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INTRODUCTION 



DJ:, may be only or partly a self-centered illusion on the part of 

contemporary modern men that we a:re living in a particularly "historic 

age.ti Our forefathers, in all their respective generations, may be pre­

sumed to have labored under the impression, even as do we, that their 

eras were all distinguished by the multiplicity, weightiliness and signif­

icance of the events which transpired in their time.. ]llusion or not, 

however, it is a fact that in our age men are particularly conscious of" 

the impact and speed o:E' grave events in the area of the social life of 

mankind, and one of the results of that consciousness must inevitably be 

an increased amount of attention paid to the facts, causes, results and 

principles - if any - of history. 

Even if it be true that also preceding eras were aware of the im­

portance of history in general and their own histories in particular, 

the fact cannot be gainsaid that history as a concentrated, systematic 

and scientific discipline has come to the fore only within the last few 

centuries of our civiliz~tion. The Renaissance gave some impetus to the 

study of history by its interest in classic antiquity, - but that was, 

generally speaking, not yet a historic interest but rather an antiquar­

ian one; that is to say, Renais£1anoe-:man as such was more concerned with 

the facts of Greece and Rome than with the dynamic relationship between 

these and earlier as well as later facts of history. In the 17th and 

18th centuries historical studies increased. In the 19th century his­

tory finally blossomed forth as the all-encompassing, all-consuming and 

aU-important pre-occupation of literary, social, politic al, religious, 

philosophical and scientific faculties, - and so it has essentially re­

mained to this day. 



2. 

So far as the philosophers are concerned, it is not too difficult 

to point to the liasic reasorn for the comparative indifference to his·tory 

in previous epochs. European culture, up to modern times, was shaped 

overpoweringly by the religious orientation of Ch:l:'istianity, - and in, 

·the view.:of Christianity the primary focus of importance resided within 

the human individual~ not the human collectivity. To be sure, no less 

disturbing and provocative questions were asked by men in those days 

than is the case today; human beings have presumably asked themselves e:I:. 

all times what the causes of their condition a.re, what meaning tr~ey may 

attribute to their existence, and what the outcome of it all is likely 

to be. But all these questions were asked, and the answers to them 

given1 in terms of the indiv:ldual. The relations which this individual 

maintained were regarded as pertinent to these problems only insofar as 

·they were relations to his God, his religious community and his terres-

trial comnu .. mity of the time. That his individual fate might be pro-

:f'ounclly connected with the fate of previous and coming ages was hardly 

ever entertained, even as a possibil:i.ty. Obviously, from such a point 

of view history would be a rather useless business. 
l 

',I 

In the second place, the world-picture that pre-modern men carried l 
around with them in their minds was that of an essentially closed uni-

verse. That is to ,say, it was held that the world and all that is 

therein was as it is and will be as it was. Whatever changes may occur 

affect only details of' no consequence; the basic pr:i.nciples, species, 

conditions and purposes always remain the same. Again, therefore, there 

could be no conception of' history as such under these circumstances. 

History, after all, must always work on the premises that not only are 



there changes but also that these changes matter sufficiently to be in­

vestigated. 

As part of this second reason for the indifference to history may 

be cle.ssified the underlyj.ng philosophic premise for an alm6st total 

disregard of the sequence of social and, for that matter, natural 

events: since its earliest Greek beginning philosophy had been conceived 

of as the search for truth and true reality. Plato stamped his imprint 

on that search when he declared what all of the Middle-Ages came to be­

lieve an incontrovertible fact that truth and reality can only be un­

changing, static, and therefore different from the sensual world. If 

that were not so ·then the truth and reality of one moment would not be 

the truth and neality of another moment, and that, of course, would pre­

sumably conti·adict the very definit1.on of truth and reality. The con­

sequence of such a basic mental orientation for history is clear: his­

tory deals with terrestrial objects and, oonsequen:t.ly, with effervescent. 

phenomena. If terrestrial objects and effervescent phenomena are by def­

inition excluded from the substance of truth and reality, then to concern 

oneself with them more than absolutely necessary for immedia·t.e, practical 

purposes is an unforgivable waste of' time. History is thus a profoundly 

unphilosophical subject-matter, and no philosopher would bother with it. 

Taken all together, these three reasons were suf'ficierrt. to expell 

history into the outer circle of intellectual obHviom Thus it came a­

bout that even when men in the ages prior to modern times felt as we do, 

that they were being swamped by a virtual flood of social and natural 

events of no little import, they spent relatively little time or mental 

effort on exploring the implications of their earthly experiences. But 
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this attitude, of course, changed fUndamentally with t~e more positi-
\ 

vistic, earth-bound, geocentric orientation of the last half-millenium 

of' western civilization. Once men start being more j_nterested with 

their experiences on earth than their eventual fate in heaven, once they 

start defining truth in terms of its direct applicability to human a.ctiv-

ities, once they direct their eyes more to the inter-relationship between 

themselves and nature than their ties with the unseen world, - they will 

also begin to take interest in the possible laws which govern events 

here beneath. Once they discover that nature and society do not always 

remain essentially the smne they will aaso commence to wonder exactly in. 

what :manner and for what reasons these changes come about. And it fol-

lows only logically, in the third place, that the individual will be re-

pl.aced by the collectivity in the center of' attention, for the longevity 

of the individual limits the scope of the changes which he himself :may 

experience, whereas the group endures for rather longer periods of time 

during which more room will be given for the observation of fluctuations 

and possible improvements. 

The Bible, whatever else it was, was, of course, also a book of 

history. History looms large in it from the openings words about the 

beginning of life to the last word of the Book of Chronicles. Also in 

the view of the writers of the Bible, to be sure, final truth was above 

and beyond the sensuous w:>Y.'1l:l1 with God. But, on the other hand, the 

ph:i.losph:l.ce..l sophistication, and perhaps sophistry, of the Greeks is 

conspicuously absent in it which assumed that genuine reality and the 

most prof'ound concerns of man are not of this world. The God of the 

Bible, the relationship with whom was the most important concern of the 



people of the Bible, acted in this world. What is more, He acted not 

primarily in nature or through individuals but with the social entity of 

the peopleC>of Israel. The changes that occurred throughout the life of 

Israel were, therefore, of illllllediate and crucial significance not only 

to the bored gatherell'.' of earthly trivia but to the fate of' the world it-

self. And history thus held a very considerable position in the earliest 

tradition of Jewish thinking. 

Add to this factor the long drawn--out history of Israel since ·the 

Bible, and it cannot come as a surprise that, +.though also Jews during 

the Middle-Ages lost much of their sense of history in an enviro:nment 

which neglected it, the question about the meaning of the course of hu-

man events never quite ceased in their midst. It was a fruttf.ul co-

inc:i.denoe that the Jews left the ll..'uropean ghettos and entered increa.s-

ingly into Western culture just at that point, the beginning of the 19th 

century, when their own consciousness of history would encounter the 

new-found consciousness of history of the outside world. It was to be 

expected that the merger of these two different conceptions of history 

would produce painful but also creative conflicts, the co:q.ception of 

history of an age-old people which revolved around the provj.dence of God 

and the spec:l.al function in it of Israel on the one hand and the concep-

tion of history which approached the facts of pa.st, present and future 

with the methods o:r sd.entific investigation. 

The f'o llowing study scrutin:i.zes the philosopM.es of history of' two 

Jewish thinkers of' the 19th century, both of whom tried hard, and no 

doubt with different degrees of success, to employ1 both canons of work, 

that of' Juda.ism and that of European culture, to frame valid interprets.-
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tions of the course of human events which would possess universal truth 

and yet accord with the special character of Judaism and o:E' the Jewish 

people. Nachman Krochmal lived in Eastern Europe during the first half 

of the century, Hermann Oohen in Central Europe during the second half'. 

The former still lived in e. rather homogeneous Jewish comr~unity, the 

latter was at least as much a part of German culture as he was of Jewish 

culture. Thus the difference of their languages, Krochmal writing in 

Hebrew and Cohen in German, represents more than an accidental l:i.nguis-

tic fact; .it indicates simultaneously the amount of huropeanizatipn of 

the two respective men and their Jewish readers. Krochmal never became 

more than an elevated Melamed, without poi3ition or reputation, and his 

direct influence was limited to his personal students and the few friends 

he made by correspondence in the West; to this day he is almost complete-

ly unknown to the general philosophic public because none of his writings 

have ever been translated. Oohen, on the other hand, was professor of 

philosophy at one of the oldest and most respected German universities, 

head of the most influential school of' ph:i.losophy in Europe at his time, 

and intellectual leader for wide circles of non-Jews as much as J'ews. 

They thus differed in their personal careers as well as their systems of 

thought, for, as we shall see, they would assuredly have disagreed with 

one another as much as any two philosophers could disagree who were both 

intellectually open-minded, eager for truth from wher0ver it might come, 

and who adhered determinedly to their Jewish faith - as they understood 

that faith. The circumstance that brings them together - unbeknownst to '"'"[,.., 

one another, for Cohen nowhere so much as mentions the name of Krochmal -

is the 19th century= Krochmal opened it chronologically as well as in·· 



tellectually, and Cohen closed it; there are only two years between the 

death of the Russian Jew and the birth of the German, but when the 
~..,,. ... ,,.,.. .... -..,_. 

former was born the 19th century had not yet dawned, and when the latter 

died it had long since set~ What they can teach the generations after 

them individually and together must bfl left until after their doctrines 

have been studied. 

:~ 



II.The Philosophy of H-lgtory of 

NB.ohman:K:roohme.1 

,, 

1 l 



l. Introduction 

Krochmal was a. philosopher, but it takes some doing to shed the 

coat of non-philosophical husk beflore one can reach the philosophical 

pea in his writings. His extant writings comprise no more than his 

~ opus 11Guide for the Perplexed of the Time 11 and a few fragmentary 

essays, letters and aphorisms. (l) Even f'rom among these Krochmal him-

self never saw the published version of the major work,but it was pub-

8. 

1l;lshed post-humously as edited by y; T.i. Zunz from uncompleted. notes and 
• • ~~,ibl., 

studies. (2) Due to this techn:i.cal circumstance alone the reader can 

never be quite sure that he is getting the author's thought correctly, 

entirely and with all its necessary detail. 

Furthermore, there are substantative difficulties in trying to 

crystaliz0 Krochmal 1s system of philosophy. For one thing, he was not 

onl;y· a phUosopher but also a student of' history for :tts own, :factual 

sake. As a result there are entire chapters in the 11Guide 11 and lengthy 

passages in other chapters which deal exclusively in technical, philo-

and literary investigations of no innnediate ph:i.losophical 

value, - such as chapters XI, XVII and o·t:.hers. Quite apart from the 
~ 

fact that Krochmal obviously had a personal academic bent which was in-

trigued by the search for the establishment of' precise historical data, 

- an orientation which he shared with the men of the German-Jewish en-

lightenment and of the Wissenschaft des Judentums in the first half of 

the 19th century by which he was so greatly impressed -, it may be pre-

sumed that he pursued a pedagogical aim in wishing to incorporate such 

historical investigations in his booki the attainment of philosophical 

truth and of a 11 purif'ied fa.ith 11 to which he a.spired required., so he be-



lieved, that educated Jews leave behind them the scientific ignorance, 

mediaeval superstitions and cultural narrowness of the imm.ediate past 

and learn to study not only their traditional disciplines of Talmud and 

Halaohah but also literary criticism and positive history. In order to 

accustom them to such ways he would confront them with some ad.ual ex-

a.mples of his own and of his Jewish and gentile contemporaries. (3) For 

our purposes, however, when endeavoring to formulate his philosophy of 

history, it will be necessary to leave aside the details of his histor­

iaiil..l investigations and the question of their validity or lack of val-

idity. 

For another thing,, and connected with the previous difficulty, it 

is not always quite clear exactly where Krocb.mal 1s expodtion of another 

man 1s philosophy ends and his own beginsm Chapter XII, for example, 

delineates a general outline of Alexandrian, Jewish-Hellenistic philoso!' 

phy which he on the whole rejects, to be sure, but which also contains, 

as we shall see, sufficient similarities to the Kabbalah and some as-

pects of his own thought to create some confusion. This sa.me lack of 

clear distinctions becomes bothersome again in chapter X:V which deals 

with Kabbalistio concepts. The highly controversial question regarding 

Krochmal 1s dependence on Hegel might in turn have been considerably 

assuaged if it were fully clear in chapter XVI where he is expressing 

his own views and where he is merely summarizing the then modern Hegel-

ian meta.physics. And certainly in chapter XVII, which is a detailed 

study of the phi.J.osophical system of Abraham ibn Ezra, as conscientious 

a reader as J. L. Landau (lJ.) presents his interpretation largely as if 

it were Kroohma.1 1 s own thought, though Krochmal. expl1.c:i.tly states tha.t 



11 when we give the references (to Ibn Ezra) at the end of the chapter it 

will be seen that we have not deviated :f'rom Ibn Ezra f s intention by 

adding anything that he did not mean. 11 (5) 

The last significant difficulty is that in the accepted, western 

sense of the word the nGuide" is not really primarily meant to be a 

book of philosophy. Its main title, 11Guide of the Perplexed of the 

Time 11 ,. by its allusion to Maimonides 1 "Guide of the Perplexed 11 which 

certainly is a strictly philosophical work, refers to those of' i·l:,s e..s­

pects which are primarily philosophical; its sub-title, however, 11 T.~ach-

er of a Purified Faith and Instructor in the Wisdom of Israel 11 refers to 

two other types of interest which are represented in it: ·the 11 wisdom of 

Israel 11 is, of' course, what the Germans called the Wissenschaf't des 

~udentums, -~ and this ph:i.lological type of' learning has already been 

mentioned ( 6) - , while the 11 purified :E'ai th 11 refers to the pedagogical 

trend of the book which we shall notice very frequently throughout it,-

which, indeed, pervades it from beginning to end, and which pursues 

essentially a r1.:1ligiously· reformist tendency. (7) Krochmal was inter-

ested in advocating a doctr:i.nal and practical purification of the Juda-

ism that was maintained by almost all of his contemporaries in Eastern 

Europe on the basis of philosophy and a better knowledge of history. 

This very practical aim of his, which he set for himself perhaps partly 

as a result of the attacks which he underwent at the hands of some of 

the ultra-orthodox elements whom he liked to call 11 self-cleclared pie­

tists11, ~itchasdim, ( (fa 1 R~bJ.N ) often conflicts with the objective 

and non-partisan nature of philosophical speculation ancl exposi t:i.on. 

The cool-headed reader cannot fail to feel that the 11 pur:i.lfi.'ied f'aith11 -
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aspect overshadows the 11 Guide of the Perplexed 11 -aspect of the book; in-

deed, the latter should be the sub-title rather than the former. All 

these factors, then, must be kept in mind and taken due account o:f• when 

the strictly philosophical sequence of thoughts is to be traced. 

2. Philosophical Basis 

The pedagogical purpose; of his study of history is clearly forrfr-

ulated by Krochmal in the very preface. He justifies it in terms of 

the historical conditionedness of the study of history itself, for, he -
says, the study and interpretation of historical docurnents differs in 

each age in accordance with the conditions of that age. The requirement 

of his own age, then, is "positive history11 , - ia e. above all the type 

of accurate factual research which will eluc:i.date cor!t'!ect dates, author~ 

ship, textual interpretation, etc., and of which he gives abundant ex-

amples in his own work of history, in short: 11 to interpret and to in-

vestigate and to esJc.ablish each matter in its proper time of composi-

tion~ 11 If' a psalm, for example, stems from the exiB.c period, then its 

traditional De.vid:l.c origin must be shown to be erroneous, for otherwise 

the skeptics will mock Judaism for its scientific untrur~tworthiness and 

the or-1:.hodox will be ignorant of the truth and the f'ull impact of ·the 

psalm 1 s sign:l.ficance. Therefore, 1'such holy work, meanj.ngful to the 

ea.rs and to the heart of the present generation, will evoke in H every 

yearning, good, wisdom and righteousness, according to the needs of' the 

times. 'rhis is something that cannot be accomplished by assigning the 

psalm to David at the rise of the morning-sun of the nation and of the 
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stateu. 11 (8) This, indeed, will be the refrain of the 11 Guide 11 in every 

chapter: in this era Jews themselves wish to get at the historical truth, 

and their desire must be sated if necessary at the expense of some tra-

ditional prejudices. But even if that were not so, it is still necessary 

to bring the historical truth to Jews, for the non-Jewish nations are 

producing scholars who are acquiring and publicj.zing the truth; liv:i.ng 

in their midst as we are such truth will reach our ears. Unless we come 

to terms with it in a positive manner our educated young men will learn 

to scorn Judaism, and our orthodox old men will be stranded in a 'world 

which has left them :E'ar behind. Hear it they will anyway; the only 

question is whether they will hear the historical truth in an antagon-

;i.stic manner or as the result of their own positively oriented studies. 

Therefore, 11 it is much more dangerous to try to keep covered the known 

than to reveal the unknown. 11 (9) 

The study of history is thus connnanded primad.ly in the interest of' 

the welfare and protection of Juda:i .. sm and the Jewish people. It is con-

ceived of as a shield against the attacks of secular science and as a 

fence against the exodus of emancipated intellectuals. It has the ear-

marks of' its time; the Jewish Enlightenment (!Iaskalah) ( .,") f ~fll ) is 

sp:i.lling over from Central Europe to Eastern Europe, Emancipation beckons 

f'rom the West and is decoying many out of the rooms of' Jewish learning in-

to the universities (Solomon Maim.on being the contemporary prototype), 

and the optimistic pedagogical temper of a Lessing is combined with the 

positive historical 11 spirit of the a.ge 11 of the f'irst half of the 19th 

century. ( 10) 

In further pursuit of a definition of Jewish existence that would 



be compatible with modern historical science and yet accord with Jewish 

historical continµity, Krochmal delineates three types of religion that 

are innately fallacious and that produce dangerous couhter-reactions. 

Not uncharacteristically he gives each of them a German name, and when 

taken together they represent an exhaustive list of the pet-peeves of 

the age of enlightenment and rations.lisrn: Sohwaermerei, .Abergla~~en_ and 

Werkheiligkeit, - i.e. 1. 11 enthusiasm11 which begins rationally enough 

with a rejection of the value of the senses but goes on to denigrate 

even reason, while it puts its faith solely in "soul statesn; from there 

it proceeds to a belief in bodyless being@, angels, and strives to bring 

about a union between them and men; a holy book is endowed with secret 

meaning in each letter, and these secrets are regarded as the only and 

esoteric truth; finally, union with God Himself is a.spired to, and in the 

process all concern for human and social needs, as normalized in ethics, 

is shed. (11) 2. "Superstition11 in turn begins rationally enough with 

a recognition of human smallness and unworthiness but goes on to seek re-

fuge with imaginary spirits and departed ancestors. ,:S. 11 The doctrine of' 

the holiness of deeds alone 11 also begins properly by rejeC'f:,ing the emo-

tionalism of the two f'irst types of' religion, but in despair of being 

able to arrive at a meaningful and acceptable system of doctrines it 
' 

falls back on the practical obligations of hetoronomously given divine 

laws, concentrates on their fulfillment at the expense of' an understand-

ing of their spirit, and in i'f:.s intellectual pessimism even goes so :E'ar 

as to surrender all belief in rational laws while boasting of those 

chukkot~ ( .Jvrl/J) of God 11 which Satan uses to trap people and at which 

the gentile nations laugh11 , - a legal credo qui~_.abs~Ed~~· ( 12) 
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Obviously, these three types of religion will incite opposition, and 

not their least injurious effect is that the opposition to them tends to 

be as extreme and irrational as they themselves. 11 Enthusiasm11 repells by 

its emotionalism and induces cynicism, a denial of the reality of all 

spirit; - 11 superstition11 repells by its credulity and by v/8.y of reaction 

produces skepticism which will deny God Himself and the divinity of rev-

elation; - and the exclusive stress on deedo is answered by extreme 

retid.ans who foreswear all action, content themselves with intellectual 

speculations and become moral passiv:i.sts and quietists indifferent to the 

fate of the world and mankind. From ea.ch of these extremes, 11 let the man 

who seeks life save himself! 11 ( 15) 

Having posed theJproblem of' rational Jewish existence as confronted 

by modern h:i.storical science in German, Philosophic, Hellenic terms, Krech-

mal, who always assumes a complete equivalence, translates them into tra-

ditional Jewish terms. He subdivides Maimonides 1 theology (2_ho.~_bmat_~~~:-

orah) ( i')?/J...0 .}.N.;;1f/) into three sections: l. The study of the nature of 

spirit and of reason and their occurrence in reality (ma 1 asf;'.,b._,!l}erl~a1!_~), 

( ~,>.;,,7('1'{)~/f) meta.physics, 2. the study of' the nature of the i;mrld 

(ma. 1 as eh be:reshit) (..A 1f Je,,7,:> .~,K) i.e. cosmogony, and cosmology and 

natural science, and ). the study of the nature of' Revelation and of man 

(t:,_:::_'e.me_sl_e!!-l~Z~£_th), ( ~;?p'~ 'N'~C) i.e. theology, psychology and 

ethics. The three aberrations of reli[';ion and their antitheses pre-

vj.ously formulated are each respectively distortions of these three phil-

osophic orientations. ( 111.) 

At this point in his argument Krocru•ial suddenly changes his posi·-

tion. Hitherto he has pursued what mo.y be called a taxology of' relig-

ious aberrations. Suddenly, :Ln the middle of this pursuit and in the 

i' 
' 



ruiddle of a chapter initially devoted to that purpose, he begins a 

lengthy, though not too profound or detailed, epistemological argument. 

Only at the end of that argument will we see its relevance to the orig-

inal problem and the relevance of thal:. problem itself to his first me.in 

object: an :iutline of a )hilosophy o:E' history. 

The basic faot to be considered, he begins, is this: 11 Know you that 

the very principle of reason is that man 1 s work, unlike that of animals, 

consists of taking sensual ims;ges that are transmitted to him from out-

side of the soui or from the soul itself and to make of them concepts, 

i.e. images that are generalized., unified and which unite with others. 11 

(15) All human beings engage in this process of conceptualization. 

The more educated a man is the more will he generalize even his initial 

concepts, while the less educated a man is the more will he be limited 

to 11 images of the beginnings of thought. 11 ( 1~~-~re techi~~~- hama-

~~h~vah) (,)~fp/(1) )\Jo.A. "JI' 'JJ. 11 The principle is that j;t. is of the very 

nature of the spirit of reason to build its edifice in a world which 

is entirely rational, takes the material for the edifice from the 

sensual world and gives i.t its own form. 11 The ladder of concep·t:.ual-

ization begins on the lowest rung with concepts just barely stripped of 

their material content, 11 images of the beginning of thought 11 or 

Yorstellungen (and Krocbr.11al uses this and the following German termini 

technio~J; these concepts when further generalized are called Begri~~' 

and these in turn load up to 11 ideas 11 (I~~) which are, as he explains 

in another place ( 16), combinations of concepts which in their tots.li ty 

do not rofer to any sensual images, such as goodness, justice, etc. (17) 

However sketchy this epistemology is, its essentially Kantian character 
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is obvious on the face of it .. (18) In another connection Krochmal reads 

the same epistemology into Abraham Ibn Ezra. 1s philosophy: the principle 

of lmowledge resid.es in the reason, not in the senses. The reason acts 

to abstract from its first impression the form and the attributes which 

are peculiar to it, e.g., a house which it has seen and holds on only 

to that wh:i.ch is needed for the idea of a house in generfAl, which thus 

becomes a rational posses.sion to which it has attained. Abstraction and 

rationalization of existent things are processes that ha.ve·for their 

purpose the lmowing of the essences of these things, of11f'elation of their 

order, of the laws of their development and of the ways of their activ-

i ties.. Since thc:rne concepts and laws appertain exo lus:i. vely to the rea-

son they do not fall under the category of time but are essentially eter-

nal. Vulgar people may claim that they are not real but rather creations 

of the human mind, but all philosophers lmow ("and in this all philo­

sophical systems agree and dff'fer only in the extent of its conscious 

realization and of its introduction into all parts of. the system11 ) that 

the 11 real.ities 11 of the empirical world, constantly in flux, are not at 

all real, cannot claim the real attributes of being or of. existence when 

compared with the stab:i.J.ity and unchangeability of concepts. (19) 

Having again, through the philosophies of Kant and the Platonic-

Aristotelian Ibn l~zra, dealt in the terminology of Hellenistfo l!.\trope, 

as in the previous instance (20) Krochmal once more switches to Jewish 

terminology in order to ptove its validity in the area of Jewish tradi-

tional thought. (21) After all, he declares, thts process of concep-

tualization and generalization is exactly what the 'p.lmud used in the 

explanation and elaboration of Biblical laws. By means of the hermen-
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e:u.tic rules it di:Jcovered the underly'ing principles of Biblical insti-

tutions, disrobed them of their temporally and spatially conditioned 

details and then applied these principles to the new times and to new 

places. Examples of this type of interpretation can be given abund-

antly from each of the six orders of the Talmud. And :i.f the ancient 

rabbis considered it necessary to handle in such a manner the laws of 

Judaism, which are concerned only with concrete actions and are well de-

fined, how much more is it necessary to treat the problems of faith, 

attitudes and morals similarly, for they are, when all is said and don<;l, 

the spirit and purpose and justification of these laws! Thus it is 

false to claim that Judaism is only concerned with legal studies. These 

philosophic, conceptualizing activities are 11 the glory of the essence of 

spirituality and of its true life. 11 (22) 

To be sure, this is a process which is not only very difficult and 

demanding because of its philosophic abstractness but it is also subject 

to many pitfalls, ;mistt\kes and errors. All sorts of extraneous £'actors 

are liable to spoil the purity of the chB.in of conceptualization: 11 lust, 

hate, desire for honor or f'or office, excessive self-love which does not 

take regard for others 11 etc. may mar the workings of the intellect. 

These sensual and worldly intrusions into the functions of reason Krach-

mal interestingly ascribes to the progress of history in what is the 

first observation in the 11 Guide 11 'chat can be called a concept of philo-

sophical history: 11 0nly in the beginning of recorded time, when human 

needs were still few, easily satisfied and clearly known to men, when 

men did not yet demand many accountings (i.e. intellectual explanations) 

and forsook the permitted without recognizing it, - then the heart was 
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perf'ect and thought was pure of all the psychological evils which accom-

pany the pe,.mitted. 11 Only with the progresr:J and differentiatfon of 

civilization did the latter come about and distort ra·Honal processes. 

(2.)) But despite ·these dangers, conceptualization is still the only 

road of progress j_n history and toward the truth. 

