passage to Rosenzweig which revealed that 
Cohen, too, had finally discovered, in the Sh'ma Yisrael, 
both the call to a particular people, Israel, and the 
declaration of the oneness and universality of God." 

Ernst Simon, "The Dimension of l'iety:Prayer 
And Worship in Jewish E:xI>er i ence",Dimensions 
of Jewish .Existence Today, (Washington , 
B' Nai B'rith Hillel Foundations,1965) P'.P • ?4-75. 

3. On the prevalence of the same approach to revelation in 
certain circles of modern Christian t h eology see: 
John Baillie,~~£! Revelation.!!! Recent Thought, 
New York, Columbia. University Presa,, 1961, 
Cf. especially p,. 33 ff. 

4. Modern J&wish theology cannot but reflect some of the 
contradictions and paradoxee lri.herent in .Jewish tradition 
a s pointed out by Lou H. Silberman, "The !heologie,n' e !ask", 
Yearbook of CCAR, Vol. LIII, 1963, PP• 173 - 182. 
See espec:-p . 175. 
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5. Cf. Fackenheim's argument that a "~roof" in support of a 
faith is convincing only for thode who already share that 
faith: 

"No conceivable datum -- neither a natural fact, nor 
an inner experience, nor an existing scripture -- can 
serve as an authority authenticating a religious truth 
except for those already prepared to accept that 
truth on faith. Faith may base itself on authority; 
but the authority.!! an authority only where faith 
can be presupposed." 

He concludes: • !b.e Psalmis,t in extremis could rest in the 
irrefutability of faith. The modern believer 
.i!l extremi1 must endure the full impact of i ta 
being undemonstrable as well; 11 

Jlmil L. Fackenheim, "On the Eclipae· of God," 
Commentary, Vol. 37, No. 6, (June 1964) 
PP• 55-60. 

Among representative spokesmen of liberal JudaiBJll Felix 
Goldmann was perhaps moet forthright in acknowledging 
the impossibli ty of pm vi ding rational validation for 
f,ith, particularly revelation. Revelation, he argued, 
involve■ belief in divine intervention in history. 
This excludes the possiblity of applying the principle 
of causation in a scientific exploration of the origin 
of revelation. The only possible confirmation of our 
view of God and the ethics dellv•d therefrom is faith. 
There is no other authority which can validate its truth. 

Sees Felix Goldmann, "Die Grenzen Des Liberaliamus," 
Festgabe ~ Claude Q. Montefiore,(Berlin, Philo, 1928) 
PP• 50 - 57. 

6. Cf. Fackenheim' s argun::ent tba.t in this age of de-per~onaliza­
tion a God, conceptualized in attrj.butea of ultimate 
reason and timelessness, would not be relevant to man's need. 
Modern man seeks to recover the aspect of Personal Being 
in a God who acts in specific time and place. 

Emil L. Fackenheim, "Two TYl)es of Reforms 
Reflections Oc~asioned by ·Hasidiam," Yearbook~ COAR, 
Vo1. LXXI {1961), pp. 208 -228. See espeo. pp.2!2-' 
216, 219 - 220. 

Fackenhei.m had taken a somewhat similar approach in his 
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article, "An Outline of a •odern Jewish Theology," 
which centers on the problem of revelation. 
The concept of revelation as a divine incursion in the 
here and n~w redeems the individual from his crushing 
sense of insignificance: "Revelation establishes 
the significance of the a.!I.! and n2!! as unique; it 
is the religious category of existentiality as such." 

limil L. Fe.ckenheilll, "An Outline of a Kodern ·Jewiah 
Theology, " · Judaiam,Vol. 3, No. 3, SUmmer 1954, 
PP• 240 - 250. See espec. p. 247 ff. 

7. The dominant trend in Jewish theology of the present era 
has been the abandonment of the premises of philosophic 
idealis,m. It parallels a eimilai:- movement within 
:Prat estant theology. Sees Alexander Altmann, 

"Zur Auseinandersetzung mit der'Dialektiachen Theologie", 
~, Vol. 79 (1935) Eepec. PP• 345 ff. 

Cf. also l'etuchowskis 

"Ours is an Age when the immanentist view of God, 
predominant in the nineteenth century, has given 
way to the recognition that God is God, 
and man ie man. No longer is man himself a part 
of an impersonal Absolute, a :proud manifesta tion of 
Universal Spirit." 

Jakob J. l'etuohowski, "Dialectics of Reason and 
Revela tion," Rediscovering Juda.ism: Reflections 
on a New Theology'/ Chicago, Q,uadrangle Books, 1965, 
p. 29. ed. by Arnold J. \Volf, 