It was believed at one point that (and here the two strains of 

thought, the taxology of false religions and epistemology merge) the 

path of virtue wa.s the golden medium between the two extremes. With 

few changes Maimonides accep-ted that view from Aristotle. In accord-

a.nee with that view true religion would have to lie midway between the 

extremes of enthusiasm and cynicism, superstition and sk3pticism, 

Werkheiligkeit and quietism. But la·ter philosophers of ethics soon 

pointed out that, in the first pla.ce, the maxim of the medium road 

gives little, if any, aid in determing where exactly this middle is 

located and that, in the second place, it is an empty formula which 

defines virtue only negatively and, as it were, geometrically rather 

than assigning to it some definite conten·c. These philosophers pro-

posed instead to define vir•l:.tte in terms of maxims, true or false ration-

al principles of action. But this, too, turned out to be an empty form-

ula, for it is easier to say that morals must be determined by the rea-

son than actually to determine by the reason how men should specifica.lly 

act.. 11 As for us, we wish to chose for our investigation an higher and 
.,{.,,...__ .. , 

be-tter road so that we may come to the fundamental source and the begin-

nings of things in such a ma.nner that these problematic, false religions 

will be expla.ined and their opposite dangers B.Utomatically avoided ••••• 

1rhis better road is the one which in fact combines the two extremes 11 
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rather than avoiding thein. half-way. ( 21i·) 

With this statement Krochmal ends chapter IV of the 11 Guide, 11 and it 

ia natur£-l to ask that he specify what this road is. As the read pro-

greases in the book he has to wait, however, until he comes to chapter 

VI to find the direct continuation of the thought and the answer to this 

question. This writer, therefore, suggests that chapter V is an inter-

polation put :l.n the wrong place, or at least in an illogical pruace, by 

the editor Zunz. This suggestion gains plausibility in view of Zunz 1 

own statement (2~) that he 11 found chapters V and XII only in the form of 

first drafts, and furthermore only a few of the chapters were numbered 

in the author 1 s manuscript •11 'Nonetheless, if only in order to preserve 

the continuity of the presentation of the system as presented in the 

printed versions of the 11 Guide 11 , as well as for the innate interest of 

the chapter, we shall summarize it here shortly· simply by way of a sep-

arate philosophic fragment: 

Chapter V is, in effect, a discussion of purpose and teleology. 

Krochmal uses it in order, by way of introduction, to introduce to his 

Jewish readers some 11 general historical cultural knowledge 11 , as he might 

have .called it. He recites that the Greek philosopher-doctor Galen had 

argued against the Biblical concepts of purpose and intention in a book 

on 11 The Usefulness o:r the Limbs of Living Beings. 11 Maimonides, the Jew-

ish philosopher-doctor, had refuted Galen's arguments, but he did so in 

a technical medical book which was never translated from :lts arab:l.c or-

igina.l and never published. Krochm.al takes it upon himself, therefore, 

if only to rescue this work of Maimonides 1 from the obscurity of history, 

to state its views: it is assumed, in the first place, that every natural 
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object has a cause. This assumption is not by any means sufficient, 

however, to prove the existence of God on the basis that He is preswn-

ably the necessary cause of the ph:y-:si1)al univeroe, since the universe 

could also have a 11mechanical n, unintentional, unconscious cause. For a 
I 

cause to be intentional it must, in the first place, be outside of' the 

object which it causes - outside and beyond it. It must, in the second 

place, be a real cause and not only an intentional cause projected by 

the mind of the observer, through the logical fallacy of anthropomor-

phism, to the object.. In the third place, in order to be intentional 

it must be rational, because intention is a rational ca.J.culs.tion as to 

the relationship between cause and effect. Finally, before one can a-

scribe the existence of an object to a. rational, intentional cause, 

one must be able to prove that the existence of a mechanical cause 

would not be sufficient to explain the existence of thii:tobject. Now, it 

is only things which possess limbs and parts which serve other parts of 

those things that satisfy all these requirements for the stipulation of 

an intentional causality. Such organic things can, in :re.ct, be explain-

ed in no other way, for each constituent part within thelJl.1 if it were 

placed in a slightly altered position or given a slightly different 

function, would disrupt the whole. For that reason alone, therefore, a 

conscious, rational and purposive cause must be believed to have con-

sttucted them. Furthermore, the fact that they are living a.nd that they 

perpetuate themselves species-wise ane evidence to the srune effect. In 

a Kantian sense it is interesting to note that Krochmal describes this 

entire function of rational purpose in its relationship to differentiat-

ed organ°isms as one of 11 uniting 11 or 11 unifying 11 them. From the purposive-
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ness of organic individuals we conclude to the purposiveness of the or-

ganic universe, for it, too, is unified, living and composite, and in it 

lower forms always serve their respective higher forms of being. 

Now philosophers are wont to ascribe purpose ·to matter; so Aris-

to·l:.le will speak of the soul of growing or the soul of living within ma-t-

ter. But, of course, matter can neither think nor will. And Judaism, 

therefore, speaks of the 11 God of the spirits of all flesh. 11 11 The short 

of it is that due to all these considerations we must arrive at the con-

clusion that there is a rational, spiritual beginning which is above mat-

ter and the sensual.ti (26) 

It is not too ha.rd to see why Zunz felt that he should put this 

chapter j,rnmedia.tely a.head of that chapter which would first deal with 

genuine religion, for, as we have now seen, it, j_n fa.ct, constitutes 

Krochme.1 1s proof for the existence of God, - surely an argument that one 

could expect prior to a discussion of religion. 

Before we proceed, :Lt is still worth noting, however, that at this 

point in the argument Krochmal implies an argument against Maimonides as 

being too rationalistid Maimonides had stated, so he says, th~t ac-

cording to Galen the Bible teaches that God can also do the rationally 

impossible, whereas he,. the Greek philosopher, would claim that also God 

can only act within the limits of reason, and that His only alternative 

is to chose that rational possibility which is appropriate to the pur-

posepID'or. which it is intended. Maimonides answers that Galen has misrep-

resented the Bible: also the Bible agrees that God can only chose one of 

many rational possibil.i ties. The only difference which Ma:i.monides grants 

to exist between the Greek philosopher and the Bible refers to the range 

'1 
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of rational possibilities: for one who believes in the eternity of 'mat-

ter creation and annihilation of the world are 1i;:\lpossible as well as 

miracles, for they would contradict the rational potentialities of pre-

existent matter; for one, however, who rejects the doctrines of the 

eternity of matter and of creation by emanation these three things are 

perfectly possible and rational. (27) - Krochmal implies that Maimonides 

conceded too much to Galen by granting that God cannot do the impossible. 

This anti-Maimonidean objection of his, which surely brings him closer 

to anti-philosophic Jewish orthodoxy, should haunt him, - but apparently 

does not-, when he comes later (28) to defend Ibn Ezra rs em£1J'.ilffi'/Lonalist 

theory of creation. 

We can now return to the straight line of Kroohmal's argument. 

(Chapter VI) La.st he had claimed that there was a better way than the 

classic middle-road to transcend: false religion and its dangers. He 

must now specify what that way is. (29) 

His answer begins by stipulating that all relig1on, true and false, 

past and present, means to address itself to Spirit. Another way of 

saying the same thing would be to say that all religion intends God, 

whether it succeeds in its intention or not. 'J.1he spiritual intention 

expresses itself' in one way even in idolatry wM.ch, after all, does not 

really mean to worship an ob jec-t~ but the spj.rit which manifests itself 

through that object; it expresses itself in another way when, for ex-

ample, J"ewish sages used to say that all Biblical laws are obligatory 

not because o:f' any rationality that may be inherent j_n them but only 

t,(fVJ 
to God. 

because of their di vine origin, - which was, Krochmal explains, ·their 
~-~ 

ws,,si, of stating that their value derives from their directedness 



(30) In this worship of Spirit, however they may define it, religion-

ists of' all persuasions, scientists and philosophers then agree. (51) 

From this initial definition Krochmal can go on to give a basic defin-

ition of religion in its theoretical as well as practical aspects which 

is as broadly liberal as it is fundamentally incontrovertible: 11 The rec-

ognition of the believer that everythi1) is meaningless and senseless 

except it be founded on God, this is the knowledge of' God; and the be-

liever 1s recognition that he himself, in his essence and spirituality, 

is dear to God, can draw near ·t.o Him, and that by drawing near to. Him he 

can establish himself, this is the service of God. n 

The broad, general nature of this definition, whatever its practical 

value may be for Krochmal, is of crucial imp_ortance to his philosophic 

argument, for j,t is the penultima·t.e step in his epistemological answer 

to the question how true religion can be found in a way other than that 

of the Aristotelian middle between two extremes: this definition is ob-

viously a generalized, conceptualized description of all positive re-

ligions. He can, thus, draw the conclusion to which he has long and 

circuitously worked tlp: even as sensual perceptions, in order to gain 

rational validity·, must be increasingly conceptualized - in accordance 

with the Kantian epistemology which we have already laid down (32) -, 

so also positive religion must be conceptualized, spiritualized, pur-

ified, in order to become increasingly valid and true. Religion, too, 

like perceptions, must be ra1.sed. on the epistemological ladder from 

the rung of the sensual (~find~2_l_g), over the rung of understanding 

(~rstand) to the height of reason (Vernunft). At this point Krochmal ----.. -- --... -· ---;·-~· 
lays down tbj,s doctrine without any explicit reference to the problem 

;, 
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he raised so many pages ago (35), but clearly th:l.s is his answer: by 

generalizing, conceptualizing positive religion with all j_ts aberrations 

he will be able to do what he promised to do, n8Jllely to establish true 

religion not by measuring whether it is equi-distant from the two ex·-

tremes of' false religion but by stripping these two extremes of their 

errors in details an<l combining the 11 true beginnings 11 which he has 

pointed out to exist in both.. Thus from 11 enthusiasm11 , for exrunple, he 

would, no doubt, abstract the error of emotionalism and the transcen-

dence over terrestrial existence,-from its opposite danger of 11 cynicism11 

he would abstract the denial of spirit, - and from each respectively he 

would preserve as their essence the revulsion against the sensual and the 

denial of dogmatic spiritual hypostases. 

, This is one of the most important junctures in Krochm.al 1 s system, 

and we must, there:E'ore, stop to explore the implications of this result. 

In the :E'irst place, and because of its immediately practic:!;l aspect per­

haps the least important facet of this view, we notice the historical 

11 toleration11 which espresses itself here,-very much in the spirit of 

Vico who looked at all historical religions as stops in the progress of 

the human mind (34), of a Hegel who followed in Vico 1s :E'ootsteps (35), 

of the end-of-18th-century rationalism and 19th century romanticism 

wh:lch, like Herder, detected the spark of divinity in all positive re­

. 1:igions and :rejected the exclusiveness of dogmatic religions in their 

claim to sole revealed authorityo In this definH~ion of Krochmal we 

have the Jewish translation of 19th-century-Enlightenment-tolerance • 

. In the second place, and systematically much more important, we face 

here Krochmal 1 s definition of the 11 pur:l.fied faith 11 of the title of his 
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book and of his essentially reformist tendency. The purified faith is 

the conceptualized faith, and reform meant for him conceptualization. 

In view of this result it. is not too hard to understand wh~l orthodox 

religious authorities in his age as well s.s in other ages have always 

looked askance at the philosophizing of even the most orthodox. 

We have already noticed that due to his somewhat circumstantial and 

circuitous ree.son:i.ng it is sometimes hard to predict to exactly what re­

sult a certa:i.n t:raiin of thought wDl lead in Nachman Krochma.l. In this 

case, for example, the combination of Kantian epistemology with a tax­

ology of f'alse rel:i.gion led to a definit:i.on of the 11 reformed 11 faith 

which is not too different ftu11 other forms of 19th century intellectual­

ized religion, the 11 highe:r religion11 of' a Hegel and even of a Comte. 

Here, too, obscure as it may yet appear to be, the definition of con·~ 

ceptualized religion is the last step before Krochmal can logically be­

gin his philosophy of history in earnest. But before we take that next 

step with him we must still state two more implications of this defin­

ition which he himself adumbrates. 

Conceptualization of religion means a fuller, philosophic under­

standing of all aspects of religion, including the knowledge of God. To 

use his own words, 11 intellectualizs:t:.ion is the perfecting of the internal 

sub stance of the matter (36), Le. the spir:l.tual be coming known to i t".'j 1 

sel:f',. ll (;57) The blatantly Hegel1.an formulation of' this dictum :i.s 

further elaborated when Krochmal goes on to state (3<'3) that in the case 

of God Himself this process of' gairdng self-knowledge, through the three 

steps of existing essence, self-knowledge and self·-revelation, are not 

three different entities but one and unified. This is obviously s. ver-
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sion of Hegel 1 s B~!iiehungsloses Sein, Fuer-:~n~~:Sei~ and Fuer-Sich-

Sein (Unrelated Being, Being-for-others and Be:l.ng-for-oneself), the 

three steps in the dialectic of ontology which Krochmal himself will a-

ttempt to expound in his chapter cm Hegel. ()9) But the Jewish phil-

osopher i:mmediately stresses the unity of these three aspects as if' to 

proclaim that, whatever else he may accept from the non-Jewish philos-

opher, he certainly will not accept tho clearly Christian, trinitarian 

overtones of this doctrine. (LfO) 

He is less immune to possible objections of Christianizing when he 

seeks positively for Jewish terms f'or this doctine of 11 spiritualization. 11 

Kodesh ( 11holy11 ) ( ( :{f) means permanent and therefore spiritual, he de-

clares, - sihol ( 11 secular 11 ) ( f;/1) means physical, bod:lly and therefore 

transitory, - while ~~ ( 11 impure 11 ) (/<..#'()means 11 crudely, crassly sen­

sate", - and ~E. ( 11 pure 11 ) ( 71') C) means 11 spiritualized, enlightened 

body11 , i.e. matter suffused with spirit or 11 dark body which refines :i.t·-

self into spiritual clarity .. 11 (41) One can see how, by means of such a 

Stlb·tle re-definition of traditional Biblical and Jewish terms, all the 

laws of hoU.ness and.purity can be interpreted as idealistic, anti-

materialistic injunction, but one may also wonder whether this is not 

carrying Hellenistic Paulinianism pretty far within the realm of Judaism. 

Finally, it must be stressed that Krochmal tr:1.es hard to identify 

this doctd.ne of the 11 purified (conceptualized) faith 11 with the tra.-

dition of historical Judaism, - as innovators in and outside of Juda-

i.sm. iave always done. He d~ :.~his by strongly implying that his inter­

pretation is identical with the Sod, (~/Ohhe secre't., esoteric strain of 

the faith. 

•I 
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At this point in the argument chapter VI ends. Chapter VII begins 

~E...E!:~iias _ _:-e and plunges directly into history and its philosophy. As 

before, the transitional step in the argument is left out, intention-

ally or otherwise. (Krochmal 1 s method does, indeed, often approach the 

method of half-implied, half-expressed esoteric teachings.) But this 

transitional argument is clearly implied, and it constiml:es the second 

crucial juncture is his system: conceptualized religion, the 11 purified 

faith 11 , requires an understanding of' the history of the faith and its 

people ·which in turn is freed of traditional prejudices and biases, which 

is itGelf' intellectualized, which :i.s philosophized. Otherwise the people 

will continue to be stuck in the swamp of ignorant, unscientific super-

stitions. Since the 11 Guide for the Perplexed of the Time 11 is primarily 

a philosophical history, it may thus ro:ghtJ.y be said that the first six 

chapters of the book, the 11 philosophical chapters 11 , are an a.po~ for 

the philosophical history which is to follow them. Krochmal has now 

esta.b lished his ,Philosophical right and the religious need for a phil-

osoph;¥' of history. They are both required by the necessities of the 

npur:'d'ied faith 11 , end the ph:i.losophy of history, therefore, basically 

this 
serves pedagogical purpose. All this has been preface; what is to f'ol-

low, the chapters dealing systematically with the presentation of the 

structure and the content of the philosophy of history; are the heart of 

the matter. 

11 To the animals, Krochmal begins, loneliness is natural and socia-· 

bility only accidental, 11 but 11 Providence 11 has made man different. Man 

:i.s, to use the fam.our~ Aristotelian term which best characterizes Kroch-
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mal 1 s thought, (lJ-2) the "social animal 11 who naturally bands himself to-

gether in social units, beginning with the family all the way up to the 

entity of the nat:ton. These sociB.l organizations of mank:i.nd make pos-

sible a d:i.vision a11d consequent specialization of labor among human in-

div:i.duals, and this division and specializat:lon in turn makes possible 

the gradual development of higher qualities like J.ovEi, mercy, honor, and 

humility as well as of such activities as go beyond the primitive ac-

cumulation oi' food and sh<:llter: thougl:¢, the pursuit of beauty, religion, 

educ.at:i.on, and law. Such achievements are attained gradually either by 

individuals who then transmit them to their social groups, by spec:lally 

developed groups, or sometimes even by strangers to the community to 

which they transmit it such 11 as Abraham and Melchizedek. 11 The speed of 

the development of such traits wi 11, of course, differ among differedc 

nations and even within the same nation among themselveso (11.3) 

Nonetheless, however differen·t and differently developed Jchese 
~I 

various higher traits may be within one nation, they all derive from 

one basic source; they are all the manifestations of one single force. 

11 They have one principle and one root, and that is the spirituality 

(r~~~1an_i:uth) ( .).l~/ll'l) of the nation which' emerges from potentiality in-

to actua.li ty. n It j.s this 11 spir:i.t (:rua.ch)(h/J)of the nation11 (we would . ---
perhaps say: the genius, the soul of the nation) which determines the 

nature of its individual characteristics, as the 11 personalityll of an in·-

dividual is said to determine its traits. (44) It expresses itself in 

all the activities of the nation, law, education, religion, war ru1d 

peace, and in its very history. Though sometimes it may be difficult 

to decide exactly which is the basic 11 na'cional sp:i.rH 11 , there can be no 



doubt that it is the fundrunerrl:.al cause of all the mul'l:.ifold material and 

spir·itua.l ac-1::,ivities of the nation. It is, e.s :tt were, the national 

noumenon to the national phenomena.. ( L~5) 

This national spirit is comparable to the 11 soul 11 of an individual 

not only in that it constitutes the core of its personality but also in 

that it has a life-cycle like that of the individual. 11 Even as the 

spirit of a nation will perfect :l.tself and grow in the manner which we 

have explained (i.e. through its process of specialization ~nd indivi­

duation) in its morning-period, so it will also deteriorate and shrink 

when the shadows of evening fall, until it dies completely and the fine 
l• 

qualities of the nation will perish one after the other. 11 This is so 

because, as luxury and favoritism increase in the nation, also the love 

of pleasure will increase; thought will become subservient to the senses 

and their enjoyment; - pride, am.bition, quarrels, violence, bribery and 

contempt for the law will flourish. 11 11 As the hearts divide, so the minds 

divide. 11 Superstition and false rel:i.gion will gain sway, and 11 the know-

ledge and service of God will be darkened and confused. 11 11 'fhus it is 

that only the spir:i.tuality, and it a.lone, brings into existence and 

maintains the ties (of the nation) while it is a nation, and, therefore, 

in truth, the essence of a. nation, that which makes it a nation, is only 

the spirituality within it. 11 (46) 

It is, of course, true that spirit as such is not subject to the 

effects of time, growth and decay, but the people ancl the people 1s 

physico.l forms in which the spirit dwells are perishable. When the 

people dies, its spirit is invariably transferred to another people ad-

jacent to it in space or time. In the case of small nations this trans·· 



fer of a. spirituality is either not noticee.b le at all or almost imper-

ceptible, but in the case of grea:t nations their sp:i.ritual:i.ties in this 

wj_se become 11 the inheritance of the entire human race and a general, 

human spirituality. 11 '11hese national spirits are in the Bible called 

11 gods of the nations" or 11 princes of the nation 11
• As a king unites and 

unifies a people externally, so its spirit unites and unifies its people 

internally. These spirits, or basic characters, may be belligerence, 

ingenousness, thought, grace, law, wilyness, knowledge etc. And they 

have been t:radj_tionally associated with one of the stars in an astrolog-

ical manner. (l~7) 

As for Israel, its spirituality, god, prirw:i or principle is no such 

fragmentary and therefore relative deity. It is possessed by 11 the ab-

solute spirituality, besides which there is no other, the source of all 

spiritual reality and the universal prince." Other spiritualities exist 

only by virtue of their .participation in the universal and absolute one. 

It, in turn, has chosen Israel as a 11 kingdom of priests, i.e. teachers 

to the entire human race of the absolute, Biblical faith. 11 And Israel 

:i.s, therefore, not subject to any stellar influences (~;y-~_ 1!1asal lez.­

i-srael) ( ~"' e I~ 0~ /''')but only to those of the Iiord of the stars. 

Philosophically speaking, 11 absolute spir:i.tuality11 n is a concept of the 

pure reason alone 11 (~~~ag habeenah ha:tehora~levad X ~'~» r' f;fl!' 
~ 117/J) c.) )( 48) and 11 the greatest concept. u 11 If you wish to realize sim-

ultaneously how difficult this thought is and how easy, notice that even 

Israel which stood on Sinai and heard it did not, as a whole and in gen-

eral, understand it in its pure truth until approximately the time of' 

the return from the Babylonian exile, i.e. until 1000 years had passed 

I 
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since the giving of the Torah. 11 (Lf9) 

Th.is, summarized in chapter VII of the 11 Guide of the Perplexed of 

the Time," is in effect a statement of Krochmal 1 s complete philosophy of 

history. It is the only place where he sketches his view of the history 

of mankind as a whole and of Israel in particular. The rest of his major 

work will from now on be taken up with a detailed elucidation of the 

principle of Jewish history here laid down in broad strokes. Except for 

details of historiography an evaluation and criticism of his views can 

be made on the basis of this statement a.lone. We shall, however, delay 

such an evaluation and ot:i:tioism until all the :facts, even the details, 

have bei:m presented. Nonetheless, a number of points must even now be 

emphasized, a number o:f' connections and historical relations :i..llumin-

ated, so that the further course of Krochmal 1 s thinking can be followed 

with a fall realization of i.ts implications. 

In the first place, the basic ki.nship between this philosophy of 

human and Jewish history and that of Yehudah He.Levy cannot possibly be 

mistaken. (50) The latter also taught that the fate of the nations of 

the world was bound up with the determinatbn of the stellar, sub-lunar 

world (51) to which all normal earthly existence was subject, except for 

Israel which differed from the other nations as do men from animals and 

animals from plants by virtue of their possession of the 11 divine sub.,., 

stance• (~an haeloki) ·~f 'Ji'" j'J' ),This substance was part of the God­

head Himself and connected Israel directly to Him while exempting; it 

from what is otherwise 11 natural law. 11 (52) The 11 d:i.vine substa.nce 11 in-

hering :i.n the Jewish people :i.s really only a more concretized form of 

Krochmal. 1s 11 absolute spirit", and what Heinemann says of the one is e-

i 
' i 
I 
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qua.Uy true of the other: 11 Jehuda. Halevi 1 s nationalism is nurtured in the 

soil of Greek biology .. 11 (53) 

It is this biologism, consisting of the basic thought tha.t nations 

are analogous to human individuals and that their M.stories a.re like the 

latter's lives, which constitutes a bridge between Ha.levy, Vico and Kroch­

mal. Vico, too, taught that societies grow like biological organisms. 

(511.) 11 Through this science (history) we can answer the practical question 

how a nation in, its rise may come~ to a state of perfection and how in its 

decadence it may be stimulated to new life. 11 (55) And apart from this 

cyclical theory of' history which seems, wherever it occurs, to be the 

specific form of a general biological bias, whether one think of the 

three philosophers just mentioned or contemporary figures like Spengler 

and Toynbee, it is interesting to notice that, at least in the case of 

these three classic writers, they also share the common belief that Is­

rael alone is in one way or another exempt from the laws of history which 

govern all other nations. Also the Christian Vico explicity espouses 

this doctrine. (56) 

In regard to the concept of absolute spirit, s.s it enters in,co Kroch­

mal 1 s definition of Israel 1 s uni.que place in the scheme of history, a 

clear,though rarely if' ever noticed, further connection with mediaeval 

Jewish and general philosophic concepts can be observed. Is not the doc­

tr:i.ne that Israel survives the period:i.city o:f histor:l.cal developments 

from birth to death due to its possession by the Absolute Spirit exactly 

the same as the scholastic, Ar:l.stotelia.n doctrine of the 11 conjunction 11 

according to which immortality :l.s attained by attaching oneself' to the 

Active Intellect? The only dif'f'erence between the two doctrines is that 
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'the mediaeval counterpart thinks in terms of other-worldly survival 

while Krochmal thinks in terms of historical survival and that the for-

mer usually thinks in terms of human :lndividuals while the latter thinks 

in terms of social units. 'rhis latter diff'erence, however, is really not 

additional to but a. part of the first, since obviously this-worldly, 

historical survival would have to trs.nspire in historical, not indi-

vidual categories. Furthermore, Yehudah H1'.'1J.i :wy actually does c ls.iw, 

even as does Krochmal, that the peculiarity of Israel is due to its 

attachment to the Absolute Spirit (57), so that even collecl,ive , con-

j~nct_io is not without historical precedent. (58) 

What should finally be noticed is again the profound intellectual 

affinity between Krochmal 1s substantative definition of Israel's his-

tori cal role and that of his contemporary German-- cTewish reformers. He 

says: Israel is to be 11 a kingdom of priests, i.e. teachers to the human 

race of the absolute Biblical faith. 11 (59) This differs l:ittle, if at 

all, from the typical, enlie;htened and 1 iberal conception of Israe 1 1 s 

task in the world e.s it was propounded at the time in leading Jewish 

circles in Germany, and it fits in very well with the general pedagogical 

tenor of Krochmal 1s entire orientation: he wishes to teach Israel, so 

that Israel may teach the world. 

It :i.s, in any case, the biological life-cycle of nations from which 

Israel a.lone is exempt which Krocrunal pursues further. Each nation, so 

he proclaims, goes through a cycle of three periods: ],,Q 11 the time of its 

beginning, blossoming-forth and when Hs spirit is born. Th:L~ is called 

11the period of blossoming-forth and of growth into a. nation. 11 11 2. 11 After 

all the good orders and spiritual gifts have come into perfed. actuality, 



been perfected and raised, the nation ha.c grown in all respects to the 

point of glory and magnificence for a longer or shorter time; th:i.s is 

called 11 the period of strength and accomplishrnent.. 1111 ). "However, as in 

the be:i..ng of every natural liv:i.ng organism is contained the cause of its 

own annihilation and death, so still during the Becond period the cauBes 

of the downfall and perdition of the nation are created ••• 11 1'his is called 

11 the period of' disintegration and destruction". (60) 11 Thus it is with all 

the nations whose spirituality :Ls ps.rticularistic and, therefore, f:i.nite 

and deJtinod i:'or destruction. But in regard to our nation, al though in-

sofar as it is tied down to .materiality and sensual externality we, too, 

are subject to the natural orders, ••• the general spirituality which is 

in our m:ikot protects us and saves us from the law governing all changes.ble 

things •. 11 (61) Israel 1 s o:wmption from the laws of growth mid decay is not 

to be understood ar1 conplete in the aenae that it does not run tho saxne 

course of riseG and falls. It, too, after all, is 11 subjoct to tho natural 

ordors 11 and, therefore, goes through the c;ycle of three periodfJ. The 

exenption consists of the circumctance that, due to the indwelling of the 

Absolute Spirit in it, at the end of the cycle, at the point at which 

other nations disappear into oblivion, it re-commences a new such cycle. 

11 \'l'e intend to chronicle the times that have passed over us frow the period 

of .the blossoni:ng-forth of the nation to this day in order to ohou clearly 

how the cycle of three perioda was duplicated and td.plecl for us and how, 

when the time was ripe for our d:Li~integrat:i..on, annihilat:i.on and deotruc­

tion, a new spir:i.t and forgiveness were alway:3 renewed in us, and when we 

fell how we ahrays arose a;;·:ain and wore :fortified, o.:nd the Lord our God 

d:i.d not forrmke us. 11 ( 62) Isro.e 1 1 s oterni ty is thus not an eternity beyond 



time but within it and, therefore, within h:i.story. 

This doctrine, that Israel survives the point in time at which it 

conveys its one great idea to mankind as whole, directly contradicts 

Hegel 1s famous principle that 11 when, thus, the peculiarity of a people 

has been lifted by an idea,-when the idea has developed so far that the 

peculiar principle of a people is no longer essential,-then this people 

can no longer exist ••••• World-history then moves to another people. 11 

(6.3) As Franz Rosenzweig correctly pointed out, however: (6L1.) 11 W:Lth 

such e. view of the relationship between peoplehood and humanity :Jo Jew-

ish science, for which Ju-laism. is an eternal factor, could compromise • 11 

Anticipating the details of this historical structure we can state 

Krochmal 1 s periodiza.tion of Jewish history in accordance with this 

scheme as follows: I. First cycle: L first period of blossornj.ng-forth: 

from Abraham to the death of Moses, c. 465 years; (65) 2. second period, 

of full maturity and magnificence: from the entry into Canaan to the 

death of Solomon, c. 477 years; (66) ;:>. third period, of decline and 

degeneration: from the death of Solomon to the murder of Gecla.lyah, c. 

375 years, a.nd therewith the end of the :first cycle. (67) JG'I. Second 

cycle: 1. first period of second cycle, of growth: from the destruction 

of the first temple (68) to the rise of Greece, c. 280 years; (69) 2. 

second period of second cycle, of maturity and magnificence: from Alex-

ander the Great to the fall of the Hasmonean dynasty, c. 260 years; 

(70) :;;;. third period of second cycle, of decline and degeneration: from 

the death of queen Alexandra to the fall of Betar in the Bar-Kochba 

revolt, c. 210 years, and therewith the end of the second cycle. (71) 

The rest of the story Krochmal merely summarizes in s. couple of sen-
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tences rather than detailing the events of the individual cycles and 

periods as he had done up to now, and he says~ 11We cannot now finish the 

story and the interpretation of the following generations, al though also 

i"u:bi;tre :vents transpire according to the pattern of our thought, - the 

only difference being that the periods are longer in extent, different in 

character, and a different spirit prevails in them substantatively. 11 He 

does, however, give some details as to the periodization of the third 

cycle: 1. first period of third cycle, of growth: from Antoninus to the 

beginning of the Gaonic period; 2. second period of third cycle, of 

maturity and magnificence: the Gaonic period, c. 740 O.E. through the 

Golden Age of Spa.in; 3. third period of third cycle, of decline and de­

generation: from the death of Maimonides until shortly after 16lf('), the 

period of the European expulsions and the Chmelnitzky · p·ogromo, and there­

with the end of the third cycle. Krochmal adds: 11 The interpretation of 

all these is important and valuable, so that from them we can learn re­

garding our end. (be 1 ~cha.ritenu) (jj.).'7p/e~) 1'here is still much room 

for interpreters to work in. 11 (72) 

The most important question that must be asked about this per:i.od­

ization j_s what Krochmal intended to do with the history wh:l.ch followed 

the end of his third cycle. It would, off-hand, certainly appear as if 

he had intended to integrate it somehow into his system, for he spoke of 

wfushitng to chronicle the history of Israel 11 to this day 11 • (7.?) And 

though he nowhere makes any reference whatsoever to the ensuing history 

in philosophical terms (although, of course, he does mention historical 

figures of more recent times), one might easily enough deduce from him 

philosophical premises that he must have believed himself to live in one 



of the cycles which would follow the third one. After all, it is the 

Absolute Spirit, itself not subject to the vissicitud.es of' time, which 

again and again elevates Israel above the inroads of natural degenera-

tion. Indeed, Rawidowicz believes that such is the case: 11 It is im-

possible, according to Krochmal 1 s theory, to exclude the coming of new 

11 cycles 11 from the incessant current of Jewish existence. • • It is 

given to Krochmal 1s followers to divide the years 1700-1940 (the time 

of Rawidowicz 1 s writing) into one cycle or two • 11 (71.i·) Rawidowicz, the 

outstanding student of Krochmal 1s writings, certainly deserves serious 

consideration. On the other hand, equally good reaso1IBcan be brought 

forward which would make one believe that the sequence of cycles may 

have, in Krochme.J. 1 s mind, ended with the th:i.rd. F'or one thing, and as 

a matter of cold, documented fact, Krochmal ., li:iowhere mentions anything 

resembling a fourth cycle. Now it might be argued that, even as he 

never got around to detailing the third cycle, so he d:i.d not have the 

chance even to mention the fourth one. But, although it must, of course, 

be remembered that the 11 Guide 11 remained unfinished at his death and thus 

remained a torso, an 11 unfinished symphony11 , it would still be very ex-: 
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tra.ord:i.nary that Nowhere in his notes should he even so much as have 

made mention of the occurrence of a fourth and possibly even a fifth 

cycle; it would have taken only a sj_ngle phrase to do so. In the second 

place, however, the worill. 11 our end 11 (75), if taken, as it might be taken, 

in a technical sense, might make the student hes:i.tate: in Biblical term-

inology 11 the end" me.ans 11 the end of history 11 • Could Krochmal, who was 

always exceedingly careful in the use of words, have meant it in the same 

significance! '.!.'his possibility gains in likelihood when one considers 



the temper of Krochmal 1s time: however much or little Hegel may have in­

fluenced him, the 16th chapter of the 11 Guide 11 proves beyond all doubt 

that he was quite well-known to him. Hegel, it is known, regarded him­

self as the apotheosis of the species of' philosophers, his philosophy 

a~· the apotheosis of philosophy, the Prussian State of his time as the 

apotheosis of history and thus his own time a.s the 11 time of the end. n 

Hegel's third cycle in the development of' religion, for example, he re­

garded as the last and a final consummation. (76) This was tho pecu­

liar, .1ecularized version of 19th-century pseudo-messianism. '.!.'he 11'rench 

Revolution, the increasing political emancipation of men in Europe, the 

tearing-down of the ghettowal}s around the Jewish people, widening ed­

ucation, and the rising tide of romantic, universalistically inclined, 

liberal-minded nationalisms throughout the continent, convinced many 

people, particularly Western-European Jews with wha-11 Krochmal was intel­

lectually so closely connected, that the final era of universal peace 

and brotherhood had dawned. It is, therefore, not at all inconceivable 

that also Krochmal !night have regarded his own time as the end of time. 

Add to this the fact that, as we have already seen, the Hegelian pre­

dilection for triads also characterizes Krochmal 1 s thought,- and it 

cannot be gainsaid that a good case could also be made out for the pro­

position that Kroclunal may have thought of the fourth cycle, in which he 

himself lived, as not so much a continuation of the previous three as 

rather their conaumr.1.ion. Certainly Rawidowicz 1 alternative that he 

might have believed himi:telf to live already in the fifth cycle (77) is 

completely excluded by his own statement that as time went on the 

periods and cycles grew longer j_n extent, and, therefore, the :fourth 



cycle, if in.deed there was to be one at alL, must have been longer than 

its predecessor which lasted from early Roman times to c. 1700 O.E. The 

writer doe El not believe that this question, on the basis of' the avail-

able evidence, can be decided. But certainly no dogmatic, definite 

statements about it ought to be made one way or the other. It ought to 

be recognized that both answers are possible. Surely, the mere poss-

ibility of such sober, semi-scientific millenarianism on the part of our 

thinker open all sorts of intriguing vistasl 

The second most important question regarding the interpretation of 

Krochmal 1s periodization refers to the relationship of the three es-

tablished periods to one another. It is certain that as they follow one 

.··.~ 
after the other Krochmal also believed them to progress beyond their pre-

decessor. 11 Here it is proper that we take cognizance of an notice the 

mighty difference between the spiritual quality of the nation in the 

times 0f the first cycle and its quality now (during the second cycle)' 

and hew gradually it revealed itself and strengthened itself in these 

(latter) days. 11 (78) Indeed, all the descriptions of the second cycle 

are couched in much more glowing and admiring language than those of 

the first, - which is the more noteworthy as they deal, after all, 

mostly with post-Biblical events. And again: 11 Israel experienced no 

more precious era than th:ts (the second cycle) from t,he time that it 

became a nation to this time. 11 (79) This implied belief in progress 

harmonizes well with our author's general and previously noted biological 

bias, though it goes too far to claim, as does Katsh (80), that Krochmal 

held to an unambiguous view of history as progress, for, when all is 

said and done, the Absolute Spirit would, presumably, cont:i.nue to be the 
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exclusive possession of Israel and could not be transferred to other 

nations, - and thus 11 progress 11 would have to transpire within very def-

inite limits. Katsh is right, on the other hand, in recognizing that 

some process of increasing self-consciousness is :i.nvolved in the course 

of historical progress as Krochmal perceives it, though he,too, does 

not locate the crucial phrase which occurs in the 11 Guide 11 : (81) 11 This 
·"·-·-.......... ------

is the great principle, that the existence of a certain spirituality in 

any nation is not sufficient; the nation must also be clearly aware of 

its existence. 11 (82) The German idealist tinge, even the Hegelian cat-

egory of self-consciousness :i.:a umnistakable at this point. The stage at 

which Being becomes Being-for-itself' in Hegel 1 s metaphysics is deline-

ated by Krochmal himself (83) and :i.s the stage of Being 1 s self-con-

sd.ousness. A closer analogy yet than the Hegelian one is the sirail-

arity of this concept of the self-consciousness of a nation's spirit 

with the second rung on the ladder of the Philonic, Alexandrian and later 

mediaeval, Platonizing hirarchy of l~g_o~, that rung, towit, on which 

Absolute Being 11 looks at itself 11 , becomes aware of itself and thus creates 

the first subsidiary form of Being. Krochmal goes to considerable 

length in expounding the doctrines of the or:i.ginal Hellenistic as well 

as of the later scholast:tc Platonizers, (81~) and we shall demonstrate 

later (85) that he must have done so out of a feeling for the essential 

kinship of his own thought with theirs, - however unlikely this combin-

ation of 19th century cd.tical historicist and ancient mystical Pla·t.on·-

izers may at first glance seem. 

The question that must be asked, however, in this connectio~-i iB: 

if each of the three cycles is somewhat higher that i.ts predecessor, 



what is the relationship of their individual sub-periods? Is, for ex-

ample, the first pen.iod of the second cycle higher only than the first 

period of the first cycle? Is it higher also than the second period of 

the first cycle? Or, for that matter, is the third period of' each cycle 

higher or lower than or on the same level as its respective first per-

ihod'? These may appear to be trivial question, and, in fact, Krochmal 

nowhere enters into a discussion of them. They are, however, of some 

relevance to our first questi:n, whether thore were to be other cycles 
I 

! 

after the third one. In line with Krochrnal's organic, biological trend 

of thought, it can be taken for granted that, as the cormnentators point 

out in unison (86), neither the periods nor the cycles are related to 

one another in a dialectical manner. There is nothing antithetical a-

bout the second periods and cycles and nothing synthetical about the 

third ones. Rather, as the original simile clearly indicates, they grow 

out of one another cont:tnu ously as maturity follows youth and senility 

follows maturity. If, on the other hand, the third periods revert back 

to the level of the first periods, as there is nothing before birth and 

nothing; after death, then one might also assume that by the same token 

the third cycle reverts back to the level of the first. This :i.s not im-

possible, in view of the fact that Krochmal :tndicateo the superiority 

of the second cycle over. the first but not of the third over the second. 

In that case, not only is Ka.tshrs thesis of Krochmal 1s doctrine of un-

interrupted progress even further demolished but also additional test-

imony is adduced to make the possibility of a regular fourth cycle more 

unlikely. The two possibilities can be visualized dJ.agrammatically: 
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As in the case of the first questi~n, this W:r~ tet dq~s .npt be.Ueve tha:t 

the available evidence enables us to come to any definite decis:lon as to 

which of' these possibilities Krochmal himself' actually ad:hered to. And 

even the striking similarity between Krochmal and Vico on this point 

does not help us any further, for also with rogard to Vico, whom, ac-

cording to Buber (87), Krochmal 11 follows 11 , this question has been asked 

and only speculatively· answered by Cl.·oce:.- Croce describes the problem of 

the Vico-interpretation in these words: (88) 11 nor is decadence inevit-

able if statesmen and philosophers working in harmony can preserve the 

perfection that has .been reached and check the threatened destruction •••. 

(89) And Croce asks: can this process of recurrine rhythms go beyond 

Christianity, as Vico sees it? He answers: 11 0n the whole (90) it is pro-

bable that the difficulty of determining Vico 1 s opinion as to the fate 

of contemporary society is due to the fact that he had really no settled 
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conviction on the subject and was led hither and thither in various and 

contrary directions by the influence of hopes and fears ••• But since the 

nature of the mind which underlies these cycles is outside time and 

therefore exists in every moment of time, we must not exagg;erate the 

dif'i'erence of the periods ••• The reflux of' history, the eternal cycle of 

·t:.he mind, can and must be conceived, even if Vico does not so express it, 

as not merely diverse in its uniform move14ents but as perpetually in-· 

creasing in richness and outgrowing itself, so that the new period (of 

sense) is really enriched by all the intellect and all the deve lc:ipment 

that preceded it, and the same in true of the new period (of imagination 

or of the developed mind.) ••.•• His philosophy, while it attains the lo:f·t.y 

vision of' the process of' mind in obedience to its own laws, nevertheless 

retains by reason of' this failure to apprehend the progressive enrich­

ment of real:i:ty a1: clement of sadness and desoli?l.tion. 11 (1) 

We have quoted Krochmal to the effect that as time went by the per­

iods and cycles grew in length. (91) In this connection it is inter­

esting to note thEi,t his chapters in the 11 Guide 11 also grow longer as they 

,e;o forward in history, and his analyses become more detailed as he pro­

ceeds from the Bible to Hellenism, the Talmud and the mediaeval Abraham 

ibn Ezra. One Emspects that not only the length of the historical eras 

account for this circumstance but alEJo these additional considerations~ 

1. the Bible, as the talmudic Midrash-has it, is the property by now of 

almost all mankind and not specific to Judaism; it is post-Biblical 

Judaism which characterizes the faith best and with which, therefore, 

the student of' Judaism and of Jewish history will most be concerned; 

2. it is exactly the post-Biblical eras that least is known about by 
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Jew and non-Jew alike, which most require scientific study for that reo.-

son. Lastly, from the point of view of Krochmal 1s intellectual orion-

tat ion it deirnrves notice that, by happenstance or intent, his period-

iza:tion always seems to work out in such a manner that the periods of 

11
matur:i.ty and magnificence 11

, of cultural affluence and intellectual 

purity, coinc:i.de with periods tha;c are conventionally accused of ,11 assj.m-

ilationism
11

: when Jews lived in a foreign cultural el1l.Vironment, absorbed 

great parts of it and intermingled them with their own cultural tradition: 

'1
1
he very beginning of Jewish history is described in terms favorable 

to the idea of cultural inter-relationships: the Arabs also are progeny 

of Abraham, and for that reason they always retained at least part of 

their and our forefather 1 s monothej.sm which is exemplified in their icon-

oclasm; Edom is referred to as 11 our brother 11 ; the person of Job came from 

their midst to find a place in our Bible; and in later times some of them 

(no doubt Krochmal he1e has in mind the Idumaeans) even joined Israel 1 s 

faith. (92) Later on in history at least orf3 of the reasons why God drove 

the patriarchs into F.gp:pt was to have Isre.e 1 there learn the civilized 

arts, above all arch:i.tecture, which were highly developed in that country. 

(93) In the Babylonian exile and due to its dispersion Israel reached a 

h~ight of rel:i.gion never before attained: though it woB there deprived 

of a state and prophecy ceased, - or perhaps just because of these con-

ditions -, hitherto hidden qualities carrie to the fore; henotheism was 

overcome by the experience of exile, monotheism takes hold of tho people 

once and for all, and in general religion flourishes in a. new spiritual, 

urnnaterial setting, withoi1t miracles, 11 not with might and not with 

power, but with My spirit, sayeth the Lord. 11 (94) The almost unbounded 



admira.tion which Krochmal expresses for Hellenist:lc Juda.ism sometimes 

goes beyond all proper l:i.mits; we have already referred to the fact 

that he describes the period when Jews in Hellenistic Egypt founded 

comraunities throughout their cl:l.aspora, spoke Greek and tried to harmon- :1 
!' 

ize the Bible with Greek philosophy as one 11 more precious than any since 

the pa ginning of the nation. 11 ( 95) He seems to put more credence in the 

records of 11 wisdom according to the Jews of Alexandria 11 than th0[1e even 

of the Talmud. (96) And in connection with the restrict:i.ve legislation 

'~ of the Pharisees over against an un-·Jewish environment he makes this 

most illuminating observation: some such quarantining laws may have been 

salutary j_n stemming the tide of dangerous Homan assimilation, but they 

also led to an increasing cleavage between observant and less observant 

Jews, and this separat:i.sm induced the belief on the part of' the Romans 

thing is that, whereas in th0 time of the first temple excessive as-

similation to the cult and laws of the neighboring na·c:i.ons was the cause 

of the downfall of our kingdom, now, toward the end of the days of the 

second temple, one of the contributing causes to the decline was the ex-

cessive separation f'rom the ruling and powerful nation. 11 (97) Also in 

the case of his scholastic hero Abraham ibn Ezra the element of Greek 

and Spanish adjustment must have played a. part in his mind,-at least 

unconsciously. 

All this was no mere fluke and not simply due to an ideological 

bias in favor of periods of Jewish acculturation. It was, in fact, a 

matter o:f' historical principle with Krochmal which he actually formu-

lates explicitly and which, not even necessarily in philosophical but 
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certainly in h~_storical-methodological terminology, indicates tb,e 

thoroughness of his historical frame of references. He notes the fact 

that Alexandrian Jewry used e. 11 Hellenistic language 11 (which he describes 

somewhat like an ancient Yiddish) in its Jewish literature; he adds warn-

ingly that the neglect of Hebrew resulted in the loss of that literature 

to the body of Jewish literature (an interesting comment in the light of 

his own Hebraistic enlightemr..ent); and then states: 11 Know that t):i.is is a· 

great and important principle which we need and f:i.nd proper: that we 

shall continue to investigate i:md analyze the beliefs, morals and traits 

·r· thlil::t were manifest in our people in the course of time,-how the events 

which befell us bound us together in connections and relations with 

others more than is true of any other nation or tongue, though still in 

a limited measure and not more, - how we were affected and changed by 

their beliefs, moro.J.s e.nd traits and how we affected them from generation 

to generation, - even those who were distant from us but came close to us 

in some degree and accepted some of our ways, like the Greeks in the t:ime 

of the later Platonists Plotinus and Pric),us or, :1.n another way, Mohammed, 
'to<~ ......... ! 

and those who had been near us but removed themselves from us like the 

Christians or Spinoza and his f'oJ.lowers. It is the duty of wise and 

great men among us to study and to understand them in their principles 

and roots so that we may approach, through study, clear impressions and 

eventually clear unders'j:,andh1g of our own essence and quality, towit the 

general soul of Israel, how it is revealed in the sphere of our histor-

ical events and words, :i.n the trends and changes of the times to this 

day. From this we can then draw conclusions regarding the future. 11 (98) 

Surely no more lucid description can be given of the :i.mportance of cul-



tural and historical inter-relationships for a correct assessment of any 

individual national culture. And yet this did not, of course, mislead 

Krochmal, the Hebraist and philosopher of the Jewish national spirit, to 

mistake the dangers of false assimilation: he excoriates the Biblical 

kings who did not understand that Israel 1s survival was premised on the 

pure doctrine of the One God and His unity, not on assimilation to the . ._,~.,,,... "'"""'"""''"· 

surrounding idolatrous nations; (99) he heartily approves of Nehemiah's 

expulsion from the reconstituted commonwealth of foreign wives, pros-

elytes and alien influences because of their injurious effects on the 

religion of Judaism. (100) 

Indeed, historiographical methodology is constantly ro-ernphasized 

by the philosopher as one o:t' the most important contributions to 11 the 

purified faith. 11 But for Krochmal such methodology meant more than it 

docs for the factual historian; for him historical methodology was bas-

ically a philosophical cdncern. '.l.'o be sure, he stre~Jses the same de-

siderata which also tho conventional modern h:i .. :;torian stresses: economic 

and soc:l.aJ. causes are recognized as one of the important strains in the 

dynamics of history; taxes and geography are given their due woight.(101) 

The changes which come about in social and even religious institutions 

due to the passage of time and the alteration of cond:i.tions are appre-

ciated, even ascribed to classic religious figures. (102) TI1e instruments 

of comparative critical philology are employed. (103) Krochmal reiterates 

often that by rational canons Hterary docura.onts must be interpreted in 

the light of their authors 1 intentions, not by way of exegetical re-

interpretations, in order to yield valid historical conclusions: 11Was 

this in truth the intent and desire of the book1 This is the question 
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which the ancient generations never asked, but along its lines :i.nter-

pretation in our time must move ••• " (101.i.) He condemns Philo for 11 ad-

ducing from the text more than its simple meaning$11 ( r;te~/f (j,ftog /"'"J)) 

(105) And the dangers of the Agge.dah_, talmudic homilies, consist large-

ly in that it is too often taken literally when it had been intended 

poetically; in exaspers.tion at the stupidity of his orthodox opponents 

Krochmal exclaims: 11 Thelle are times when things (such as these) which 

are as clear as the sun need to be explained 100 times and more* 11 To 

the contrary, also Agg~ must be dealt with 11 so as not to contra-

diet the foundations of the purified faith, right reason and pure mor-

als • 11 
( 106) The j_mportance for valid history of accurate chronology ls 

pointed out again and again, for without it confusion and lack of cau·-

sal consistency cannot be avoided. ( 107) Thus much of' the chapter deal-

ing with the Talmud is concerned with the establislunent of an at least 

tentative chronology for entire tractates as well as individual !'._u.._~t1::_, 

(..}.. /IC/0) (108) although, at the same time, both in order to defend him-

self against super-orthodox attacks as well as in order to focus on the 

actual philosophical tangentiaJ.ity of temporal consider~J.tio11s, Krooluna.l 

adds: whether they be earlier or later, the laws are equally significant, 

for 11 honor, usefulness and spiritual good 11 have nothing to do with 

time. ( 109) But having stated this proviso he can go on to anticipa.te 

the great discussion which flared up a.round Fraenkel 's P.arcl~~.!i~Mish~~~ 

(1'\j e/V>~ 1.:n~) by interpreting the term 11 Mosaic laws from Sinai 11 ( .A./.>f,l 

.!J'Of( l'\~/l/r )in a broad and metaphoric sense. (110) In formulating 

new historical hypotheses Krochmal is alway·s exceflsively cautioui;i, both 

because he wishes to reduce the possible offensiveness of his theories 

·' ., 
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to the orthodox as much a.s at all possible as well as in order to main-

tain proper scientific reserve. (111) 

But all these are the mere paraphernalia of positive, historical 

research. •ro Krochmal, however important they may be for research, they 

are of subsidiary rank. They find their proper place only when integrated 

into a complete system of historiographical methodology which in turn is 
, 

fundamen,cally of a philosophical nature. We have already pointed out 

that the basic, philosophical reason why Krochmal engages in historical 

-~ ' research in the first place is that he regards it as a prerequ:Lsite for 

what he calls 11 the purHied faith 11 • ( 112) In order to be raised to a 

h:i.gher level of intellectuality and spiritual truth religion must be 

conceptualized and investigated as to its correct historical development. 

For history to make this contribution to '~conceptualized religion11 , 

however, it must first be conceptualized itself. Obviously, the factual 

details of historical events have a bearing on intellectualized religion 

only insofar as they constitute the raw material of h:i.story, even as per-

ception deals legitimately with the details of sensual experience. But 

as the latter, to become genuine knowledge, must go through the process 

of abstraction, (113) IO?O also the former, in order to become genuine his-

torical knowledge, must go through the sarn.e process. 11 0onceptualized 

history, 11 the principles of history, rather than the mere accumulation 

of random facts, thereforqi, are the supreme goal of the real historian. 

They are also the goal of Krochmal. 1 s histor:tcal methodology. (Ult) He 

states this view of the proper function of the historian most succinctly 

in the f'o:rm off.' a criticism of Josephus Flavius: 11 Joseph the priest, the 

only hhJtorian to have dealt with this period, already took notice of 
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its various events, but only in the field of politics, and even with pol-

itical events he did not deal according to the causes which brought them 

about nor according to the connectfon of their essential dynamic out of' 

which they were born, -· and when he instructs us in the materiality of 

these events he does not speak at all of the moving spirit which brings 

them into actuality. 11 
( 115) Here the main stress is clearly on the 

importance of the underlying 11 spirit 11 of historical events rather than 

on their causal connection and on the significance of cultural h).story 

alongside of political history, though these too are designated as im-

portant enough. (116) 

Briefness e.nd the selection of salient features in historical de-

vdopmenw appear to be the manner in which Krochmal proposes to concep- .. ( 

tualize history. This is presumably the historiographical equivalent 

of the epistemological process of abstraction in which, too, uncharacter-

istic details are stripped off the object of sensual perception so that 

its essence, its generality, may appear. Indeed, this is Krochrna1 1 s 

typical procedure throu~hout the lengthy passages dealing in historical 

research. Above all, however, it must be assumed that the fitting of 

the historical facts into the philosopM.cal scheme of periods and cycles 

of growth and decay whfoh we have previously outlined ( ll 7) constitutes 

this conceptualization. 

Croce, in summarizing the philosophy.of Giambattista Vico, w:i.th 

whom we have previously had occasion to compare Krochmal, says: 11 He 

demanded the construction of a typical history of human society (.c.?_ogi-

~~) which Nas then to be discovered in the facts (::'.:~~eE:.~).... The 

ideal history o:E' the eternal laws which govern the course of all nations' 



deeds in their rise, progress, points of rest, decline and fall ••• Thus 

each of the tendencies shown by his interpreters :ia partially justified: 

one grot.1p of who:m maintain tha.t Vico laid down and employed the specu­

lative method; another, that his procedure was both :i.n intention and i.n 

effect empirical, inductive and psychological. ••.• The philosophy of man 

undertakes to determine the forms, categories or ideal moments of mind 

in the:i.r necessary succession, and in this aspect ii well deserves the 

title or definition of' "eternal ideal history, 11 according to which 

particular histories in time proceed; while no :f're.gmc:mt however small 

of actual history can bo conceived in which this ideal history is not 

present. But, since ideal history is also for Vico the empirical deter­

mination of the order in which the forms of civilization, states, lang­

uages, styles s.nd kinds of poetry succeed one another, :i.t comes about 

tha.t he eonceives the empirical series as identieal with the ideal ser­

ies and as deriving validity from it •.• And th:i.s very treatment of the 

empirical course of events as 2J1solutc threw a shadow of empiricism 

over their ideal eourse; since the latter once identified with the 

former took ove:r its empirical and temporal character instee.d of the 

eternal and extra-temporal chiwacter which it had as originally con-

ceived. 11 ( 118) Thin statement about Vico can be applied almost lit··· 

er ally also to Krochroal. He, too, constructed the ideal hi::d;.ory of' 

cycles, and he, too, ene;aged in research in empirical history. 'rhe re­

la:t.ionship of' the two is here at issue. Croce submits that Vico was 

never qu:i.te £\ble to synchronize completely h:i.s ideal with his empirical 

historiography, that he swerved fron one to the other to the detriment of 

both, and that, therefore, those interpreters are partly right who pro­

claim him an empiricist as well as those who would make of his an :i.-

•) 



dee.list philosopher of history in Jc.he absolute sense of this term. 

Croce concludes: 111rhis unity of philosophy and philology, a unity wHh 

Vfoo sometimes confused and impure in method, recurred in its faulty 

aspects also in the Hegelian school; so that this mental tendency might 

with justice be entitled 11 Vicianism. 11 (119) ••• Vico was the 19th century 

in germ. 11 ( 120) 

This is not the place for a critial evaluation of Krochma1 1s phil-

osophical and historical work, but, Nithout anticipating that task, the 

question must at least be asked whether this conflict of ideal, cyclical 

history with empirical historical research does not also occur in his 

system. Rawidowicz believes that he was essentially an empiricist: 11 To 

blossom, flower and decay are not the passing phases of reason which 

develop over and above all empiric experience but ate rather very natural 

phases which hold true for every· being subordinated ·to the law of growth 

and decay. 11 He considers Hegel, on the other hand, an ~:..l~E.!or~ philos-

opher. (121) Ka.tsh, on tho other hand and more rightly, replies: 11 The 

question of whether Hegel's dialectics are of an a prior:i. or an a pos-

teriori character can scareely be answered conclusively ••• As one cannot 

brand Hegel 1s method as exclusively ~r~i, so one cannot classify 

Krochmal 1 s as exclusively '.:1:_PO~tei:-_i'.ori_, for it is certainly true that he 

applies to history an evolutionary conception borrowed from the world of 

nature. 11 
( 1.22) Thus we are again in the r.uiddle of the eontroversy be-

tween the interpreters, of whom Croce says that both of them a:re partie.-

lly right because he whom they wish to interpret never quite decided the 

question entireJ.y in his own mind. Atlas points out that the problem 

with which Rawidowicz and Katsh grapple had lost its sign:i.ficance for 
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both Hegel and Krochmal when the former 1s identification of thought and 

being destoyed the distinction of '.?:J'.£!~ri. and ~? .. ~::'::.~'.'.'.io_r~.· Unlike the 

pre-Hegelian Vico, therefore, the identity of the ideal with the empirical 

se1•:\.os may be regarded as justified by the system in the case of Krochmal. 

The fact of the matter is that, as happens to all philosophers of.history, 

a case could be made out without too much trouble that one could take 

exactly the same facts which Krodunal handles but arrange them in a 

different series. Thus it would be hard to decide whether it was the 

empirical facts which determined the ideal series or whether the ideal 

series determined the facts. One might even go so far as to venture the 

suspicion that Krochmal did not get around to specifying the events of 

the periods of the third cycle and that he did not even ou·tline the 

principles of history after the end of the third cycle not only because 

time and en13rgy did not permit but also because, had he tried to do so, 

he might have found the plethora of :f'acts too unwieldy for his cyclical 

tr,~atmer.tt, for, of course, the closer one comes to n:odern history the 

greater is the avaHability of extant and documented knowledge. '.l.'his is 

not in itsel:f' a criticism of Krochmal 1s method, because, as we have said, 

the same criticism could be leveled at just about every philosopher of 

history: whatever systematization might be proposed could be, and is, 

attacked on such empirical grounds. The empirical ev:i.dence is in this 

problem by f'ar not the only judge of the validity of the system; prima.r­

ily also its unity with a valid log:tcal and ethical system would. have to 

sit in judgment, and that is a question which we postpone till later. 

(125) Merely the possibility of ~he doubt is here established f'or pos­

sible later use. 



Apart from this philosophical reason for conceptualizing and thus 

11
puri.f'yin.e; 11 history, however, Kroclm1al also has a practical, indeed an 

apologetic reason. He is still concerned with the npurified faith" of 

Judaism and wants to protect it from the attacks of Jewish cynics as 

well as of non~Jewish scientists. And the scient:lfic study of Judaism 

alone will make possible this objective. Scientific study· now, means 

essentially two things to him: J.. the acceptance o:t' established scien­

tific conclusions from whatever source they may stern, be it his own or 

other Jewish scholars' conclusions or those of general 1!.'uropean higher 

learning, - for to try to cover up that which is revealed is much more 

dangerous to the orthodoxy of the fa:i.th than to reveal that which has 

hitherto been covered up, and 2. the collect:lon of whatever sc:i.entific 

knowledge is already deposited, though often half-forgotten, in classic 

Jewish scho larshi 1J. 
11 We are compelled to accept the verdict of modern 
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scholars and their proofs ••• Only for our vindication will we say that 

these scholars have more proofs which show that also our own ancient 

tenchers knew abot1t this. ll ( 121+) At the same time that he repeatedly and 

eloquently defends the right of ;g:ree scholarship, in termG of the prim­

acy of truth and of its practical modern usefulness, he always guards the 

reserve of tradition and handles it most gingerly. (125) Very mtil.ch in 

the spirit of ll:aimonides, whom he actually invokes, he declares his su­

preme goal to be 11 to make peace between· re anon and the two Torahs, 

written and oral 11 
( 126) The ~.?~.~las.~ic~. of the expressfon of this 

scientific view of his deserves verbatim quotation: 11 Know, my friend, 

(I am compatled to repeat thifJ three times and more) that our :i.ntent:l.on 

in this chapter and in the whole book :i.s to purify and explain the as­

pects of our faith in a rational manner, by definitions of thoughtful 
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investigation, and by searching for truthful evidence, - and by meEms of 

these three methods to de:f.end the r:i..ght against the doubters, attackers 

and deniers and aga:i.nst all those who stray from the right path of truth 

in any direction. This is the great need in our time. We have also 

stated previously that our goal in truth resembles the goal of Maimon­

ides :i.n the 11 Guide 11 for the people of his time (here, of course, is the 

origin of Krochmal 1 s title) and that we always follow in his footsteps in 

matters of research, there be:i.ng no difference between the people of his 

generation, their perplexity and its necessary cure, and the present 

generat:i.on and its condition. 11 (127) 

Now, it neither can be nor is the purpose of this study to review 

the details of Krochmal 1 s philological, M.stor:i..cal and literary studies .. 

Many of them have since his time become the corcmon property of historical 

scholarship; others undoubtedly have been rejected by later researchers; 

a not inconsiderable number are of innate interest because they show the 

author's scientific perspicacity, thoroughness and flair for imaginative, 

yet sober combination; by far the majority of them have served, either 

in deta:Ll or in principle, as stimuli to the further development of his­

torical and literary investigation. But despite this interest we :forego 

the plea.sure of tracing them for they fall within the province of his­

tory, not of philosophy or even the philosophy of history. 

We must concern ourselves, on the other hand, with those remaining 

chapters of the 11 Guide of the Perplexed of the Time 11 which dee.l with 

philosophies or philosophers, primarily because by virtue of their 
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sub.iect-matter they are very close to, if not actually part of, our area 

of' study, but secondarily also because in view of their subject-matter 

it is always possible that they may have a direct bearing on Krochmal 1 s 

philosophy of history. We believe that they will in fact turn out to 

have such a bearing. 

The main such chapter is, of course, the fa.molls chap:ter 16 which 

bears the tile 11 Definit:i.ons and Prolegomena to the Wisdom of Faith 

(philosophy of religion) taken from Theoretical Philosophy. 11 'I'his is 

the chapter which expounds in brief a summary of Hegel 1 s metaphys:l.cs, 

though Hegel's name does not occur in it. Outside of this chapter there 

would have been preciously little in the 11 Guide 11 to make possible the 

cla.im that Krochmal was in fact a Hegelian. Such things as the concepts 

of national spi.r.;i.ts and the absolute spirit, the triadic divisions of 

historic cycles etc. would easily have been traced to traditional Jewish 

and general philosophic influences (128) rather than to the specific and 

overpowering influence of Hegel, had it not been for this passage. It is 

this chapter which has released the torrent of controversy between, on 

the one hand, people like Landau (129) who see Krochmal as a J!Iegelian 

pure and simple and others like Rawidowicz who deny it. 

The J.:i.terary and philosophic problem resu.lting from this chapter is 

not so simple, however, as to permit the student simply to state that he 

does not believe that the Hegelian philosophizing of chapter 16 is char-

acteristic also of the rest of the book and that, therefore, Krochmal 

ma.y not legitimaiely be called a. Hegelian. The problem is not even ad-

equat0ly solved when one gives good and convincing reasons for this con-

clusion. For this additional, even :E'undamental question must first be 

I 

I 

I 
I 
I 
! I 

' 



57. 

satiBfactorily answered: that chapter 16 is an exposition, though brief 

and partly even superficial, of' Hegel's metaphysics is not denied by 

anyone, including those who oppose the Hegelian view; it must then be 

explained by them why Krochmal included such an exposition in his work 

on the philosophy of Jewish history. We can never proceed in philosophy 

on the gratuitous and unsystematic assumpt:i.on that Bomething has crept 

into the thought of a philosopher by accident or mistake; this would re-

duce the work of a serious man into a haphazard conglomeration of rea.d-

ing-notes, and it leads to the kind of violent exegesiB which changes 

every tE. :::.t in the image of its re"3.der. Even if it be granted that the 

11 Guide 11 crune to its editor Zunz only in the form of unfinished draf'ts, 

the existence of a chapter on Hegel must have had its cause in the mind 

of Kroclunal. Interpreters like Landau have little difficulty with that 

problem: they simply deduce from it that Krochmal wa,s a Hegelian, and 

that is the end of that, - although they then run into the insuperable 

problem of having to prove the Hegelian character of the rest of the 

system, which cannot be done, and which they commonly also avoid 

try·ing to do. Landau, for example, only deals with chapter 16 and the 

beginning of chapter 17 and forgets, in effect, about the rest. It is 

the others who muBt face the quest.ion: surely chapter 16 must have some 

relationship to the rest of the book; if ti:e logic, epiBtemo~ogy and 

philosophy of history of the 11 Guide 11 do not exemplify the basic philo-

sophic concepts taught in this chapter, what theM is this relationoh:'tp? 

Guttmann answers this quest:i.on as follows: 11 0nly in the chapter 

about the bases of the philosophy of' relig;iori which are 0.er:i.ved from 
I 

logic, which was apparently written in the last years of Krochmal 1s life, 
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and which comprises essentially the upshot of Hegel's logic, only here 

does Krochmal develop Hegel's concepts in their dialectical form,- and 

according to some stray remarks in the chapter it is. :j:iossible that dur-

ing the last period of his affliction he was ready to accept the Hege-

lia.n dialectic. Yet this chapter stands completely separate and by it-

self in Krochmal 1s book, - and apart from or outside of it we do not 

find the dialectical method, the conceptual development or the dialect-

ica.J. :formulation of' the course by which the world comes f'orth ou·l;, of' 

God." (130) Thus, to the extent to which he not only admits his e-

ssentiaJ. bafflement b:ut actually tries, however cautiously, to suggest 

a theory which would reconcile the Hegelian chapter with the rest of 

Krochnml's writings, Guttmann proposes a chronological answer: toward 

the end of his life Krochmal was veering toward Hegelianism whereas pre-

viously he had not so much been under its influence. Although there is 

no proof for this hypothesis, for all we know it may be true. But even 

then it does not answer o:r question. A systematic question cannot be 

answered in terms of the passage of time. Furthermore, this proposed 
i, 

' answer only leads the question one step backwards, for if it is true we 

must then go on to ask why Krochmal, in view of his later Hegelian frame 

of references, did not ~o back to recas~ the entire system in its terms. 

Rawidowicz and Kat sh, on the other hand, together with practically all 

other commentators, do not really try to answer the question at all. 

They content themselves w:i.th pointing out that the 1\,Guide 11 as such is not 

especially a Hegelian work of philosophy, that at most it shows the in-

fluence of German ideaJ.h1m in general, and that the Hegelian chapter 

strikeo the reader as being quite out of philosophic context. 



·we are going to propose a solution to th:i.s question. It can be 

shown, this hypothesis will claim, ·that chapter 16 stands in close and 

integral relationship with and :ls the continuation of one of the arch-

itectonic stra:i.ns in the book. For this purpose, however, we must broad-

en our question. We will not only ask what the chapter on Hegel has to 

do with Krochmal 1 s philosophic work as a whole and with his philosophy 

of history but also what role the chapters on Philo .of Alexandria (chap-

ter 12), Kabbalah and gnosticism (chapter 15) and Abraham ibn Ezra 

(chapter 17) play in this connection. 

That Krochmal spends an unproportionately great deal of time on 

these subjects, though it has not previously been particularly noted by 

the commentators, seems beyond doubt. Chapters 12 and 15, though pur-

portedly dealing with different subjects, the first with Philo and the 

second with the Kabbalah, in fact deal with the same theme: by way of 

explaining the history of the bo.sic ideas of the Kabbalah Krochmal 

traces them back to Alexandrian philosophy and therewith to Philo. Now 

Philo may have been of some importance in J·ewish history and in the his-

tory of Jewish philosophy. His and others' nee-Platonism showed its 

minor effects in the Talmud, major effects in the rise of Christianity, 

gnostid.sm, scholasticism and Jewish m;ysticism, but, as Krochmal himself' 

points out, funda.mento.lly it was a road leading away f'rom J\idaism; with 

Christianity itself Krochmal does not concern himself a.t all. To devote 

two entire chapters to Philo is, therefore, completely out of proportion 

and philosophically unnecessary. Ibn Ezra, on the other hand, belongs 

in the third cycle of Jewish history which the historian merely period-

izes but does not specify. Literally the only fact or figure out of' Jchat 
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cycle with which he deals at all is Ibn Ezra, and then he deals with him 

in a chapter longer than any other in the book. How can one, then, help 

but ask: how do Philo, Ibn Ezra and Hegel get into the 11 Guide :for the 

Perplexed of the Time? 11 

One could, presumably, of'fer all sorts of' technical, trivializing 

answers to this question. It might be said that these philosophers were 

largely unknown to Jewish students, and in pursuit of' his goal of bring­

ing the world of general culture, insofar as it had any bearing on Jud­

aism, to the attention of Jewish scholars, Kroclunal himself wished to 

make a beginning and, there:f'ore, engaged in some research intothem him­

self and included the1"l', in form of a short anthology, in his book. One 

might even go so far as to say that their inclusion was practically ac­

cidental, that Krochmal had happened to have done some work in them, that 

he possessed notes on them, and just simply included this material be­

cause it happened to be handy. (131) But these, and simHar solutions, 

are philosophically unsystematic, in the first place, - they are of a 

trivializing nature, in tho second, and they merely bring the question 

back by one step again where one would have to ask: why did Krochmal 

11
happen

11 
to be interested in Philo, Ibn Ezra and Hegel and not ;in other, 

equally or more important philosophers in history? 

In order to arrive at a satisfactory answer to our question, it 

w:i.11 be necessary to review Krochmal 1 s summaries of the philosophies of 

these men in ereatet detail with due, systematic emphasis on i:hose as­

pects which are of particular relevance to the conclusion which we sha.11 

propose. 

In the case of Philo of Alexandria Krochmal tentatively proposes 
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a thesis which David Neumarck was later to work out more elaborately, 

that the Platonizing tendency is noticeable in many talmud.ic passages, 

- a fact 1·1hich Krochmal connects with Philo 1s Jewish reverberations. It 

may be thought that some of the passages which Kroclunal analyzes in this 

light lend themselves to such an interpretation only by means of rather 

forced exegeses (1;52), bu·t the three fundamental points out of Philo 1 s 

writings which commend themselves particularly to the historian are una­

ffected by this difficulty: in the first place, he interprets Philo as 

having primarily taught the subservience of the senses to the intellect 

and the epistemological as well as moral usefulness of the former only 

when properly used by the latter. (155) In the second place, like the 

Jewish philosophers of the Middle Ages, he is particularly entranced, 

though at the same time repelled, by the doctrine of the !?:JJ:~, the Pla­

tonic primordj.al matter which, co-existent with and as eternal as God, 

constituted the substance out of which the world was to come into being. 

(l;'.5~-) Wherever the doctrine of the ~~was accepted creation ~_Eihilo 

had, of course, to be denied, and the best that was conceivable, the 

closest that one could come to the Bibl:i.cal view of cosmogony, was, as 

Ha.Levy showed, (l.?5) a theory of emanations.list, eternal creation ac·~ 

cording to which the world was the necessary, not voluntary, and time­

less, not instantaneous, product of the meeting of eternal spirit with 

eternal matter. And the third }1oint in Philo 1 s system that especially 

interested Krochmal is formulated by him in these words: 11 The choice and 

most elevated stage of the faith and knowledge of God is seen and opened 

and indicated in the people of Israel, the people sacred to the Tetra.­

grarrunaton, ,. the Reality, who are priests and prophets to the High Goel 



for the whole human race. 11'or the sake of humanity the family which is 

part of God (:i..e. Israel) is given over to the unmediated guidance of 

God, while the other nations are handed over to the guidance of celestial 

princes, highspirits, God 1 s angels appointed over them. 11 (156) In Philo 

these 11 princes 11 are, of course, identical with the emanationaUst lo.i.g;o:!:_. 

Though the nations of the world are thus divided from one another not 

only by virtue of their ne.tural, biological discreetness but also by 

virtue of the different genii which dominate them in heaven, in messianic 

times mankind will be united and unified, again not only in the terres·­

trial sense but also in the sense that God alone wiJ.J. resume His direct 

providence over them all together as He now does only with regard to 

Israel. (157) 

As we have already pointed out, in chapter 15 Krochmal proposes to 

study Jewish mysticism, but, e:x.cep-1:. :E'er a few introductory remarks, he 

never really gets to his subject. He traces the philosophic orientation 

of the Kabbalah back to Alexandrian gnosticism which, in turn, had its 

founto.in-hoad :i.n Philo. Having thus returned to the Alexandrian period, 

he never gets back to the I{abbalah anymore but states in some detail the 

views of three minor thinkers. The:i.r ideas are then by implication also 

presumed to be expressed in many different ways in Jewish mystical lit­

erature. What are these ideasi They e.re essentially only variants of 

ideas we have already encountered in Philo. 'l'he world came to be through 

a. process of emanations from God Hhich eventually reached down to the 

very hyl~, the sub-'lunar world being an intermixture of the last log~­

with primorcl:i.al matter. The purpose of history and religion is, accord­

ingly, to separate these two elements from one another again and thus to 



re-establish spirit :i.n its pristine purityo (1)8) (And it was obviously 

not very hard for fl.I'ochmal to bring out the similarity of this doctrine 

with the Kabba.l:i.stic one of 11the collection of the fragments of the ves-

sels • 11
) Again, each nation possesses its O':ll1 deity, each of these deities 

through the mediation of the ruler ( 1 arxon) of the world and hi.s princes 
~~ .. --

who are appo:.1.nted to every people. 11 (1)9) It is poss:i.bJ.e, on the other 

hand, for men to establish contact with the supreme dei !~y :i.n a manner 

more direct than by means of the various and manifold intermediaries on 

the ems.nationalist ladder, for men of piety and high intellectual de-

velopment can skip this arduous process with the help of a Savior who 

constitutes a direct link between the lowest forms of existence and the 

highest. This last reservation p·ives 
Q an opening to a possible 

doctrine that, for example, Israel may not be involved in the complex-

ity of the world of !?_goi but may be subject directly to the Absolute 

Spirit himself. (J.LH) 

Much of this mystery-religion and mystery-philosophy Krochmal, o;f!;· 

course, rejected, for he was fully consdous of its historical and phil-

osophical relations with gnosticism, Christianity, and heretical Ka.b-

bala.h. Thus he indicates, for example, that early modern Sabbatianism 

again taught very similar notions, and he remarks in historical wonder-

ment: 11 0ne must marvel at the changes in the course of time while yet 

its events so :resemble one another! 11 (The Hebrew of: E.].us sa change 

12_1~-~-es:!::.__±_~~~~---chose.) But he is far from d0nying it all validity. 

Even as he characterized the three double-dangers of false religion at 

the very beginning of his studies as hav:i.ng begun with reason but ended 
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in unreason ( 142), so he says also here: 11 AJ.J. this began w:i.th reo.son but 

ended in (e:iwess:tve, undisciplined) imagination. 11_ (J.lf)) 

Ign Jfara 1 s theor~r of creation does not differ fundamentally, ifJ in 
~· ...... 

:fact derived from that of the Alexandrian Platon:tzers. For him, too, the 

cor:11ne·-into-being of the ivorld is essentially the coming-together of the 

two pre-existent exj.stents, God who is absolute sp:i.rit and the ~1.e 

it 
which is uncons"itioned matter. God must necessarily think true thoughts, -
and these thoughts are the derived ~o_goi which, taken together, build 

the ladder that leads from Him down to mai~ter. In fact, theoe neces 2:e.ry 

thoughts of God are several things at the same time: the;r are, in the 

first place, God 1s thoughts; they are, in the second, the emanations 

which eventually cause the existence of the sensual world; and they are, 

finally, the Platonic ideas, arch--types of all the changing and m:ultitu-

dinous objects of the perceptual universe. (J.hl~) In each such capad.ty, 

as emanations, ideas and essences, they are, of course, unperishable. 

But what is even more important, this series of unfo ld:i.ngs out of God is 

a necessary, not a volitional process on the part of God. The very be--

ginning of' creation is, therefore, quite :i.n the Aristotelian sense of 

the word, a law of nature rather than an act of' the ethical will. And 

Ibn Ezra is repeatedly represented by Krochms.l as following this Ar:i.s-

totelian line of thinking: to be nure, the essences come about in the 

just described mrurner, simply as the unconditioned activity of Absolute 

Spirit. But unformed as they are as yet and bare of all delimitations 

and definitions, they are al so imperceptible, unknowable for human be-· 

ings. 'fhese essences constitute the second of three worlds: the first, 

absolute, undifferecri:.iated spirit, is :i.nnaccesr:d.ble to material human be-

tngG and, in a manner of speaking, even non-existent since it is un-

differentiated; the second, that of the bodyless sp:i.rits or thoughts 
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emanated from God, is divided among itself, consists of separate and dis-

creet individuals, but it, too, is as yet unknowable and, therefore, non-

existent, as it were. (1l~5) Only in the third world, that of material 

existents, is spirit given form by entering into matter, - thus com-

pletely individuated and defined. If, then, pre-material. existence is, 

in a manner of' speaking, unknowable and nothing, materialization is ere-

By this play on words Krochro.al ts Ibn Ezra has saved his orthodoxy 

and proclaimed his belief in 9r~~-~-o~-E!E.:l:lO• Despite this somewhat. 

artificial show of' orthodoxy, on the other hand, no secret is made of 

the fact that this is not creation in time but emanationalist, necess-

ary and, therefore, eternal creation. (It will, of coul·se, be remem-

bered that }fa!Jev.y' ; stated explicitly that though he himself did not 

adhere to this doctrine of creation, he also did not regard it as fun-

damentally irreconcilable with the Biblical fa:Lth if it could philo-

sophically be proved to be true.) 11 Ibn Ezra believed in creation, but 

not j_n creation in time. 11 (147) And Krochmal adds puckishly: only 

Jews believe that the world was created apr)roximately 5000 years ago, 

but that should not deceive anyone into not understanding that also the 

ph:Uosophe1·s believe in creation, though not in creation in time: and 

it may, then, be concluded that according to 'Jewish tradition what hap-

pened c. 5000 years ago is not the coming-into-being of' any and of the 

f'irst type of existence but only of the f'frst materialization, i.eo the 

occurrence of the third sphere, 11 a:nd let us rather not ask whether even 

this creation was f'rom something. 11 (111-8) 

Man, as the proto-type of all lndividuation, is, of course, prim-
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arily the product of materialization and thus the typical representative 

of the third world. On the other hand, he is also bestowed with more 

spirit, even self-conscious spirit, than all other forms of existence. 

He stands, therefore, right on the border between the second and the 

third world. Despite his materiality and earth-boundness he is thus 

raised to a higher level of existence; he is, in fact, 11 ~:i:i.fg?_l.'.:9-~-~n 11 • 

(Krochmal uses and do:f'ines the Hegelian term.) (11+9) He j __ s 11 the secret 

of the worlds, and his soul·:is bound together with the celestial souls .. 11 

i . 
( 150) If' me.n as such is the higheat, form of terrestrial existence, :i.f 

- ' 
his soul is bound up with the souls of the higher spfrits, - then 

Is'i·ael is the highest form of human existence and his soul is bound up 

with the Absolute Spirit Himself.. 11 The most honored be:i.ng on earth is 

man, and the most honored being among men is Israel ••• He is the perfect, 

intellectual man who clings to Reality. 11 (151) Somehow this is again 

very reminiscent of the Hafovyan doctrine (152) that as man is to the 

animal world, the animal to the world of vegetation and this to inor-

gt:mic :reality, so is Israel to humanity, - a completely di:f':f'erent level 

of ex:i.stence. (155) And if it should be asked how the universal God, 

upon whom all reality :i.s dependent, can be concentra·t:.ed more in one form 

of reality than :ln another, in man more than :i.n the re st of the earth 

and in Israel more than in the rest of mankind, Ibn Ezra answers - so 

Kroclnnal declares: even as the human spirit pervades the entire human 

individual and yet is most manifest in sorne parts of it~ such as thought:.~ 

the emotions etc., so also God inhabits all reality and yet is more 

visible in some places than in others. (15~-) 

The last point out of Krochmal 1 s summary of Ibn Ezra 1 s system that 



needs to be stressed in this connection concerns the eventual outcome of 

the vissicitudes of human historyo Ibn Ezra defends the at least par-

tial knowabil:i.ty o:t' God against those who would establish an unqualif-

ramifications of their views into the theory of negative divine attri-

butes and even complete, mystical, religious agnosticism throughout 

ancient, mediaeval and modern philosophy need not here be traced-) 

pronounce God unknowable not only on the ground that He :i.s, by defin-

ition, beyond human ken but also on the ground that 11 if I knew Him I 

would be He. 11 (155) Over against this view Krochmal 1s Ibn Ezra insists 

that some aspects of God can be known. If this were not so man would 

be even worse of:E' than ·l::.he animal fl, for the latter do not know Him, but 

at least they also do not feel the need of knowing Him, whereas in the 

case of humans not only would a corwtitutive need remain unfulfilled 

but even a conscious constitutive need would remain unfulfilled. (156) 

If men ever lack the feeling of this need they do so only temporarily 

and only due to external, social, political, economic and historic cir-

cumstances of special strain and stress. (157) Eventually, however, -

and this eventual point is clearly to be understood in logical, not in 

temporal terms - all these variations of the fate of God among men, the 

object of greater or lesser searches, separated from His creatures by the 

intermediation of His own emanations, will come to a final consummatfon. 

All the many ways in which God has in history subdivided His oneness 

wj.11 be overcome when His oneness will be restored. Everything will re-

turn to the Ono, (158) - and this presumably means not only that all the 

nations which have historically been under the suzerainty of subsidiary 

f 
I 

! 

I 
I 
[ 
11 

t 

I 
t 
1: 

I' 
' 



68. 

spirits will return to the direct Providence of God Himself (159) but 

also that the ladder of emanations by which the Spir:i.t descended from 

His high place to lowly matter will be re-ascended, and the world will 

return ·l;o the state of spiritual purity out of which lt originated. In 

his introduction to the chapter on Hegel Krochmal repeats this view re-

ga.rding the eventual re-unification of God and the world's humanity: 

11 It is a principle of the Biblical faith that the entire human race will 

join in the l:Jlowledge of God eventhough only in the ei1d-of-days, as is 

plentifully demonstrated. in the testimonies and in the prayers. 11 (160) 

Thus, in a manner of speaking, the great cycle of cycles of which his·-

tory consists returns to its point of departure, a point which is as 

little temporal in the beginning as it will be at the end but which is 

rather logical - as would be requisite in a doctriiftof infinite creation. 

This is, indeed, an extraordinary spectacle, - the student must exclaim·-, 

how a philosopher of history super-imposes his philosophy of history, 

his philosophy of temporal events, upon a backdrop of a metaphysical 

philosophy which operates ou·l;side of time! And we are again forcibly 

rem1nded of what Croce had to say about Vico 1s ardent attempts to recon-

cile his ideal historical series with his empirical h:i.storical series. 

(161) 

Rotenstreich, in fact, endeavors very astringently to destroy all 

semblance of rationality in Krochmal 1 s system by contrasting this o:xtra-

temporal aspect of his philosophy with the historical aspect. If, so he 

rightly points out, Krochmal 1s "Absolute Spirit 11 is God it is not a per-

sonaJ. God, a God rather who is very clor>e to a pantheistic deity, and 



one who himself has no will and leaves no room for a human will. This 

last, the deprivation of God's volition, is manifest most clearly, as we 

have ·just had occasion to see ( 162), in Krochmal 1 s logical necessity to 

think of creation in terms of emanation. For that reason alone it would 

already appear .impoasible to construct a view of history on this basis, 

for how can there be history without wilH :F'u:r.thermore, if the world is 

ruled by such an Absolute Spirit there can be no history, for Absoluteness 

implies staticness, perfection, and perfection can have no history. Fin-........... 

ally, Rotenstreich censures Krochmal for proclaiming on his premises the 

ete.rntty of Israel 1 s history. 11 Krochma.l showed only the extension of 

Israel's historic course, not its absol.uteness. 11 (16)) In short, accept-

ing Krochmal 1 s non-temporal, philosophical bases for what they claim to 

be, the critic demonstrates their irreconcilability with a philosophy of 

temporal events. Basically ,chis criticism is justified, though Roten-

streich fails to notice the qualif:i.cations which Krochmal imposes on his 

concept of the Absolute Spir:i.t: the Absolute Spirit f'ragmentized itself' 

in permitting individual, non-Jewish nations to be taken p:esession of by 

parts of itself. An absolute but fragmentized Spirit is not really com-

pletely absolute anymore; it will become absolute again only when it is 

comple-tely re-unified. And history, then, is the course of the re-uni:t'-

ication of' the Absolute Spirit. When :formulated in this manner the under-· 

lying kinship between Krochmal 1 s v:tew of history and the philosophies of 

the Alexandrians and ·qie Kabbalah is striking! 

In our endeavor to arrive at a point where we can perceive the log-

ical place of his Philonic, ~~!:~,~.~Land Hegel:i.s.n studies in his philoso- )8.~<1>1£1.lf..AJ 

phy of history, we have now reached Krochmal 1s chapter on Hegel in the 

' ' ',' 
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nGuide 11
• In the book itself, however, the chapter on Hegel precedes the 

one on Ibn Ezra, not vice versa. One may well wonder whether Krochmal, 

if he had come to any definite ideas about the sequence of chapters, 

intended tM.s particular order, for it blatantly defies chronology - if 

nothing else. If the present chapter 12 on Philo were to precede the 

present chapter 15 on the Kabbalah, and if the chapter on Hegel were to 

follow im~tead of precede the one on Ibn Ezra, then the correct cl1.ron-

ology upon which Krochmal laid so much stress (161+) and, incidentally, 

also the progression of our hypothetical thesis, would be enhanced. We 

venture to submit that th:i.s might, in fact, be the proper arrangement 

of the book. Zunz 1 admission that chapter 12, like chapter 5, was found 

extant only in the form of a first draft and that only a few of the chap-

ters were numbered (1.65) lends some add:i.tional credibility to our sug-

gestion, - at least insofar as chapter 12 is concerned. 

It :i.s not our purpose to study Krochma1. 1s understanding of Hegel's 

metaphysics. We do, however, have to summar:i.ze briefly how, according 

to it, reality comes into being. The primary reality is Being. Being, 

of course, comprises everything, since nothing can 11 be 11 without Being. 

Being even includ.\lls Nothing, though in another way Nothing is the nega-

tion of Being, since we al.so have to say that, for example, darkness, j_. 

e. the absence of light, 11 is 11 • '.rhough Being is thus the first and most 

basic of all realities, it iB also eo highly abstract a concept and so 

far removed from empirical reality that it j_s described as 11 abstraction 

of the reason which does not exist o •• naked of e.J.1. utility or reality ••• 

only the beginning of thought and the first grasp ori the rational spirit • 11 

(166) In their original state these two constituents of Being, Be:l.ng and 
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Nothing, are at rest. When they come into movement, when they start 

dynamica.lly to relate themselves to one another, then the change from 

·Being :i.nto Nothing and vice versa produces Becoming. ( 167) 

71. 

'.!.'he second basic concepJc. is 11 existence 0 (12_~~!!?). It comes to be 

when Becoming is de:f'ined, - that is to say, when it is delimited within 

itself. By such internal definition of one 11 existence 11 not only is this 

one part of Becoming brought about but also the rest of Becoming is de-

fined as not being that which has been defined. The dynamic or dialectic 

relationship between the defined parts of BecomJng to one another con-

stitutes change, and since, obviously, this rel.ationsM.p goes on from 

the first two to an unlimited number of similar relationships we also a-

rri ve at the concept of infinity. And automati.cally also the concommi t-

ant of infinity, namely f:lniteness, is produced. (168) Thls infinity is 

not true infinity, however, since it is only the unending addition to one 

another 9f parts of Becoming which are themselves limited, i.e. finite, 

- and no sunimation of finites can attain to infinity. Genuine infinity 

is brought about in this manner: when we define a 11 whatness 11 or quality 

we are in effect negating all other qualities; when we then go on to de-

fine a second quality beyond the first we are negating the first which in 

turn was a negation. It is, then, the negation of negation which con~ 

stitutes genuine infinity and which is identical with existence. (169) 

In this negation of a negation Being, originally at rest and unmecliated, 

having gone out to become Being-for-others through Becoming, has returned 

unto itself. (170) And :i.n this return the original One is re-constituted 

even while all other ones are repelled from itself and thus Many is 

created. Spirit, as it were, has gone out of itself, diversified itself 



into· subsidiary f'orms, and now returned into itself. 

We need not pursue the dialectic course of the unfolding of Being, 

or Absolute Spirit, any further in detail. In the manner in which these 

first steps are described to be taken by it, and thus gradually all com-

ponent factors of reality evolved out of' it, even so this process con-

tinues through repulsion and attraction, separation and composi ti.on, 

(171) atoms, (172) discreet and continuous quantities, (17;5) space, time 

and matter, (17h) quanta and numbers, (175) The point cannot have been 

lost to any reader: this Hegelian ontology is actually a new version of 

the Alexandrian series of emanations out of the ~-eu::!_ __ ~_::ic~nditus, here 

called Being, and represents a German-idea.list variation on the ancient 

attempt to evolve reality and the world out of one original fountain-

head without the intercession of a divine volition. That it, too, goes 

through the process of' the self'-diversif:i.cation of the One, only even-

tually to; return to the One, makes the analogy, even the basic identity, 

only the more inescapable. And it should be freely admitted that if 

Alexandrian Platonism was mystical, so is Hegel's ontology. 

We can now pull toge·ther the threads which by now have become vis-

ible as winding through Philonic Platonism, Alexandrian gnosticism, 

scholastic Platonic Aristotelianism as represented in Abraham Ibn .Ezra, 

and Hegel. They are clearly these: 1. the world has come into being not 

through any act of divine volition in time but through the eternal and 

necessary e:f'f'usiorfl which emanate out of' the Absolute Spirit by virtue 

of its inherent nature; 2. the natltons of manklnd all stand under the 

jurisdiction of various lower forms of spirits and are thus connected with 

one or another inferior rung on the ladder of emanations; ;J. there is 



at least the possibility, if not the actual philosophical necessity, of 

one such nation, towit Israel, being exempt from such inferior juris-

dictions in order to be directly in communication with the Absolute 

Spirit Himself; L1 .• it is :i.n the nature of this emanationaliit process that 

eventually it returns to its source, and at such a tim.e, of course, also 

the jurisdictions of the lower spirits will be a.nulled in order to be 

re-assumed over all nations by God Himself. The· last three points, now, 

are identical with the premises of Krochmal 1s philosophy of Jewish his-

tory: all the nations are possessed by lower f!pHitual princes because 

of whose effervescent character also the nations themselves are subject 

to the law of growth and decay, while Israel, attached as it is to the 

Absolute Spirit Himself, is accordingly exempt from th:iB law and has an 

eternal history. Does it not then stand to reason that Krochmal 1s en-

tire laborious effort to bring these philosophic strains out of history 

into the body of his philosophy of Jewish history, despite the far;t 

that he seems origj.nally to be working with fundamentally different 

philosophic premises, has for its purpose the philosophic justification 

of the dogmatic assumptions of his philosophy of history? 

And without anticipating our own critical observations on this 

philosophy, it can hardly be denied that they are dogmatic assumptions 

- even if it should be granted that they are true. Nowhere does Kroch-

mal offer any form of' der:i.vation for these. national spirits (Biblical 

texts are not philosophic proofs·), nor does he oven try to prove their 

existence in any :fashion. It can, there:fore, take little wonder that 

such or similar conclusions, when arrived at by signif'icant classic 

philosophers, preferably non-Jewish, would be God-sends for him. Out 



suggestion is thus in short that Philo, gnosticism, Ibn :Ezra and Hegel 

ar.e incorporated in the 11 Guide of the Perplexed of the Time 11 not for any 

exclusive scholarly reasons, not because of their import2nce in the 

course of Jewish history, not even because they are inherently of great 

philosophic significance, but simply and primarily because they tend to 

support the basic premise of Krochmal 1 s philosophy of Jewish history 

with argumentations that are respectable i:ri the history of philosophy. 
1 

-J 

This theory of the place of what the writer is calling 11 the mystic­

ail tradition
11 

in Krochmal 1 s philosophy of history, the only consistent 

attempt to explain how Philo, Kabbalah, Ibn Ezra and Hegel got into 

Krochmal 
1 
s system, has until now nowhere been stated fully. But it has 

Guttmann had intimations th<rl.:. Ibn Ezra is in f'act 
' ' 

a short pre-history. 

a spokesman for Krochmal himself ( 176) and that there is a historic con-

tinuity between neo-Platonism and Hegel. ( 177) But the first and hither-

to only student of Krochmal who :recognized this fact was P. Lachover. 

this reason to be better known. His conclusions are essentially iden-

tical with those of' this stµdy: Krochmal uses nee-Platonism, gnostic:\.sm, 

Kabbalah, Ibn Ezra and Hegel primarily to buttress his theory of the 

special status o:f:' Israel in history. (178) And he rightly points out 

tl:mt thus, though somewhat wary of its dangers of' wh:tch he was aware, 

Krochmal fundamentally embraces an irrat:i.onalist orientation. Lachover 

quotes: 
11
Hegel was without a doubt the most irrationaHst of' philosophers 

known in the history of philosophy, 11 and he adds: 11 How much more so is 

Krochmal 
1 
s Absolute Spirit and all that is connected with and dependent 
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on H. 11 (179) 

Thus we have returned to the beginning of Krochmal 1s philosophy of 

general and Jewish history. It consisted basically of two premises: 1. 

Israel is totally different from the other nations of the world by vir-

tue of its adherence to the Absolute Spirit, and 2. history proceeds ac-

cording to the law of cycles of growth and decay to which all nations 

are absolutely subject, while Israel is subject to it only relatively 

inasmuch as it always again overcomeB the decay in order to begin a new 

growth. We cannot help but ask about the philosophical and historical 

validity of these premises, especially since, as we have just seen, 

Krochmal himself seemB to have wondered about their streng:'bh. 

The similarity between Krochmal 1s theory of Israel's Absolute 

Spirit and Yehudah HaLevy 1 s 11 divine substance 11 has been pointed out. 

(180) It has also been pointed out that in the case of both biologistic 

patterns of thought dominate. (181) One might even go so far as to say 

that these two are the only ones in the line of classic Jewish philoso-

phers who chose the categories of biological thinking in preference to 

those of rational thinking, thinking in form of logical abstractions 

rather than of organic life, which otherwise heavily predominates in 

the hi story of' Jewish philosophy. Now this has certain advantages, but 

it also entails serious disadvantages. The advantage is primarily that 

it enables them to begin with what they regard as facts of Jewish his-

tory and to spread out from there into general philosophy, to extract 

from Jewish realities the general validities which also a.pply to the rest 
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of reality. The more numerous rationalists in Jewish history always had 

to proceed in the opposite direction: a rational:lst must, due to his 

commitment to rational principles, begin with general, rational concepts 

which will, in their nature, be of l.miversia.l applicability, and only at 

the end of the construction of their systems may they get around to pin-

ning these general concepts down to their possibly special application to 

Israel. In this second alternative Israel is thus at best a special case 

of a general principle, and sometimes it is even difficult to reach the 

point where the special application to Israel can be made at all; uni-

versal principles often find it hard to get down to the facts of life. 

Rationalism tends to formulate philosophies of history, then, which are 

philosophic but not, in their character, Jewish; Judaism can only be one 

of the many subjects with which it deals. In the biological vein o-f' 

thought, on the other hand, a certain 11 existentialism11 , better yet: a 

certain phenomenologism manifests itself. 1t does not begin with gen-

er al conceptual principles but with certain re:::i.l or believed facts. 'l'he 

principles may eventually be evolved out of the observed facts. In the 

case of Jewish philosophers o~ that type it is, therefore, perfectly pos-

sible to begin with Jewish facts., facts not only taken out of Jewish 

history but which are Jewish in their very nature. 'rhe basic fact of 

that class would, of course, be, and for Ha.Levy 'as well as Krochmal wFn, 

the Sinaitic covenant which made of Israel a 11 spocial people 11 due ·t.o its 

special relationship to God. This status of 11 special people 11 wUl then 

naturally manifest itself' in a special history. ( 182) Only in relation-

ship and contrast to this special status of Israel w:i.11 the rest of man-

kind and its history find their proper place in the philosophy of history. 
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Their's is, therefore, not only a philosophj of Jewish history but act-

ually a Jewish philosophy of history. (183) 

Xhis might appear to be only a matter of semantic pride. Why should 

it be so important to have not Gnly a philosophy of Jewish history but 

also a Jewish philosophy of history - apart from the egotistical desire 

for special status? But in actual fact two important factors are in-

valved in th:i.s question. Philosophicall;y- speaking, religionists have 

always felt, and will no doubt continue to feel, that the claim of philo-

sophy to define with the tools of humen reason the categories of thought 

and of historical reality even in the case of Revelation and Jewish his-

tory is an arrogant self-elevation of human categories over God. For 

them ( and if one could only persuade oneself that their method is not 

only logically preferable but also intelligently acceptable-also for us) 

to let the facts of history - and of Revelation - define the categories 

of thought and of history is immensely truer. Empirically speaking, in 

the second place, Jews and many non-Jews are inclined to believe that 

this biological pattern of thought just simply accords better with what 

they intuitively feel to be a reality: ~_EJ.a::i_a._1:_!.~is~~!:'.l.1 ( ;;/>' /''' 
r,,..>~'r ) Israel is not subject to the natural or rational laws, - Jews 

are by far not the only ones, as the example of Vice alone suffices to 

show ( 1811.), who sense this to be a profound and primary truth. But 

factH which transcend natural and rational law cannot be understood by 

natural or rationalist principles. '11hey must, in the first place, be 

accepted as undeniable facts, - and only then can men try as best they 

can to grapple with them intelligently. (185) 
. ~ 

The dangers of this philosophical orientation outweigh its paten-
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tial advantages, however. As e: matter of simple fact it proceeds, in 

the first place, in an unashaniedly dogmatic manner. Anything not de-

ducible from human reason is, in its nature, only asserted dogmatica.lly. 

Neither HaLevy nor Krochmal make even a show of' deduc:tng the 11 divine 

substance 11 or proving the :i.ndwelling of the Absolute Sp:trit. Also the 

nee-Platonic and ontological mystifications of Hegel cannot hide this 

fact. What is proposed is the acknowledgment of the existence of a 

special type of reality, the b-_~~- Judaj.c~~' and the only prooof' offered 

is the special character of Jewish history. But it is a basic canon of 

logical thinking that new laws may not be stipulated so long as old laws 

can satisfactorily explain the set of facts at issue. Krochmal may not 

wish to admit the cogency of their reasoning, but the fact is that there 

have bc7en more than one rational theory to explain Jewish history. We 

shall encounter one proposed by Hermann Cohen; other schools of' philos-

ophy have proposed others. It would be necessary to refute their cla:i.ms 

in detatl before one would be entitled to resort to other explanations, 

. been but that has neither been done, nor has rt even sugge~rted that it be ~ 

~I 
') 

done. 

'I'he ambivalent value of the biolog:i.cist approach to Jewish history 

is nicely brought out in Horwitz' laudation of it. Horwitz praised 

Krochr.a.al to the sky because he fitted in marvelously with h:ts own ideo-

logy of' Jewish nationalism and Hebraic rena:i.ssance. He would have 

heartily endorsed Guttmann 1s words that Yehuda Ha.Levy and Krochmal were 

the only ones who not only wrote philosophies of J"uda:ktn but also philo-

sophies of the Jewish people. (186) He, theref'ore, makes this not in-

valid analogy: Krochmal 1 s concept o:f' the Jewish people com.prises within 
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it all segments of Israel and i.s, thus, not only nati.onaU.stic but also 

democratic; contrast that with Maimonides' oft-mentioned intellectual­

istic aristocratism; this democratic-aristocratic contrast is in line, 

Horwitz says, with the equivalent and famous conflict between Maimonides' 

philosophic and abstract concept of God on the one hand and the Rabad 1 s 

defernie of an anthropomorphic and popular, democratic concept of' God. ( ! ) 

(187) Here one has all the advantages and all the dangers of the bio­

logicist approach bunched together in one small and neat package: its 

realism, Jewishness and demoracy and its crudeness, chauvinism and dem­

agogy. 
1

rhe student will probably have to make his choice, whether the 

appeal to the people overrides its demagogic horror, whether in, to use 

a contemporary analogy, national socialism the nationalism outweighs the 

socialism or vie& versa. 

In the second place, a pluralism is involved in this HaLevyan 

strain which is dangerous theoretically as well as practically. HaLevy 

is quite outspoken in d:i.viding Israel from the rest of humanity as rig­

orously as organic is differentiated from inorganic reality, and Kroch­

mal in effect says the same thing. Few would deny that such a fundamen­

tal :f'ragmentization of the human species, such a destruction of human 

monism, is inconsonant with Biblical and Jewish teaching and threatens 

the unity of mankind. It should not be necessary anymore at this point 

to refute the accusation that the Jewish doctr:i.ne of the chosen people 

has nothing to do with the 0~1:U111:__g_5".!._l~E.~~!'!...-~~~.;!;- or with modern radsm. 

But it :l.s, indeed, dif'ficul t to refute the accusation with the argu­

ments of HaLevy and his phUosophical progeny. There is a moral di:f.'fer­

ence in deta:i.led definition, to be sure, - but is there also a logical 
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dif'ference between the doctrines of the 11 master race 11 and of the special 

Jewish genus? 

At first glance it may of'fend Jew:i.sh self-consciousness with regard 

; I 
: I 

to the actual, extraordinary history of' Israel, - but the demand cannot 

be gainsaid, :ror philosophical, historical and moral reasons, ths.t Jewish 

history must be treated with the same categories .and laws with which all 

human history is treated. '.rhis is so because, in the f'j_rst place, we 

"' 
have only reason with which to work. To begin with facts is dangerous 

because, for one thing, different men perceive diff'erent facts, and :i. t 

is ironical to think that the basic fact on which Ha.Levy erected his 

system, the Sinaitic covenant, which appeared to him to be so i:ndubit-

,,· able, is questioned by many in modern times. H is perf'ectly true that 

the rationalistic procedure may encounter difficulties in attempting to 

rationalize the facts and the goals of Jewish history. But to the !ClX-

tent to which this is so the answer cannot be to devise a special law 

for Israel but to improve, perhaps even to change the formulations of 

the laws governing all of human history until they satisfy this require-

ment, too. 

'.rhe difficulties which aricie in connection with some of the specif-

ic dets.ils of Krochmal 1 s philosophy of history fad·e into insigni:f':i.cance 

compared to this basic problem. But the detailed objections, too, do 

arise. It h~s already been noticed that the cyclical classification of 

the facts of history can be disputed with0ut too much trouble. Many 

other classifications have been proposed which seem to possess no less 

validity. That Krochmal would propound it makes Gense in terms of his 

general biolog:i.stic outlook, for it :is only consistent that the def-



initi.on of' Israel as a biologically dH'ferent entity should be a.ccom-

panied by a definition of history derived from the biological analogy 

of growth and decay and the eternal re-birth of nature. (It would be 

interesting to speculate whether we are not here faced with a parallel 

to the conflict between the rel~gion of the B:Lble, the religion of God 

who is above nature and even contrasted with nature, on the one hand, 

and Canaanite nature cults, on the other, in which the same bicHogica.l 

analogies determine theology a.s well as eth:i.cs. The short of it seems 

to be that nature i.s an alluring but also a d·3ceptive mirror in which 

to look for the image of God or of man.) Furthermore, what has been 

recognized by the students of the history of ideas as the essentially 

Greek notion of cyclical history casts its pessimistic shadow also over 

the Jewish thinker's scheme of history. As our diagram (188) indicated, 

it is almost inevitable that the cyclical rises and f'alls should be re-

fleeted on the larger scale of history so that here, too, a fall to the 

depth from which man's fate began must be expected. In our generation, 

when the 'nnbotmded optimism of the 19th century is meeting its opposj:te 

reaction, this may be an attractive feature of Krochmal 1s philosophy of 

history. It remain to be seen, however, whether it is also an ethically 

and therefore historically crr:rnt1.ve view. We shall suggest in our final 

conclusion that the criterion of the validity of a philosophy of history 

is its ethical and historical creativity. (189) 

Due to its originally dogmatic, merely assertive character the:i.e are 

a number of points at which the details of Xrochrnal 1 s historical scheme 

are left unspec~f ied, - although it wo',:ld appear that only a detailed 

analysis could make it c0mprehensible. Certainly one of the cruxes of 



his theory of Jewish history is the doctrine that Israel always over-

comes its periods of degeneration and begins a new period of growth. 

For a. thinker who wishes to be more than an :tdeologj.st and rather a tech-

nical philosopher :l..t would, thep, be imperative to demonstrate what tho 

mechanics of this transcendence over degeneration are. Merely to say 

that it happens without explaining how it happens leaves this theory as 

a dogmatic assertion. But the only explanation which Krochmal gives, if, 

indeed, it i.s an explanation, is that it pleases 0Providence 11 to bring 

about this re-birth. (190) This is, of course, not enough. The one 

great advantage of Hegel's 11 dialectic 11 of' history is, a:f'ter all, that 

it establishes dynamic connections between the various periods of hiBtory, 

lets them gradually flow into one another. Krocbmal, on the other hand, · 

by merely placing the periods adjacent to one another without even 

attempting to show how one grows out of' its predecessor makes out of' 

history more of a jig-saw puzzle than a continuous process. And it can-

not even be said that Krochmal does not seem to have had a f'eeling f'or 

the necessity of' such transitions. It is a striking, though not entirely 
:i.n 

comprehensible, detail the 11 Gulde 11 that wherever a transition between the 

second. and third periods of' cycles is described, wherever, thus, cultural 

af'f'luence is said to begin to decline, such a dialectic relationship is 

established. 
11
Still during the second period the causes of the clownf"all 

and perdition .of' the nation are created. 11 (191) And what he says here 

f'irst as a genli/ral, theoretical statement he actually tries to :Ulustrate 

in concrete history, too: for example, he observes that the strife among 

Pharisees and Sad.ucees caused a great deal of deterioration 11 toward the 

end of the second and the beginning of the third period 11 of' the second 

I 

I 
/i 



cycle. (192) Unfortunately, however, he does not endeavor to buUd the 

bridge at those points in history which according to his own statements 

show the greatest gaps, - the miraculous renaissance after the cyclical 

proximity to death. 

It would be tempting to formulate our own theories about the peri-

odic rebirths of the spirit of the Jewish people, - for that there is 

something of' this intermittent rejuvenation in the history of Israel ca.n 

hardly be denied. r.JeO Baeck speaks of' the "eternal youth 11 of Israel. 

Disregarding the problematic cyclical±ty of Jewish history, thinkd:ng 

only of' the view of' Schopenhauer which Thomas Mann has popularized j.n our 

time, namely that spiritue.l creativity :i.s the concommitant of physical 

degeneration, one might be inclined to speak of' the miracle of' Jewish 

history which has kept the Jewish people in a permanent state of degen-

eracy. Thus spiritual productivity has been maintained at all times 

without the consequence of' it, physical death resulting from this degen-

eracy, having been induced. This would, perhaps, correspond to the 

early stage of' the third periods of Krocbrnal 1 s scheme. But all this is 

mere speculation and has no warrant whatever in the words of Krochmal 

himself. 

Finally this su:n:mmtion of Krochmal 1 s place in the history of philos-

ophy cannot be avoided: to be sure, he tried to formula:te a philosophy 

of Jewish history - a subject which had been sorely neglected before his 

time and which has still not been dealt with in an approximately adequate 

manner in ours. But in terms of philosophy as such it is hard to avoid 

the impression that he was more a university-teacher than a philosophical 

systematizer or innovator. '.l1here is no clear and distinct line in his 
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thinking. The precipitation of Maimonides, of Vico, Hegel, Kant and 

many others can be recogn1zed in his mind, but we have seen how dif-

ficult it is to forge a genuine unity out of' this eclecticism. Perhaps, 

indeed, it would be better to speak of Krochmal 1s not so much as a phil­
P' it; 

,;>\.,~~i~.<;:~"1~.~% 

osophy of history antl rather as a philosophical history. Compared, for 

example, with what we shall encounter in Hermann Cohen his basic prin-· 

ciples are much too simple and much too arbitrary, the wealth of concrete 

historical data much too great to receive the title of a philosophy of 

history; that, on the other hand, his history-book does not sirn.ply aim 

to accumulate facts but rather to demonstrate certain underlying his-

torical p:dnciples, and that it, within limits, succeeds in doing so, 

can also not be denied. The 11 Guide for the Perplexed of the 'I'ime 11 gains 

in stature when looked Upon as a philosophical history; it rather tends 

to lose in stature when regarded as a philosophy of history. 
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Immanuel Kant 1 rh crucial philosophic feat had been to trace back 

all for.mo of human cognition to the structure of' the human reason. The 

principal concept on which this feat is based is really quite simple: 

man obtains knowledge exclusively through the 11 spectacles 11 of his in-

tellect and senses; like the thickness and tincture of actual eye-

glasses, so also the 11 spectacles 11 of his senses and intellect determine 

what and how man can see through them, - the major difi'erence be:i.ng 

that he can never take off these particular glasses and is, therefore, 

e1icirely dependent upon them for all his vision. Consequently, Kant 

reasoned, the human intellect decides the form of what man can know 

and how he can know it. Insofar ao form determines content, - and :i.n 

the area of knowledge this is a wide field, - reason also decides 

what it is that man knows. In distinction f':rom orthodox K.antj_s.ns who 

would limit the basic proposition to just this degree, neo-Kant:i.ans 

go even one step further to argue that also all substance of know-

ledge is produced. by the human reason, - ioeo that the 11 spectacles 11 

not only transmit knowledge in their particular manner but that they 

simultaneously create the objects of the vision - in this case the 

content of' all knowledge. Fo:r. our purposes and at this point it is 

not necessary to follow the arguments of the two wings within the 

Kantian school or to try to assess their respective merits. The 

point is tha.t according to either:::interpretation Kant conceived of 

the structure of reason - which determines the form and the substance 

of knowledge either largely or completely· - as super-historical, im-

mutable and universal in time as well as extent. In other words, the 
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11
spectacles

11 
were eternal and unchanging, though what was seen through 

them might be in constant flux. The comparison of' the structure of 

the human reason with a set of spectacles expresses the manner in 

which Kant's fundamental concep-1:. is generally understood and usually 

interpreted by orthodox Kantians. 'l'his is essentially a psychologicist 

interpretation basing itself on p.sychological subjectivity, however.·· 

:Lt may be general:i.zed into an assumed uni versa.l principle. Neo-Kant-

ian s differ from thic~ interpretation not only by treating not only the 

f'orm ~yt a.l.so the content of human knowledge» but also by deriving the 

laws of thought not f'rom the human reason and thus subjectivity but 

from the factual tested knowledge of science and thus objectivity. 

They reason: science does in f'act argue in such-and-such a manner; such 

-and-such a manner is, therefore, the law of thought. In either case, 

however, what thus Kant called 11 the super-historiea.1 validity of the 

formal laws
11 

(1) seems to :i.mply, and does in fact imply, i;tn unhistor-

ioality of the fundamental philosophic premise which fits well :l.nto the 

essentially unhistor:l.cal temper of the age of' enlightenment o:t' which 

he was the last and greatest representative. Perhaps nowhere did he 

give expression to this unh:i.sto:rical mood raore clearly the.n when he 

made the famous statement that the categories - the specific forms in 

which our metaphoric 11 .spectacles 11 are cast or the laws by which science 

operates - are part of a log:l.c 11 which has not been able to make a 

step of progress sh1ce Aristotle. 11 (2) Thus reason as well as the 

science which deals with it, namely philosophy, are essentially unhis-

torical. 

It :i.B at this point of' hard unhistoricity in Kant that his great 



disciple and renewer Hermann Cohen begins his neo-Kantian re-f'ormula·-

tion. This, o:f' course, is not yet a problem of the philosophy of his-

tory but rather of the historical character of philosophy,. Nonetheless, 

if the prime factor of philosophy is made part of the stream of history 

as will be seen to be the case in the system of the "sage of Marburg," 

it is clear that a philosophy of history will not be simply an ideo-

logical, applied· outgrowth of certain basic theoretical principles but 

will actually be part and parcel of these principles themselves, how-

ever it may then proceed to express itself in specific historiograph-

ical canons. 

Cohen first of all analyzes wha·!~ Kant actually meant when he spoke 

' [ of 
11
reason.

11 
Reason, as a fact of the human consciousness, is, after 

all, no more than a subjective and psychologic:al fact which we are not 

entitled to hyposta.tize into an eternal, unchanging given reality. 

Kant. himself had pointed out, in one of those superbly oratorical pass-

ages which intermittently liven up his lengthy pages of technical, dry 

to think of' reason as what is called 11 common sensell is to engage in 

11
naturaU.sm of the pure reason 11

, - that this is 11 pure misology reduced 

to principles, 11 
- and that it :i.s tantamount to claiming that it is 

better to determine the size and distance of the moon with the naked 

eye than by means of mathematical calculations. In other words, 

11
reason

11 
is the reason of science. In fact, Cohen points out, (lt; the 

reason whose structure Kant analyzed was not juwt a reason £'.:l!:..-E.~ but 

a very specific and hi.storically formed reason, towit the reason mani-

fested in the sc:i.ence of Newton. This recognition leads directly to 
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the fundrunental point involved :i.n this discussion: philosophy does not 

analyze the formal structure of reason a.s a psychological fact of the 

human consciousness but rather reason as used in the systematic, ob-

jective and disciplined form of science. The transcendental method 

does not seek the principles of reason but the principles of science. 

(5) What philosophy, therefore, does is to crystallize the rational 

methods which science actually uses in its exploration of reality, to 

make them conscious to itself and to science, to study their validity 

or the lack thereof, and to use those that are found to stand the test 

of logic for the attainment of additional knowledge. But science it-

self, on which reason thus depends, is clearly a factor subject to 

history: it changes, grows and progresses. With it then also reason 

must change, grow and progress. 11My scientific philosophy has 8.lways 

proclaimed its own historical character. This historical character I 

understand to reside and establish in the history of scientific reason 

which traverses the history of the sciences within the history of 

nations in the form of constant progress. 11 (6) Also the very categor-

ies of thought which in Kant appear to be so beyond the reach of times 

and seasons, as the forms of reason, are then historically determined, 

for they manifest themselves ln the modifications of which the pro-

gress of science consists, and this progress is obviously a datum of 

history. One may perhaps lay down the non-historical rule that. 

science, and therefore the human reason, must always take form in some 

categories or other, but one may neither assume that any given categor-

ies of the past or present are 1.mmutably and universally huma11 nor can 

one necessarily predict exactly what the rational, scientific categories 



of' the future will turn out to be. (7) The result of this 11 histor-

ization 11 of reason is that, so fa:r as an understanding of the past is 

concerned, new avenues are opened for the :i.nterpretation of previous 

stages of science, culture and with them of the human res.son, - av-

enues which a· disciple of Cohen, Ernst Oassierer, was to explore mag-

nificently. And so far as the future is concerned, the way is left 

open for new, better and more effective forms of the categories of 

thought which present at least the potentiality of the attainment of' 

greater truth and goodness. In short, 11 history is the concept which 

embraces both ph:i.losophy and science. 11 (8) 

From this histor:i.cal nature of philosophy two immediate conclusions 

for a later philosophy of history are derived. 'I'he first is that as 

a result of the dependency of the progress of philosophy on the pre-

gress of science which places both of them within the realm of history, 

the contingent character of history is raised to a rational and nee-

essary level. Without this concept the i'acts of history appear to ex-

press no rational purpose but to succeed one another in an unpredict-

able and altogether accidental manner. Now, however, the scheme of 

history can be said to consist of the plethora of historical events 

whose function it is to create the conditions for progressively better 

science, and the function of this progressively better science is to 

constitute the conditions :Cor progressively better philosophy; fin-

ally, the function of th:i.s progressively better philosophy is, of 

course, to create the conditions of a progressively better social life 

in the future. 1'hus the events of history are not pure accidentB but 

a:re rationally necessary for the fulfillment of an historical pur-
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pose. (9) 

It is unmistakable, of course, that in this conclusion, ape.rt from 

the already stated mutual :inl;.e:wtwining of philosophy and science, is also 

involved the prior assumption of progress in history. The formulation 

of the conclusion makes it clear that the rationality and necessity of 

history - which lift it above the level of contingent accidentality -

would be invalidated if there were no progress in science and, there-

fore, in philosophy itself. The belief in historical progress had al-

ready been posited by Kant. He had spoken, in the self-assured tones 

of the age of enlightenment and of the dawning period of unprecedented 

technological advance, of 11 the constant, certain course of the sciences; 11 

(10) he had believed to be able to perceive in the success of the 

glorious French Revolution and in the acceptance of its republican 

principles by ever widening circles of people in the world the 11 _?igna_ 

his own time. ( 11) But more basically he had admitted that the belief 

in histor:i.cal progress was not justified by any theory or accumulation 

of facts but that it was a necesso.:ry and useful 11 postulate 11 demanded by 

practical ree.son so that raan can act with a view toward future better-

ment. ( 12) Hermann Cohen shares this belief. As Kaplan describes it 
i 

! ' 
I & very well, (13) 

11
animated by an unlimited optimism, Cohen does not 

doubt for a moment that men 1 s labor in all fields of culture must bring 

an abundant harvest and that, despite the apparently discouraging past 

of mankind and despite its still sad present, history does not trans-

pire 
11
without inner progress. 1111 (1.L1-) Like Kant, also Cohen feels that 

he sees some 
11 ~-~_gn8: ... E_<3._'.E:::m~rati_y_~11 in his own environment which justify 
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him in h:i.s beUef': the advance of ciocialism (15), the :ih::reasing eman-

cipation of Jewry (16), etc., - though such factual progress :i.s always 

small, o:ften undetectable and gradual. (17) .But again like Kant,ti1is 

doctrine is for him more basically a postulate demanded by practical 

reason for the sake of its rationality and usefulness: the necessary 

concept of the progress of science is the necessary premise for the 
11 

necessary concept of the progress of pure cognition, (18) for without 
.j 

it men will forego all constructive activities in despair of their 

final effectiveness. 

Now at first sight this identification of history with 11 constant 

:·i 

t· and certain progress 11 appears to be a moralistic optimism neither just-

ifiod by the ph:i.losophic facts of Cohen 1 s thought nor easily bearable 

lut:i.ons, socialist advances or Jew:i.sh emancipation but world-wars, 

genocide a.nd the threat of atomic destruction. {i'he unden:i.able danger 

of this optii:c:i.stic doctrine is only overcome, but overcome it is, by 

the open, infinite and asymptotic character of Cohen's concept of 

progress. Already Kant had described the progressive human atta:i.nment 

of the moral :i.doal as 11 an approximation of this idea. 11 ( 19) For Cohen 

too, the attainment of a progressive, higher stage in history, science, 

culture and philosophy is always only the preparation for further 

tasks, the challenge of' new problems created by the solution of old 

ones, and the :quetJtions raised by the answer to their predecessors. A 

concept comes to solve a problem, but the concept j_tsel:f' ra.isoa new 

problems which await a solution in the future. And as th:'Ls j_s true of 

logic so is it true of history: 11 Further questions, such as history w:i.11 
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always a.sk again, will cause new answers; not a.n eternal grave but 

eternal birth, and not a. re-birth but always a new birth, 11 - this is 

history. (20) Furthermore, this historical process of problems being 

solved and the solut:i.ons creating new problems on a higher plane must 

necessarily continue ~~.2:!2fi-Ei·~~m, since, as we shall further see, it 

is a. process which has for its purpose a rationally defined ideal; 

and this ideal, being absolute and perfect, can be approached and 

approximated within the imperfections of hl1man h:i.story but not actually 

attained. (21) · Thus progress is, to be sure, an integral and indis­

pensable part of Cohen's concept of history as well a.s of his germ­

inal concept of' the intor-rela.tionship between history and philos·-

ophy, but, it is a. view of progress which, :i.n the first place, pos­

itively insures the 11 openness 11 and creativeness of history and which. 

in the second, by its stress on the infinity and consequent unattain· 

ability of absolute morality is safeguarded. e.7ainst a.n easy moral.ism 

:i.n which historical processes would be simply identified with moral 

improvement. ·It is an optimistic doctrine h1sofa.r as one may look at 

the constant, 
11
asymptotic 11 nearing of the curve of human history to 

the axis of ethical norms, but it may with equal justification be 

called a pessimistj_c doctrine insofar as one may look at the eternally 

unbridgeable gulf between that curve and the axis. (22) 

1,he second implication of inunediate relevancy to a philosophy of. 

history in Cohen 1s philosophic dependency on science is the profoundly 

and exclusively rational character of history. This, of course, is 

self-evident for a. 11 philosophy11 by virtue of. its very name alone, and 

the more so for the philosophy of history of a transcendental idea.list. 
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But quite apart from the fact that a rationalist does not know of any 

other method than that of reason :for the understanding of history or 

of anyt.h:tng else, the inter-relationship between science and .Philoso­

phy presents the rationale for this rat:i.onaHty. Science is the human 

attempt systematically ·co interpret the world of nature and the world 

of man by the use of the human reason, and if philosophy is the crys­

tallization and analysis of the methods of science then :i.t, too, must 

put its unqualified trust in the human reason. To refer the events of 

history back to some divine fiat and thus to expel . them from the jur­

isd:i.ction of reason is either simply an admission o:E' at least -1:.empor­

ary scientific bafflement or a malicious attempt to justify good and 

evil equally as G·od-given institutions and thus to relllove them from 

ethical criticism. (2.3) By making of God a 11 l_'eal 11 , ontological factor 

in human history this is also a violation of the Second Commandment in 

that it introduces Him into the realm of sensual nature and historic 

experience. (21+) 

Even as the reason which treats history was itself super-historical 

for Kant., so also the constitutive objects of nature were, in his view, 

basically beyond the grasp of h:Lstory - at least, in his view as in­

terpreted by orthodox ICantians. To be sure, the phenomena of nature 

were in e. constant state of flux and thus may be said to have their own 

history, but underlying those phenomena were unknowable noumena, the 

substances, as it were, which reason cannot reach because they are in­

access:i.ble to the senses -and the senses, of course, are the only 

suppliers of facts to man's reason - but wh:i.ch must be assumed to exist 

as the unchangeable sources of sensual appearances. The concept of ther 
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noumenon had to be a scandal and a stumbling-block to the radj.cal 

rationalism as well as to the radical idealism of Cohen: from the 

rationalist ]Joint of' view noumena were objectionable because their ex-

is·tence is dogmatically asserted without, in their very nature, being 

succeptible either to proof or to argumentation; and from the idealist 

point of view they were objectionable because they present a meta-

physical reality which is neither created by, related to, nor depen-

dent on reasono Integrating these noumena into a system of transcen-

dental rationalism was, together with his 11historization 11 of reason 

itself, perhaps the philosophic magn~1 op~~ of Cohen. He re-defines 

them simply as the problem. Noumenality is essentially a transitory, 

historical stage of being, though, like everything that is a problem 

and historical, tM.s transitoriness may extend into infinityo The 

noumenon simply designates that about an object which is not yet known 

and, therefore, constitutes the question, the challenge to the human 

reason. But since, as we have already seen, the problematic in human 

existence is asymptotically infinite, the noumenon, too, must partici-

pate in this character, though, in this case, it is the challengb1g 

asymptoU.c infinity of the cognitional task. (25) 

Now the 
11
given facts 11 of history are to history itself what the 

noumenon is to the cognition. As the noumenon is the unknown - as yet 

unknown - and irrational material which cognition must rationalize, so 

the 
11
data

11 
of hist,ory a.re the :i.rr.ational :facts which it is tho task of 

. history to reduce to their origin in the human consc:i.ousness. Histor-

literally the transcendental problem of history of which the question 



must be asked: how do they come about? (26) Of course, even these 

noumenal raw materials of' history in fact never occur in their stark 

harshness, completely untouched by the light of human reason. Current 

h:i.story consists, after all, of human experiences and has, therefore, 

already gone through the processes of perception and rationalization. 

Past history has gone through even more steps of' phenomenalization in 

that it has been written down in one form or another and thus inter-

preted. In endeavoring to understand history 11 as it really was 11 one 

must, therefore, to be sure, attempt to get as close to the sources as 

possible :i.11 order to avoid false ordering of the raw materials. (27) 

J:lut fundamentally all history is already categorized in one way or an-

other and, theref'ore, human, not 11 objective 11 , history. (28) 

History thus being rational it is not merely a matter of' accumulat-

ing the facts of history. The work of reason, as men have known ever 

since Plato, is to unify the manif'oldness of sensual experience into an 

ever greater unity of' meaning and of purpose. Rational h:i.story must, 

therefore, be systematic and tend toward unity. This irnpHes that all 

the manifold historical facts must and can be ordered acb'ording to some 

prind.ples of direction in which their succession moves and some goal 

toward which they move. (29) 01-.hFJr~··~ Re it would be neither science nor 

philosophy. (.:30) Now such unifying principles are obviously not given 

by the facts of hhitory themselves; to the contrary, it is these facts 

that require and need them. Unity is not experienced bt.1t imposed by the 
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human reason, 11 purely_11 , i.e. underived from_the senses, unon exum0 ·ip.11fle. 

Thus philosophy, and reason through philosophy, i.n actual fact creates 

M.story. (;51) Reason must and does create out of itself the principles 

which orge.nize human experience into his·tory. What and how these prin-

ciples are we shall see shortly. But whatever they turn out to be, they 

may be compared to a gigantic magnet which straightens out and places 

in a purposeful direction all the millions of pieces of iron, exper-

j. 
] , iences as the raw material of history, which have hitherto lain about in 

a meaningless chaos. This analysis, however, must be taken yet one step 

f'urther, :E'or as its stands now it stil 1 retains a spot of metaphysical 

dogmatism inasmuch as the formulat:ton at which we have arrived up to now 

would imply that, though the principles of history have their origin in 

reason, the 11 facts 11 of history come from some other, non-human source, 

and we would, therefore, still be captured by an unph:Llosophic dualism. 

The point is that historical facts would not be historical if they were 

not subsumed to rational historical principles, and it is, consequently, 

correct to say that roe.son produces the principles of history, and the 

principles of:' history produce the facts of history. '.L1hus the latter, 

too, are products of reason, (_32) though even then, integrated into the 

whole of history, they still rEftnatn individual facts. (53) Just as in-

dividual perceptions do not lose their characteristic individuality by 

being made p~trts of a. conceptual order, so also individual historical 

facts do not lose their individuality in an amorphous sea of vague, gen-

eral historical ideas, Finally, it must be clear from all this that for 

Cohen the unintell:i.gent and unsystematic gathering of trivia which so 

frequently goes under the name of history is not history at all, but that 



only those facts deserve the dignity of that name which are conGciousl.y 

o:odered w:i.th an eye toward a rational, i.e. ideal encl, - and in other 

words, those which are made to be part of a philosophy of' history. ()11.) 

: A rational principle or goal, then, bring:3 order and .system into 

human experiences in order to make them history. The order into which it 

brings them is one of development toward the goa1, and development means 

continuity to Cohen. This continuity is to be understood as a contin-

uity of substance, not necessarily one of chronology. Thus, for example, 

in his ohapter 

tinui ty of the concept of' freedom may sk:tp the centuries from Plato to 

Kant and from scholasticism to sociology, but continuity it is. This 

stands in direct contradiction to the Greek belief that war, conflict 

rather than progress, is the source of development. Rather it is the 

Biblical and Jewish doctrine that peace, and God as the God of peace, 

creates reality. (56) More contemporaneously it stands in contradiction 

·lt 
···-i, 

to all forms of Hegelian dialectics, be it in Hegel 1s own formulation or 

the socialist dialectics of' Marx. Both are merely modern adaptations of' 

the Greek belie:f in war as the dynamic of change. If•, Cohen exclaims, 

Hegel is right in claiming that the occurrence of pain proves contradic·~· 

tion to be the principle of reality, then by the same token the occurrence 

of pleasure should prove that continuity e.nd harmony is such a principle. 

In fact, one motif or a very few motives wind through history as its 

unifying principle, no class-war or conflict of thesis and antithesis. 

If the theory of dialectics hao, it is true, enriched, cleep0ned and made 

more flexible moc1orn hiBtoriography, it has also endangered the very 

foundation of all ro:tiono.J.ity by shaking the judgment o:f identity, the 
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promise of social pro gross by inducing social conflict; and :t ts possible 

merits are plentifully replaced by the harmony and creativity of the 

principle of continuity. (37) 

Before we can proceed to define in greater detail the 11 aim 11 which 

history has been shown to requj.re for :i.ts very existence, we must first 

study two more factors which enter into the make-up of history: the role 

of nature in it and the nature o:f' t:Lme w:i.thin which it takes pla.ce. 

Obviously all o:E' h:i.sto:ry takes Illace on the stage of nature. We have 

alree.dy noted that the course of history is infinite inasmuch as it is 

essentially ethical, and the historical as well as ethical goal toward 

which it tends is ideal, absolute and therefore _,.1m·eochable in time
1 

(heached. it must be, however, Cohen argues, and it can then be reached 

only in infinity. '.l'his is not an infinity understood as a timeless dur-

at:i.on in some other sphere but rather tho endless challenge of ever 

greater human, active approximation of' the end. Now this infinite pro-

gress can only take place, as we have stated, in nature
1 

and l1a-ture 

ethical tasks of E_i_!3j,g:ry: ___ tg___]:)_~.c&r:r.:i.e_d___nJ.J.t.~ Nature, of course, does 
-----·-·--·-~-·.,_. ... -... ·--··-- ·-···~··-·-· 

not continue endlessly by itself, - naturally, as :i.t were. How the 

necessary persistence of nature :is then to be garanteod we shall see at 

a future }Joint. (38) 

As for the nature of time, it is no more sequence than continuity 

:i.s chronolog;y. If it were sequence time would be pr:i.marily concerned 

wi tb. :l:.he··p-ast and would, in fact, be born out of :i.t, for sequence can 

only exist for occurrences which have already taken place. To the con-
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ization. 'l'his means that it is, in the .first place, not an ontological 

:reality, as Kant made eternally clear, but a human action~ It means in 

the second place that it is primarily concerned with the fut~re_2 fo:r 

serialization is an act of "stringing together" individuals in a certain 

dired,io11, toward a certain a:i.m, and aims are matters of the future. 

Time is then born out of an anticipation of the future, and the irn.st as 

well as the present are only subsequently d:i.vicled off from this future. 

(59) 'l111is aimfulness brings tho nature of time into harmony with the 

aim.f'ulness of history which we have already established, and both his-

tory as well as time are seen to be futuristic in character. 11 In the 

ethical judgment th:i.s anticipation becomes faith in the future as the 

inexhaustible womb of historic possibilities • 11 (l+o) 

We return to the necessity of a purpose for history. We have seen 

tha.t in order to have h:tstory we must have a unifying princ:tple which 

will bring system into ·the cht:i..otic manifoldness of human experiences 

that constitute the raw material of history. Thia principle must yield 

a vision of the progressive development o:E' history. Now development 

cannot be stipulated unless the aim of the development is known. One 

cannot, for example, know the destination of a :road unless one has . :
1 

actually seen that destination, for to depend on the general direction 

of a stretch of the road which one hac trod but which is distant from 

the destination in order to gauge Hs final point would be possibly 

misleading but certa:i.nly unreliable a method, since the road might at 

some further point deviate from that direction. rheref'ore, past his-

tory and all empirical evidence cannot produce !1:1~---~J._p of historical 

development. Only a non-empirical or pure idea of the reason Q..atLf?Slt_~ 
----................. ---·--· - ... ...__ _____ ____.._.:_ __ M ___ M~----M• .. ~---~-··-------M·-
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isfy this requ~_l'._en1§.n:l.~ Such an idea may also be called a hypothesis. 
---·-···~--~··-

·~'.'his hypothesis or idea produced purely by the reason will then serve 

the function of, in the first place, serving the historiirn as the prin-

ciple by means of which he will order the data of history; in the second 

place, it will make it poss:i.ble to detect the direction :i.n which the 

movemerrl:. of historic events goes; and, in the last place, it has the 

normative function of challenging men to mould present and future history 

so that it will most expeditiously approach that end. (lfl) Such an :i.dea 

is not to be derogated as a mere will-o 1-the-wisp or castle in Spain: it 

is the actual power which, itself beyond history and infinite, crea+"'"' 

history, its principles, direction and facts, (lf2) and skepticism of 

its effectiveness in the name of some sort of realism merely testifies 

to the degeneration of an idealistic culture. (11.3) 

It has already been seen that the forn:uiation of this history-shap-

ing idea cannot be in empirical terms. It is not a 11 reality 11 in the em-

pirical sense but an ideal or eth:i.cal one whose reality lies in the 

future. This doctrine elaborates further Cohen's arch-enmity to Hegel 

in whose system the pantheism of his other arch-enemy $pihoza is brought 

up to date, since for both the idea is identified with history, 1;1orks in 

history and :i.s imminent to history. Cohen exclaims: 11 Perhaps nothing 

has contributed so much toward making philosophy contemptible in the 

pre-revolutionary age than the rea.c·t.ionary motto of Hegel: the real is 

rational and the ratio11al is real, 11 (11.l1.) for it in effect justifies the 

existence of everything at the time that it ex:i.sto, be it bad or worse. 

It necessarily leads to a form of historical quietism, and that social-

:i.sm should have follow0d in the foot-steps of thifl great prote.gonist o :. 
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the existing Prussian state is the h:Jight of' historical anachronism. 

Ethically this dangeroun mistake is the direct result of the identif-

ic ation r)f rationality with reality, for once the :i.deal goal of history 

is believed to be already incor1)orated in present reality there is not CA/ 

way of distinguishing between the "reality» of truth and the "reality" 

of a hallucination: both are real and, therefore, rational~ (1~5) And 

logically it is due to the fad, that once one believes the motivating 

power of history to reside within rather than beyond history, to be the 

product rather than the producer o:f history, one is compelled to find 

some ideal absolute in a given reality, for an absolute is required 

either way. As we have al.ready stated, development cannot be stipulated 

without knowing the goal of the development; Hegel assumed development; 

he cannot let himself conceive of a goal outside of history, and :i.t 

must, therefore, be inside of it. (11·6) And with this 11 ree.listic devil on 

his shoulder 11 
( lq) Hegel finds the Prussian state to be this ideal en-

telechy of development; others will find it in some other absolute pur-

pose within history. (1+8) 

On the same grounds, as well as on an even more fund.arn.ental one 

which we will have occasion to analyze more thoroughly right away, not 

only empiricism but also materialism is incapable of offering a useful 

framework: for the construction of a philosophy of history. It, too, 

must rely exclusively on empirical data and cannot, therefore, formu-

late a purpose for hiwl:.ory different in naturo from history and located 

in the future. Yet Cohen perceives an at lea.st unconscious ethical and 

thus ideal stimulus at work within modern materialism which redeems it 

partly· and refutes its own explicit ideological formulations. Partic-



J.02. 

ularly in the materialism which oocialism has chosen as its contempor-

aneous philosophical undergirdings a nausea with hypocritical idealism 

expresses itself' wh:i.ch revolts aga:i.nst the smug oppos:i.tion against social 

progress :i.n the name of loftier, idealistic and :i.ntangible values on the 

part of those who possess material wealth. In the second place, this 

soc:i.alist employment of materialistic terminology and even methods has 

for its som.etirnes unavowed purpose the aim of showing soc:i.al and moro.l 

inequity in the present, the oecurronce of in1provem.ent in the past and, 

therefore, the possibil:i.ty of improvement in the future. 'I'hus even the 

presumably materialistic argumentation of a Marx for social change j.n 

terms of his theory of surplus-value actually rests on a basically moral 

considerat:ton, namely that it is 11 Nrong 11 for one person to expropriate 

the product of another. (49) Indeed, the very outcry of socialism a-

gainst social injustices is obviously premised on a distinction between 

the 
11
is

11 
and tho 11 ought 11 and thus rof'utes its own Hegelian idont:i.flca-

tion of the two with one another .. (50) 

One may, thus, find ameliorating factors in the pre.ctical ma·torial-

ism of the philosophy of history preached by so many moderns. But this 

is possible only because they in fact act on asnumptions which contra-, 

diet their verbal professions. Were they to act in accordance with their 
~ .. 

avowed principles, however, they would not only drive themselves into a 

corner where they would have to approve of any given reality, however 

l!loralJ.y abhorrent it might be to them, on the grounds that, after all, 

11
what is is rational, and what :i.s rational is, 11 - but they would also, 

and even more disastrously, destroy tho very pofrnj_bility of' any kind of 

rat:i.onal, human philosophy of history. In materialistic terms develop-



ment means evolution, the inevitable riroduction of certain effects from 

certain causes which themselves were inevitably caused by previous causes 

- and so ad infinitum backwards and forwards :in time. 'I'his, however, is 

not history but nature. (51) In such a system men 1Iould not be actors 

1Jut :mppets; the course of human events would not have a purpose but more·-

:ty Gauses; it would not be concerned with values but with a super-human 

compuls:i.on. This is 11 historical naturalism. 11 (52) 

This easy and optimistic identificat:i.on of the 11 natural course of 

events 
11 

with the progres,::i of goodness was destroyed by Rousseau who de-

nied that nature and l1istory were synonymous by es tab 1.ishing history as 

the anti-natural force in reality. (5.5) Kant took the severance of his-

tory from nature one further and decisive step through his antinomy of' 
' / 

freedom,- By proving the rational validity of causality cts well as that 

of human freedom he insured the possibility of the latter within the 

system of scientif:i.c rationalism. And since history as the course of 

humanly determined events is dependent on the existence of human free-

dom/ ... his antinomy is positively called 11 the historical antinomy" by 

Cohen. (51+) 

Actually Cohen cannot as yet rest satisfied with the poss:i.bility of' 

·:freedom as it is provided by Kant. In the first place, this freedom 

must be established as more than a mere possibility in logic or postu-

late in ethics in order to lay the basis for history; but, in the second 

place, it.s nature must also be defined loss dogmatically and more his-

torically than was the case with Kant. For the latter, as well e.s for 

most moral philosophers, human freedom is a question of the origin oi' 

human actions, whether they are determ:Lned by heteronomoue or autono·-

I 
I 
I 
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mous causes, whether they spring from unconditioned volitions of man or 

not. In each of these two respects the philosophic problem has thus 

been concerned with the 11 past 11 of human actions and with prob J.ematically 

assumed innate capab:i.litic3s of man. 'Instead of asking such psychological 

questions Cohen pro}Joses to regard human freedom not as a human possess-

:i.on, psychological trait or logical possibility but as a methodic idea: 

human freedom designates the idea that men do act and must increasingly 

act according to laws which they themselves, their own reason, legislate 

rather than impelled by any non-human, imposed forces. (55) It is then 

more a norrc.ative idea than anything else, concerned with the future 

rathc~r than the past of human act:tons, historical in nature itself in 

that it rn:ust yet increasingly be created by man in history. 

And the content of the idea of human freedom was, of course, already 

expressed by Kant in that formulation of' the categorical imperative 

which Cohen calls the motto of the sociaHst society, namely that men 

are never mere means but always at least also ends-in·-themseJ v">s. This 

is only another way of saying that men must be allowed to act according 

to a self-imposed law rather than according to one imposed on them from 

final goal of history: a society of free men, of men as ends-in-them-

selves, of ethical persons. (56) Thus history is fundamentally connected 

with ethics and has for its purpose the f'ulf'illment of the eth:l,cal tasks. 

In a way this result of Cohen's preliminary considerations on the 

general nature and course of history was already foreshadowed by the 

manner in which he posed the problem. When discussing the nature ot' the 

11
raw materia.1 11 of history, the 11 facts 11 with which history concerns itself, 



he asserted that nothing less than the experiences of all humanity taken 

together could constitute the stu:f'f o:f' history. Thero is only, he pro-

claims, world-history or no history at e.11. (57) Fragmentary hi:3tory is 

not history but either chronology or nature. History as the history of 

one people, for example, is rmre to come into conflict with the history 

of other peoples, to produce disunity and thus to run cotmter to ethics. 

As we have already seen, however, to run counter to ethics is synonymous 

with running counter to history and, therefore, with being unhistorical. 

(58) It can, theref'ore, also not be surprising that starting out with 

the actions and experiences of all of mankind as the material of h:i.story 

the end-product of history must again comprise and be meaningful f'or all 

of mankind. In any case, however, the result is that b.istory is concern-

ed with ethics, and ethics is concerned with the total1.ty of mankind. At 

each stage of history moralHy is involved, though in an 11 immature and 

crippled
11 

manner. (59) And the methodological conclusion of this circum-

stance for historiography itself is well stated by Kaplan when he says: 

( 60) not the uniqueness o:f' events in history but the systematic ration·-

ality of ethics constitutes the fundamental problem in the philosophy of 

history. In an age in which philosophy· harps constantly on the undoubted 

uniqueness of events and human beings and logically arrives at historical 

pessimism and the 11 suspension o:r the ethical 11 this is Cohen's rational-

istic and idealistic answer. It is also a criticism of Windelband 1s and 

R:tckert 
1 
s conception of history as the discipline which deals with the 

ind:i.vidual ax;id the unique. 

We began our analysis of Cohen's philosophy of history by noting tha., 

his entire philosophic system is, in the first place, a search :ror the 

!~ 
. ~ 

' 
' ' 
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principles of science. That, after all, is the 11 transce11dental methocl, 11 

to ask what the pre-suppositions of a certo.in established reality are 

a.nd then to proceed to investigate the ramifica:tions of these pre-sup-

positions. A philosophic logic of reason accordingly turned out to be 

the logic in fact employed by the natural sciences in their progressive 

explorations of man's natural environment, When, in the second step of 

constructing the system, the }Jhilosopher asks not so much for the theo-

retical bases of the coanition of :reality but rather what the right 

principles are according to which man ought to act, he is, as it were, 

looking for 
11
the logic of ethics. 11 The major difficulty in construct-

ing such a scientific ethic alwaya has been that there did not seem to 

be a reliable 
11
Vorwur.£ 11

, working model or facts of experience, which 

:might be dissected :for its ethical principles as the natural sciences 

can be dissected for their logical principles. 

In the course of our considerations up to this point we have, how-

ever, discovered what this working model of' the pd.nciples of ethics 

is. F'or two reasons history proves to !Je this needed pattern. In the 

first place, it is now seen to be an ideal construction, and ideas are, 

of eourse, products of the human reason and have a normative function. 

And normative functions are, as their very name :i.nd:i.cates, ethical in 

nature. This, however, might also be said of the natural sciences, for 

they, too, must work with hypotheses, ideal constructions toward whj.ch 

the scientist aspires, - :i.:r only the last nnd most general of these 
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11 hypotheses 11 , the idea of unity and of a unified cosmos or universe. If 

history is to be the fJpecific laboratory experiment for ethics, it must 

have a more peculiar relevancy to ethics. {But this specific releva.ncy, 

too, we have unearthed by notin2; that history, if it is .!:.3.J~!L.J1.;)J:i_±,~QI.:,y_g,_t 
, .~I) , .:z! . .,. Y1e~-l ·1r\.·t( < •• ,."1 .. r,•. r;,) 

aJ.J.,".~2'·!· ]2_~ 1}1m:..f!-.!J,~S distingu:i.shed from natural, not subject to the 
-:~:~:.::..... ...... ____ _ 

laws of natural causality, and~t~fo~, d~~!&~.~~t f.QL...i~cs_ very ~-

sibility on the r:ondi tion of human freedom. We remember that Cohen called 
.._ ... ___ --...... ··-... --~-· -~...... _ ....... ......_.. ~· 

1, Kant 1 s antinomy of freedora, the basis of the possibility of ethics and 

the transition from the Crij:.iq_~~--.9..£ __ ~~!..~.!.t~~s~g- to the 2E..~-~-~51u~.~f 

Pr:_~?t~-~l ~~.'.:-~' 11 the historical ant:i.nomy. 11 Ghus history is the empir­

ical reality of the ideal system which stems from the possibility of 

hum.An f:reedom'J Clearly, therefore, the transcendental question concern-
_ ... ,.~ ... ,.,- ,.·~ 

ing ethics may be asked of history: what are the principles that make it 

possible? Equally clearly, therefore, as the natural sciences are to 

logic so history is the 11 V~~ur:_f_11 of ethics. 

In this analysis of the relationship between ethics and history one 

more otep must be taken. If history :i.s to be regarded from the perspec-

tive of ethics, if, indeed, ethics is to be studied in terms of history, 

then a yet more specific form of history must be found than we have 

hitherto been ab le to determine. As it is history is still a vast, 

inchoate conglomerate of contradictory facts and tendencies f'ror:1 ,.1h:Lch 

presumably almost any ethic at all might be derived. As the natural 

sciences, in which logic is to be discerned, have a strict, rigorous 

and sc:i.entif:i.c basis, the basis of mathematics, so also M.story must be 

boiled down further to an objective, factual pattern before its under-

J.;;ring ethical premises can be culled from :i.t. This objective skeleton 
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o:f history, around which the m:i.lU.ons of historical date. are buxwhed, 

Oohejl..ll..filW..-llLla.1iL• r~iaw is the rational, systematic D..nd concrete :form __ __. .J-.~ 

in which each stage o:f' history objectifies itself'. It may·, therefore, 

be said that what mathematics are to the physical sciences laH :Lo to 

ethics, and irhat the sciences are to logic history is to ethics. (61) 

In this manner, too, one o:E' the possible pit-falls still contained 

in Kant :ts overcome. When difJcussing Kant 1 s understanding of the term 

11
reason

11 
we noted that it could lead to two opposite mis-calculations: 

either reason mie_:ht be regarded simply as a psychological attribute of 

the humai1 personality, and in that co.so we would be dealing not with an 

objective, scientific factor; or, to counteract that possibility, it 

would have to be dogmatically assumed that the psychological trait o:f 

reason is also a universal and immutable power in which all human beings 

in all places and at all times partake, and then Ne i.muJ.d be setting up 

a metaphysical hypostasis of reason which neither method nor facts 

warrant. It has rightly been pointed out (62), for example, that, in 

line with the psychological use of the term 11 reaBon 11(it would be per-
1 

fectly possible for a criminal, too, to claim that he :i.s acting in ac-

cordance with the categorical imperative;:./ and that H is not due to him 

if other people will not act according to the principles of his actions, 

though he is quite willing to have them do soi Such a psychological and 

individualistic interpretation o:f Kant 1 s rational:i.sm as well as o:f his 

ethics is overcome by Oohen 1 s insistence that 11 reason 11 , properly under-· 

stood, means an ethic of' law, and that thin 11 law 11 in turn is not the 

product of individual, psychological personalities but of objective, his-

torical sources, to1·rit the state. The state is not a product o:f nature 
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but of the rational, free and historical contract b~tween human beings, 

and whereas in the state of nature there can be and are no ethical per-

sons but rather creatures acting according to the principles of natural 

survival and jungle-strength, it is precisely in the rational context 

of the state that man s.s an ethical individual, :relating himself to 

others according to eth:i.cal criteria, is born. The state is, therefore, 

11
the obiect::Lvization of ethico.1 mo.vu; more than that, :it 'iJi the ethico.l ·-------'-- ~-------..... ............ _,_,~_, - .. -----~ ........ ,_,.__ ..i----·---M.~ .. -, ..... --........ _..., __ 

E~~~.-3-~,..~~.~~~.~.~~l _l!laE.J'a!:. .. ~~~12:~-~f~h J2ro dt1_£~_!]1.~--~P2J:Y.J§.~~~~.~-
-·~ ............ ~-~ ... .._ .................... '4<-................ --

(63) It is 
11
the pinnacle of ethical and theoretical culture. 11 (64) Thus 

even ao the principles o:f history produce history so the state produces 

the citizens. 

This is a basic distinction which Cohen makes as the deepest histo:r-

ical value: peoples are facts of nature and biology, not of history; the 

-~tate is the quantity with which history deals. (65) Tho most that can 

·.··1·1 .; ,\ 

"1: be said for the concept of the peo1)le is that it ts the natural pre-

condition upon which the historical concept of the state io based: 11 the 

state is the ethical factor in the blood-concept of the peo};le. 11 ( 66) 

But by itself, unsubl:tmated into the state, the people cannot treat law-

fully, i.e. ethically, equally, all human individuals since :i.t makes 

.Perrdd.ous distinctions between members of different clans, and a histor-

:i.ca.l mentality wh:i.ch thinks in terms of peoples, therefore, leads inevit·-

ably to the 
11
po:i.:son of nationalism and racio) chauvinism. 11 (67) Cohen 

opposes for this reason the historical school of the philosophy of law 

whose god-father was Savigny and wh:i.ch bel:i.eves that law arises from folk-

customs rather than from juridical deciafons in early courts of law as 

well as that the state is an expans:i.on o:f' more prim:i.tive :forms of bio-
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logical organization, such as families, clans etc., rather than o. social 

contract. 11 'rhe school of historical philosophy of law is rooted in a 

naturalism which disguises and presents itself as a form of spiritualism 

in the manner in which naturalism usually does this. Only in appearance 

does the 11 national' spirit 11 become· something different in the form of 

Hegel's 11 general spirit. 11 •• This is the basis and the root of :m.ateralism 

in which the materialistic ph:tlosophy of history originates - which lat-

tei· dominates the thinking of socialist drcles to the profound detri-

ment of the cause. 11 (6 8) Clearly, this controversy between Sav:i.gny 1 s 

and Krochmal 1 s historicism in the philosophy of law wj.th Rousseau 1 s and 

Kant 1 s rational:'Lsm, in which Cohen, of course, stands on the latter 

side, is merely an application of the same controversy with regard ;co 

the philosop):iy of history as such, evolutionism on one side and ideal-

:i..st:l.c rationalism on the othere And Cohen is entirely right when he 

connects the historicism of Savigny with the m2terialism of Marx, as 

Engel's famous study of the origin of the family demonstrates. 

It must be remembered, however, - so that Cohen may not be mis-

understood, though even corroctly understood this doctrine may be sub·-

ject to criticism - 1 Ghat when he speaks of 11 the state 11 :i.n this ideal, 

ethical :form Cohan is not exclusively or primarily th:i.nking of the 

empirical state wh:i.ch we encounter in hiBtory. He explicitly adm:i.ts I 
I 

that the actus.l state ha.a been and still is 11 the state of the estates 

and of the ruling classes, not the state of the law11 • (69) The state 

he is talking about is the :i.cl.oal state of the future, the pure concept 
-·------........-...-.~-' 

of the state, which is a task to be accomplished rather than a reality 

of experience o (70) Tho hypothe-tical character of his state is :t'urther 



111. 

evidenced by the fact that he argues ac;ainst SavignY' by claiming not so 

much that the state is £'actually derived from a no cial contract but 

rather that it must be so regarded f'or philosophical and ethical reasons. 

(71) Nevertheless, he does,state that GVon this empirical and imperfect ·--·-... ..--------~--

state represef s a rung on the ladder toward the ideal Nhich cannot and 

mu.st not be /skipped or sawn off if' the highest level io eventually to be 
( 

reached. The empirical sta:ce is the transitional form to·,1ard the ideal 

state which in turn is the fulfillment of' ethics. (72) Society, or :Ln 

religious terminology 11 the kingdom 'of God 11 , is the name of the concept 

of' the ideal r:i+8te thro·ugh comparison with which the actual state is 
---··------~---

held in a constant state of flux toward the final goal. (73) But even 

this ideal eventuality will still have to be :Ln the form of states. The 

universal establisrllllent of the reign of ethics will consist not of a f'ed-

eration of peoples, mere natural formations, but of the federation of 

states as ethical constructions. (71+) And, therefore, also the national 

socialism of Lasalle who wanl~ed to work toward socialism through the 

state rather than the internationalistic socialism of Marx who advocated 

the same pursuit but apart from and even in opposition to the state is 

more correct. (75) 

It might, finally, be aoked why Cohen perceives· so much eth:l.cal and 

historical value not only in the ideal state and in the ideal law but 

even in the empirical stages of these two concepts, rather than in, say, 

religion and religious law as the unifying and rational final hypotheses 

of human history. His answer to th:i.s question :is that, thot<gh posit:i.vo 

law and the positive state have indeed often assumed injurious f'orns in 

history, at least in their ich1eJ. fonJS they can be bel:i.eved to o.Zfect tho 

' 
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fo:nrcul.ri..tions of truth cannot be; corn1wo:r'.::i.eed. T~1erefore, r"J lice; ions Louot 

necessarily h~ve a divisive effect, - unle2s, ho ad~s caustically, they 

relinqu:i.eh their cle.in.: to truth and resort to the 11 concept of tolerance 

and similar bromides." (76) 

In any event, not only· is the oto.te, and GVentuo .. lJ.y the f"::deration 

of cd:,.c:d:,eo, tlv:: l·1ir,hest form of l1Litory but it al co, as \v•:: lu.1..VJ 21::·,w.dy 

str.:d:,ecl, s.ctually 11 crectesn tho individual a'.; citizen ';-1£d.ch i.o: ec;uive.lent 

'\Ii th tho oth:i.caJ. person. r;:;~:.C:i.D i<> an exa:q-Jlc of t)1e F"3thodoloz;ico.J. canon 
L'-

product. of the wl1.0J.e, not the rcvers0. Thus, even an the unify:i.rn:-; 

to be the 11 cm.me 11 of :i.nd:i.vidw1l ~-;_istoz':i.cal factn, so also here hw.anity 

is not the surc.-toto.l of' irn:ividual J~jen but inc:.Licluo.l r,en O.rEl the pToducts 

the citizens are the creatures of the state. All these nro·positions are 
'-~~·-.-~.... ... ~. 

true for the smLe r·:w.son:( a ::'act wo ·lcl not he a histo1'ical ?act if the:t•e 
~ 

were no history to ee.'.:c :i.t oo; un:i would not oe huLan if it 1·1ero not for 

lmi:1ani ty front 1·;hich thoy ckd.vu tl1e:\.r wt£i..tuE~; and cit:i.zem; would not he 

ab ot:c·act ifJ tD.e condition fol' the existe::ice of' the co!1creto. ( 77) 
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the empirical man, and nei the:r is the histor:i.ea1 person. [Empirical man 

comes to be through the mediation of' eth:i.cs and history, and since both 

ethics and history are essentially ideas, empir:i.cal man in turn becomes 

ethical and historical only :Lnsof'ar as he partakes of the abstract 

etM.caJ. and hi fJtorical :man. Of these the state and the labor union are 

prototypes: in each of these two social forms, many men freely, :ration-

ally and concertedly pool their wills and thereby establish law; although 

not every individual will necessarily consent. to the specific laws thus 

brought about, nonetheless, due to his participat:i.on in the soc:i.al 

entity, the law produced by it :Ls regarded as al so his wUl. (78) 

Furthermore, it is only in the course of actin::; according to such self-

legislated laws that man literally creates himself: in the state of 

empirical nature man is a complicate([ and ununi:f'ied assembly of desires, 

lusts, a.mb:i:t.ions, reactions and fears which, to the scientific observer, 

would rather g:i.ve the impression of. mai:iy dH'ferent and mutually con·-

flicting persons; it is only by unifying all theGe tendencies, by ~1:1b-

~~.!1J.QUS_j..£!.c:i~i:.: __ j:J:k'lj. a s:i.JJ.g..k .. __ J,2&.r.J.3..Q.11_ i~ __ 1:'._row?.·~j::.__~_o~~. 11 Oh Lord, unify our 

hearts,
11 

Cohen quotes from the Jewish liturgy. Again, therefore, the 

a.bstract creates the concrete. (79) 

.!.~. God 

We have, up to this point, traced Cohen's philosophy of. history in 

the following sequence: we studied his view of the relationship between 

philosophy and history :tn general; we analyzed what he regarded as the 

principles of history as they are dicilated by a. historically oriented 

,· 
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it aosu.r .. es. 

o.E' a philo-

sophical, J:'ational and scientific history already laid clown to their 

lo;:~ical cone lusions, proceed to the ne;~t and l:".st ::;tn::;e of tho con st-

ruct:i.on of Co!:rnn 1 s ph:Uotiophy of history, the eneral and, in fact, theo-

103ical re2ults of his system. 

Throu~hout ' . lllG entire system of thouc;ht winds o,ne thread across 

which w:1, too, have run se· . .cere.l t:i.:;~cs up to t:1is point in so1r:e crud.al 

cormed,ions, a thread which is also central to the fabric of Cohen 1 c 

philosophy of histo::.ny, toHi t the distinction between nature and ethics. 

Another way of' ~;aying tho sm~;e thing is that co:~n:Ltion, man's CftlJ:::tci ty 

. (1-1.,,-l-w'f) 
by meo.ns of which he copes with the reality of nat;ure, is entirely 

separate and different fr01:1 the 
{@7'-~ • <'-' :> 

will, }1is -. 
direction of his actions. ~:his' ind .::,:,cl' is Cohen I G evs1· rnpee.t·:od 

accusation against all for1110 of pantheism, Spinozistic, Hei:;elian, piet-

istic etc., that they identify the i<lsal with the real, t)IB ~oral with 

(--' 
the natural, and the perceptible with the volitional.c._ Whenever history 

is conceived o-';' il1 such pantheistic ·:·.::ri.::s, confusing the natural with the 

M.storical, ethics lo[:e thei:c dist:Lng;..i:'u~hin;:; c':ar:: o:L human, rational 

purity arid br:0con:e inst0ad sorce form of iw.turnliDtic deter :i.nisr0 • On 

tL.e other he.nd, this type o:f dichotomy, i:f carried out to an unqualified 

and radical degree, co· ld obviously lead to sorne deeply dangerous con-

undeniably G. life which, :i.11 tl'.e f:.Lrot place, partakes of the procesr1es of 

' 
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nature itself and, in the second place, transpires in an environment of 

nature; there i.s no hurnan or historical life which is not itself natural 

and which does not take place within n2.ture; therefore, it mi:2:ht be 

proposc·l, 8.11 ethic which is quc.litatively and l.111corqn'o!'··isingly dif'i':erent 

from mtture, is so 11 pure 11 th'lt it cannot i;e practiced by living hmrn.n 

bein~s. And this, of course, is an objection oft~n raissd against all 

forms of abolutistic, idealistic ethicf;, whE;ther they be reli,f;ious or 

philosophical. 

But this would be a complete c'.istortion of what Cohen hac to say 

on the oubjoct. In line with wii.e:t j_c traditionally and rightly asserted 

irrec::0nG~ l '.'_b 1 e l•1 1t rathnr that the fonn0r 11rn+ ln su.h1,sct"·;d ~JY the latt(:JJ'.'. ·--,~-· .......... -· ... ·--··~-~-' --· _ ... ....__ ....... ~----------· ~--·--- . . ... _........~ .... -· 
sornew}mt as is the nati.,1ral force of the ti:::::er bJ tho hu::::an force o:f' h:ia 

trainer. Nahire is the clay which r,·an muw'c mold; ethics is pure, to 110 

sure, but it must be e,nd is applieablo to empirical re2lity in ordo1(11 to 

01ubJ."8.ce it, oubjc:Jct it, l1'aster e.nd transform it.n (Ei,~ 

__ 1 the second place, ';owevor, and more funr:l.ar>J.entally, wo have 

already run across the other Problem which is involved in this train of 

thought: ethics itJ, duo to its ideal characte1", in.E'inite i~1 itn ·c:n~~ence, 

- i.e. its tasks CG"e absolute and can, t11ere_;_"o:·e, never '.:o cor:1plet0l;y 

f:.; l:'.:'j_ 1 led in historic al tir.10 b :·.- empirical irn.n. Fu lf'i l lod, houever, it 

muot be, thet is its challen;c:c. (Dl) {Jinco, as Cohen hast·:ms to 

stage of nature in \Vh.ic}1 :r:~BD lives, :nature 1~:ust ·::;~:ist ·.i.nTf")~ird.t.0J1r in 
..___ __ ~----.-.. ,...,,, . ..__,__.,..,__ .. ,...,, .. ,._~-, .... ,...._ 

it. 
Jtate, n0+.11;•p rloes not 
----~ 

i 

I 
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continue to exist into in,:inity: bv ... J:l:..3 .. ;;J,f'..: accorclinr: to t,;10 laws of birth, 
... ----·-·---------~····,------........... --.-------~ -... _............ ,, -~:..• ~-· 

growth, decay o.nd de.<:.th - which arc t;10 chi:tracter:Lstic la'ilS of nature -, 

it w:i.11 coL'l.e to an end. - .d :Lt J.o.:;s not ha;)pe:i na(,u1'al:Ly ths.t mcture 

::::x:~~Jto int) i.n-~'ini ty, but since it r:.i.rnt do so on der,.nnd o:'.:' the ethical 

re as on, tl1ere rnust Q_~ o. no11-ne.tlu.--al gatar~~-~e of.' its in:f:1i:t1i ty·. ~r].1.q 11,en:~ 
-•~•·-·• _ _,, r -:;';..·. ::::.-:::~:. :::::::::,'".::...--:::::, ---.,-·-,.,. _.. :::::::;:::-" • ....:::::_-::::::::::::::_-.. 

11 Tho idea of God constitutes this 

unity of a u:.1ique sort w'i.iG11 consists ol' tl1e independent ".:,ask of' tmL:'ying 

nature and rnor2lity as tho basic lcw of truth derands and psrmits it. 11 (82) 

the idenl of the perfecti~ility of cl eve lopu::mt. 

--~ar ?:Jt:.~•1_~; s it• II Ev e11 :l.:c1to t}1/:) teet!1 of> his 

advired pr:decesJor at ', 
l~J.10 Univorsity of Marbur: whose idealistic history 

for re[? .. sons 

of social idealism, flirted a bit too Luch with sociali~t dial.cticisrn 

to please Cohen, ho tl1rov1s thoso words: 11 Ethics seelrn to o.::;:::iure itself 

o:E' the reality of its concepto within the reality or :~intory. 11 (81.f) 

n8.'t:,t-1re a~·~d ~n:i::Jto1.~y, and. the t is 

osopher 1o a.nsvr,c:r to tho Marxist c1.ofm,1ation of 11 bo'.'l'"·c:ois utop:i.o.nism11 : 

this :Ls not an unrealizable uton,;LP-~ 
~-------------.--....... - .................. -J... ......... ~,_ 

By virtue of the lo~ical canon w~ich us hav~ alr9ady 'orLrulatod 

and clofendecl in torrns of Cohen 1 s system o:C' thou.d1t, tl10.t the \Thole is 
·~- -------... _,__,___. .... 

I 
I~ 



117 

of tho idea o? God 2.t the hichsst 1)enk of his philosophy of h:i.story, this 

completion of the ph:Uosophical structure thr.01J[')l the im;c,i0 tio11 of the 

at any rate, t:.-10 ideo. of God - is tho 11 cre.<:i.tor 11 of history. For ar,ain 

it is tnw that ths.t vrhich leado t1p to the entelech:r would not hc.ve 

cor::e into tho rso.lrn of rational co::;nition, cmd thw:: of hLitorical 

e:;(istence, if it were :10t ..C-'or t~1e ent':;lochy; Lo. hicitory Nould not 

exist ln.rt for tho cxi~CJtcnce of the idea of God. It in, conse~]uently, 

perfectly true for Coh·:m, and valid in terms of hi.s tc:rminology, that 

Goel is t:1e ]JG.sis of hi.story: God is the God of history. (D· ·) 

More than ·t:iat, indeed, f'ollows from all tho considcratiom~ HM.ch 

~avo lod us to this point. 

that idea w}1:i.ch brin.r~s about the last, final o.ncl comYJJ.ete u;-:;:'..:f:i.cfction of 

the universe 

lishe:3 t::.-~e :.:tccorcl of theJ two ~J:J.d.c orie~1tstioi:-w oP reason, ti-wucht and 

qui to t~1e 

e·thj_cal adventure of nankind in hintory i~; concerned, an ::::.dventure which 

oocir:·.lis10', Cohen can reach t .. is rJc.c:;nificent :'.-.orn:u:t~tion~ 11 Becauoe of :i.to 

atheism oocialim11 loses its phm8.cle, j_t,3 roof, e.nd b0cause o:f' it:: 

But b'lck :'Ln the 

attained justifies the names of 11 t::1,; .3·o•j of h:i.:=:t01:y 11 and "tl1e God of Truth11 
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so also does it retain the transcendence and uni0uenes~ ascribed to Him. 

Transcendent Ho is in that H~ is neither part of thought or Himself 

thou~ht - as idealists tend to think - nor n2ture or in nature - as 

pantheists tend to think -, nor is He in both, as Spinoza proclEdrmd, 

but rather He is transcendent to thought, which is rational and human, 

as He is transcendent to ethics, which is r~1.tional and human, and ll9i~rj.-"Q.f.l 

them both as subsuicptions, ns it wore, underne2th Him. (89) 
·-------~-~·-----····--~··---·-u-~-------~·~~--·-=---~....,.,.~~~ .. -,,.~- Uni ue He is 

~-~ .. _,,,.-

in that this unifyin~; function, which has been seen to make possible ·Lhe 

very existence of nature and ethics, is, of course, reserved to this 

idea alone. ('rhis is the genuine and sit;nif:i.cant mearn.ng of monotheism, 

not that there is only one rather than many gods 
, ______ ______._. _ __,, __ ,_.......,_~~----......... --;--""------.....~ which would be a 

merely h:i.sto:d.cal assertion directed against pag;an polythe:i.sm -, 1?_ut that 

He is uniclue, 1mlike anything: else, in tho world of man or nature. (90) 
---·....-·---...~ 

If He wtudy the impJ.:Lc~rL:LornJ o:f' th:Ls concept of God a .little 

futher in ito relevancy to Cohen's philo8ophy of histo~7, w0 .st1so f:i.nd 

that e, v:Lnd:i.cntion of some of the more orthodox notions of the role of 

Goel in h:Lstory results, though these no't:i.ons may in the process undergo 

a certa:i.n metamorphos:i.s. In the sense, for example, in which Goel as the 

creator of the world would thereby also be lay:i.ng the fotmdations of the 

occurrence of hui1Ja11 history, it may now bo oa:i.d that the 11 beginning 11 of 

history is s:i.muJ.taneous w:i.th the deploy1;tent of the creative act:i.v:i:ty of 

God. However, this :Ls not to be understood :Ln any temporal or historical 

Gense. 'l'o do that would :i.mply o. derogation of the un:queness of the idea 

o:f' Goel in that it would pcrso.'lmi.fy and ac{ualize m.lll• _Qreation rather 

means, o.a we already have had occasion to note, (t}1at God :i.s the logical 
..... 
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premise, the condition of the existence of nature. This is a logical, _H _______ H__..----·--·~---

not a temporal relationship. Being, an absolute idea, is the prere~1----------~-~-----·--·-----~-_,...,:_ 

uisite of Bocord.ng, for if this w0re not so the only alternative \lOUld 

l 1 e that J3ecord.ng is its own origin, and that in turn would again be 

equivalent to tho pantheism of He,p;el i;rhich identifies history with God. 

[Creation then not being a historical or temporal but re.ther a logical 

re latiotrnhip, it follows that it continues to cha.re.cter:i.ze th.e connection 

between the idea of God and the idea of nature e.t all thms21 Cohen, 

·therefore, und"lrstandab ly prefers tho term £!~9~~ush used for creation by 

tho scholastics of the Jewish Middle-Ages rather than the term ,?~~_;~~.?:. 

employed in tl10 Bible, for it pccrmits hint to interpret it in the sense of' 

"daily renewal 11 rather than in the sense of temporal, instantaneous 
,,_ ...... _. ____ ··--

creation. (91) 'l'his ?2ay be 8. doctrine not completely in accord with 

normative Jewish belie.:~, but, on the other hand, it will be remembered 

that it coincides substantially witl1 what we.s tau,c;ht as the Platonic 

theory of creation in schols.sticisr1 and that Ha.levv declared it to be .---·-:....1.... 

perfectly compatible with baEiic Jewish faith. 

2xactly the oame line of reasoning is employed with regard to the 

traditional religious concept of revelation. Vs crec.tion ;near~s to 

Cohen the co:;inz-into-bsing of nature as the scene 1.ilpon which ethics and 

history unroll, G._~ revelation mearw the coming-into-being of man ao a 

rational creature, made rationo.l by the Deity~~] Now again, just ::s the 

creation of nature does not mean the formation and shapin:i~ of matter in· 

tl1e manner in w}i.ich a ma:~;ician produc:::s an object out o.C thin air, since 

such a conception would be a personalization of tho idea of the unique 

i 

II 

l 
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God, ao also ro~elation does not mean that God either literally implants 

tho rational capacity in man or conveys to hire: specific rational formulae. 

Q~at}wr, even as God is the creator of the world inasmuch as Being is the 

logical condition of Becoming, so revelation is the logical condition 

:E'or the human activity of reason. In this context, then, revel8tion 
-~-· ·~-----.. ~---~__.._ ........ ~ .......... ~.,,........,_.._....,..__ 

of course, is not a matter of experienced validity but of an aspired 

consur::;~Go.tion in the infirii te future. Both these statements, the one 

with re.;ard to the creation of nature as .well as the one with re.'..':ard 

its parts. In t~:is sense created nature and re:vealed reason, both _ .............. -~·-... --
emanating from God, come together to lay the foundations of the occur-

rence of history. Lastly, it is obvioUEJ that as it E;ust be rJaid of 

this understanding of creation that it is not a temporal or instantaneous 

occurrence, in fact that it is not an occurrence at all but a lo~ical 

j,I 

between the histod.caJly emp_luyecl reason oe wan ;;.nuL.the fulfil led and 

· ',' realized reason as an ideal concept. (92) Such an interpretation of the ............... ....._ ........... ,, _____ ~-----... ................ """"'lt,. .. .;.,,.lh>-..,. 

term revelation, unlike Cohen's signification of the tenn "creation", 

could, of course, not find any historical precedent in classic Jewish 

philosophy, since the historical occurrence of revelation was a basic 

premise of even the otherwise most emancipated, untraditional and philo-

sophical thinkers of the Jevlish past. It does, however, f:i.nd its counter--

part in the doctrine of continous revelation as it was propounded by 

Jewish re:f'orrc.ers an.l liberals in 19th cent;ury Germany. 
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That 
11
Sinai is in the heart of man 11 ( 95) is a sentiment fre'.1ue11tly 

enunciated by them. Cohen merely io;avo this concept a more philosophical 

foundation and for:tr_ulation. 

The most :i.mportant of the religio-t~~eolog:i.cal implications of his 

identity of the Biblical meosianic age with hiD concept,of the consum-

mation of history in infinit;y. The Bihlical prophets are actually ·t.he true 

creators of history in that they turned it from what it had been and con-

tinued to be in most cultures, e. r'O:Ocord of the past ·with a nostalgic, 

atavistic longing for an idealized golden a:~:e of the })ast, into an 

anticipation of an ideal future and the assurance of its eventuality 
-.------~-------·~--------.. ---~--

which, quite literally, casts its shadows before it into the present and 

of historv, and both serve the normati v0 function of cl.ire ct in.'"' 'Wery 
·------------"·---·-··--~ ---·-----·-"------·--- ~----------~-----

~Q.nt_tq_war_~L:'dietg_,-_ And, to cor.:plete t~1e parallelism, what in phil-

osophy we ha 1e called "society 11 "~oes under the name of 11 the k:i.ng;dom of 

God
11 

in roligio~1, that ideal state whit0 h, by its always comparatively 

superior character, stiDulates hun~an action toward the L~prove::'ent of 

the g;iven state of' affairs B.t any historical time. 

Here, too, Cohen deals with a traditional rolicious tcrLinalogy 

which he, or at any rate ~is liberal Jewish predecessors, re-interpreted. 

Though he emphatJizes over and over again the centrality and supreme 

i:mportance of the mess:Lanic doctrine as it was tau,<:;ht by the prophets 

for the history of' mankind he rejects the notion of a personal Messiah. 

The belief in such a p0rson repr·:.;sents to hb; the same type of pe~·son-

alizat:Lon and concretizing mythology to which he objects in the notion of 
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a personal Goel: Goel nn we 11 ao the Messiah are idea~::: and ideals but_~qj:._ 
"·--·-·-..-·--

perscins. Tl-ds, to :1im, j_s not a lower but a. fo.r rrnper:i.or and mo:re 
..:::-...::====~-· 

powerful type of rec:.lity~ On the other hand, of course, the transform-

ation of the MeMJiah fro!l;. a person to an 11 a.~;e 11 is quite a conventional 

procet>s in the period of the German- Jewish em.ancipation. 

If the terms 
11
society 11 and 11 the kingdom of God 11 denote the samo 

idea in Cohen 
1 
s system, a t~1ird term. can still be added as a name for 

this reality. We have already notod several times that 11 social:i.sm11 

means both tl10 endeavor for and the eventual reality of the perfect 

aociety to the philosophor. Ho has no doubt at all that the prophets 

were socialists in a quite technical sense and not niec·ely in the sense 

of homiletic generalities. When they identified the person of the 

Messiah with the "suffering servant", when they rebelled against social 

injustice and ineq_uity, wheJ:1 they identified human evil not w:i. th death 

an identification which in religion and philosophy leads to theosophic 

speculation and mytholohy_, - but with poverty, a condition that can be 
,....,_/ 

and 1r:.ust be rernc;:id:i.ocl b~r ethical, social huGan action, when they went so 

far as in e.i:'.f'ect to make 11 pictyn and 11 poverty11 synonymous names, - they 

evolved a rel:i.gious system of socialist thou2;ht and action wh:i.ch stands 

:i.n direct historic connection wi.th the Doc:i.alism of modern times. ( 9lf) 

Of Cohen, who was not only a Kantian philosopher but also a Jewish 

thinker, we must ask one 12st bi..it crucial question with rez~ard to his 

.. ). ' ' 
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philosop:1y of history: what, if anyt'.:,ing, is the role of Judaism and 

Israel in this system? --
In answer to this question tho fil'Dt point which must be clBrified 

is that indisputa0ly Cohen arrives at J"udairim from philosopiw; he does 

not come to philosophy from Judaism. This is basic, for there can be 

little doubt that wherever this has been the procedure of a Jewish 

thinker - and Cohen is by far not the only one who took this course -, 

the result has been, and hns had to be nece,'::mr:Lly, that at best Judaism 

can turn out to be for them an e:rnr;:plar, or sven the exemplar, of general 

truths which they ar':·ived at independently of J"udaism. 1:1hen you begin 

with a universal, 8.El the philoooph0r invariably must do, tho only way 

of enclin,'?; with a particular is to try to prove that the particular is an I 
f 

1 
illustration of the Eenoral, ·- and usually also there will be r::any cliff-

i 

I 
erent illustrations of' the ::';eneral, not just 0110. In this manner it 

would appear to be imporrnib le to discover a peculiar or unique value in 

the specificity of the pa::0 ticular. 'l'hus, in the case of the ::0 ele,t:Lonship 

bot ween philosophic truth and Judairm, tho philosopher, becaufrn ho is a 

philosopher and }1as a primary commitment to pl1ilosophy, will in:ovito.b ly 

-.> 
attempt to eotabl:i.sh certain general :)hilosophic truths a!:"lcl tlH311 proceed 

to inquire whet;ter these t:enen.ll trutho are contaiYied in Judaism; to the 

extent to which they are he will accept Judaism, and to· the extent to 

which he does not find them to be there contained he will also feel free, 

indeed constrained, to d.iocarcl Judaism. The ,Jew, on the other hand, 

because ho is a Jew o.nd hi:u.i a prir:ary co;,1dtJ;;ent to Judaism, will bo;dn 

by analyzing Judaism for the truths w~ich it corrtains and may, nay 

usually will find that thcco truths also have a more general, philosophic 

boo.x·in:::· outside the theological and co munal boundaric:c of Judai:=;n-~. In 
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his case, however, he will find general truths in the particular, and 

since he has found them only and originally in this particular he will 

ascribe indispensable value to the existence of the p<'lculiari ty of the 

particular. 

The validity of this observation is also exemplif:Led in the thinking 

of Herma.nn Cohen. We have traced his philosophy of history and have 

easily been able to do so exclusively in terms of his rational philoe-

ophy. He begins with general considerations relating to reason, and 

this is the standard to which he will adhere through the end. It is 

·true that at several points it was possible, and even cogent, to note 

parallels and aubstantiations in Judaism. But rune can labo17 under any 

doubt that it would have been perfectly and easily· possible to construct 

the same philosophic system without any such references. Furthermore, 

where they were made they were only convenient comparisons and illus-

trations. But without them or with other comparisons and illustrations 

the phUosopher could have continued his work undisturbedly. 

Thus, at best we may expect Cohen to :P.ind Judaism s. good~ possibly 

even the bes·t, embodiment of the general truths at which he has arrived 

through the methods of general, non-Jewish philosophy, - even as is 

true of mo st other men who fo J.lowed the same course. And this is exactly 

what happens. Judaism is the embodiment in historic, concrete and lived 

as well as bel:leved form of the truths which he has arrived at :i.n an 

independent manner. 11 '.Phe sources of' Judaism shall be shown and proved 

to be the material in whose historical self-production the problematic 

reason, the problematic religion of reason is to produce and verify 

itself. 11 (95)~]'11he operative.words here are 11 verify itself. 11 If the 
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philNJoph:i.c truths are V•JriJ'iod in Judaism, 'JO much the Getter for 

Judaism; :l.f not, then ::io nruch the worse for ,Judaism, ·- not so rn.uch the 
/' 

worse for philosophy ...... Philosophy io the standr:i:rcl of measurer::ent, not 

JiJdaic.m.. To :;;ivc only two examples of this nethod: r,:iligion must, for 

philosophic reasons, ideally and basically be ethics. If a religion 

can be shown to be in accord with this criterion then it is true religion. 

It is not that H a relip;ion which is initially accepted proves to con-· 

tradict this conclusion that then the conclusion must be rejected. 

Fortunately for Judaism the latter alternative does not happen to be 

applicable. "Throu~h the identity of religion and othics Judaism is also 

subjectively proved to be the religion of reason." (96) And, incidentally, 

however much he advocates the principJ.0 of the separation of state and 

church for. practico.l and social rec>.sons, fundm;oentally Cohen accepts the 

validity of the theocratic concept just for this reason, that in it the 

religious, i.e. ethical 'Jalues are conceded priE:ncy in the establishm.ent 

of the hm 0an c:ociety. ( 97) Or, to give yet another example, history is 

the prograssive realization of ethical ideals. Jewish history t~en will 

be history only insofar as it can be said of it that it fulfills this 

requirement. Anci tlrn.t is exactly what Cohen explicitly states: [ 11 Jewish 

history, as history, that is to say insot'ar as it consists of ethical 

ideas ... 11 ( 98}) 
Now it must be asked whether, even once it is admit :~ed that Judaism 

and its history are such an illlrntration of the ,C?:enera.l truth of the 

philosophy of histo:~y~Ytl~:6'6only ones to cle~~erve that desi:n:rn.tion. The 

answer is in the no ~ative. Cohen mode a special point of entitling his 



. 4i &M#.§IS@@ik 

book about the sources of Judaism ~12:£~2.E... o~.J.~~E~E.' i.e. a, one re­

ligion of reason, not "the, the one and only religion of reason", and 

when by mistake the article 11 the 11 crept onto the title-page of the book 

in the first edition it was quickly omitted in the second edition. (99) 

Furthermore, he explicitly states that there is no such things as an 

11
absolute religion

11 
but that other religions, too, apart from Judaism, 

have a right to the name of 11 religion of reason 11 , though all of' them, no 

doubt, have earned it to a different degree)(100) The only quantitative ~/ftlfl.4w~ 1 

between all such rel:i.g:i.ons of reason, a quanta ti ve diff'erence which turns 

into a qualitative one for a reason which we shall recognj.ze shortly and 

which is peculiar to Cohen's philosophic method, is a difference of ab-

originality. In Judaism the idea. of the unique God and mi.s ethical law 

originated. Here these were, therefore, historically first and pre-

sumably most pure because least ad·ul teratecl with external, contrary in-

fluences. (101) 
11
This originality of Judaism (as the religion of reason? 

constitutes the advantage of Judaism. 11 (102) While this 11 adva.ntage 11 may 

at f':i.rst appear to be rather trivial, in that, after all, certainly for 

a rationalist like Cohen, the truth of an idea would be unaffected by 

its appearance in time, it is actually a. much graver f'actor than that. 

Cohen's entire ph:i.losoohic system has also been called 11 the philosophy 

of origin.
11 

The origin of reality, the reality of ideas, out of the 

nothingness of an unconditioned reason, which he exemplifies in the ere-

ation of the increment of the :i.nf:i.nitesl:nml calculus, determines the 

purity of all 
11
pure thought 11 Without such a pure ori[!;in it is despoiled 

by sensuality. (105) . fhe question of origin is, therefore, not a 
\,' 

question of temporal priority but of logical purity, of pure rationaJJ.sm. 

And this is what Cohen means when he speaks o:f' the originality of Judaism. / 
. .I 
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The identity of l"eligion with philosophico.l ethics is, howc; or, to 

be unclcrstood in a stric;tly historical, temporal, trensitory and limited 

sense. It is true that the prophets first tauo·ht the doctrine of mess-

ianism w~1ich is identical with the concept of tho garantee of the ful-
.,;r··~., 

fillment of the ethical tasks; it :is equally true that religion first 

taught the ethical laws which spring fundanL,ntally from the rational 

character of man; and it is certainly true that Judaism was the first 

to proclaim the idea of the 
4, 
frs- the realization of truth. 

specifically Judaism, and the truths of reason is not a logical but 

merely a historical one.(_A.11 tl1ese truths, aE1 his own system ai1d the 

general prot'.:ress of ph~.losophy dernonwtrate, have historically risen to 

the level of human consciousness t:1rougl1 thfl instruh:ent of religion.; 

Therefore, "the connection between rational truth and religion is to be 

maintained only historically. 11 ( 10~·) 'l111ere are certain dangers in the 

perpetuat:Lon ad infinitum of this relatimship. ~Che progress o.f' reason 

demands that these doctrines be rid of certain and significant impurities 

which necessarily are attached to them by their religious context. 

Religion, even when it propounds partial truths, so Cohen declares, 

distorts to a certain dep;ree and assuredly mythologizes t}1ese truths: 

for example, we have already seen that the ideas of God and of' the Messiah 

are personnif:Lod rath:r than kept j_n their ideal pd.stin:netJs, that 

creation and revelation are almost invariably int0rpreted :in naturalistic 

I 
I:: 

r 
l 
I 
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Hayo, ·:tc. More ir::portant even than those fo.ults, we have also seen 

that religions aro noce:::c;ad.ly denord.national and, therefore, divisive. 

In all these ways religion, al thou?;l1 it gave birth to the basic his-

tor:i.cal and ethical truths, is, in tho course of time, a h:Lndranco to 

the development of its children. 11 Thereforo, for ethics as a science 

tlrn motto must bo: the clicJsolution of religion into ethics. 11 ( 105) 

Only in that way can the rational truths attain to their cor:plete and 

necessary clarity as well as historical of~e tiveness 

~:his entire arp;Hmonte:'c:i.on Gounds, and tiworotico.lly is, very l'1Uch 

like the rationoJ.isD at' tho Enli:htenment, r;~uch of uh:Lch onoaked into 

19th century Germ::u1-J"ew:l.sh libcro.lio::~, ·- nm;1e ly t}1'.o;,t "rw:tu1·0.l i· ~ lig:Lon 11 

of wldcl1 the in;10:rited theology o.ncl. po:...cp o:f' the hic3toricfll reli,-,;iono 

muot be t=Jcra1Jned. 
,I. •~ 

But 

than l.1ir; r:::>tionalistic ]JreL~ecessors. He i·eco,srd.zes and severely cas-

ti~~ates tho slrnlloH ~1ositivism and 11 cultural othicisr~~n uhicl1 n:esul-LE: 

o.bo.nclonecl in fo.vor of o. nreligion of co:: on senoe • 11 'I'his wm.'ning ho.:r'.:s 

sense 11 is not only much v1orDe than scientL:'ic reauqn but o.J.oo than the 

histo1'ically dcvolop0d :f'ol'L'Ulo.tions o:;:' ethical roli,<:;j.ons. '.L'lw spread 

and ovcrntueJ. dor.cinance of the :icientific reason ;r~1icl1 aloi1e surpa:3::::eo the 

rationality of tho hi,:to:·ic roJ.ig;:Lons :Ls o. vo.st, :LErc-.orwcly di?:-icult, 

c;roatly time-consi..mi:..n,o; task., Unt:U such a is reached 

tlw roJ.i~';iouD con.stcllatj_ons of Juclaisn e.nd C'."ristio.n:i:Ly must be concinued. 
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This "historical piety" is our "responsibility to the ethical future." (106) 

!t is in this intervenin~ period, the period between our present 

stage and the eventual triumph of scientific reason, that Israel and 

Judaism still have their wor.ld-w,iqe and pro?ound historical tasks to 
~- . ! 

perf'orr;:. _JU ua.au;i,u,, "Lrn:o'tl,Sh"' l 17l3']:JJ'.'1!c'tice as--vref 11 as teaching, mu st -
progressively purify not only itself but also all other religions of 

the alacks of mytholo;:cy which they still retain. Through the maj.nten-

ance and administration of the idea of the one God they pe~·form this 

task in the fj_rst place. Until this idea is accepted by all mankind 

its mission is not fulfilled. And Cohen makes it quite clear in many 

places, incluclin~: his central ~~j:..~~k, that the doctrine of the trinity 

and of the divinity of Jeswi for him falls within the class of harmful 

mythologics.l survivals. 

geop:raphical homelessness of the Jewish neople, its diaspora life, is a 
~--::"--·-·~----···-·-----•-•·•-••--,~~.---•--~----"'···--·~·~·-•·-~-·--·--_:!;.. ___ , ____ ..__~ ,___--·•·-•~•-~··--··-------.-.---~---w_...,.~--·__,,.., 

divinely and providentially irr.]_JQ§ .. ~9,_f,,?.:~or, f_o}:_ji_;y:__r~ans of it Israel 
"''·------·-···--·-~--"----·-----~··-----~------·-·-__,.., ----·~ --~--~-...._. ________ .. 

intimate contact with all the peoples of the world cnreE_i:ihiJ.~:i.t waa 
----··--------·~·------·------..... ,. ,,_ .... ,,., ___ , ... ,_,.,_,__ .... · --------- ~--

depri ~~-c:Lgf __ J:,_}2e opportu:1i ty to, e.~'.Jg_t:?::gQ__j,r,::i __ "\:.l:i_El_ __ !.!at_:i_,_g_~~~l _ c;l1auY-ini§.ill~_?E_l~~ 
-~-~,...-.··--·-· --~-------------·· 

~~-::.1~~-;y __ ~J}gr.~?!-(3:ri zed nat_~9.-~8.--1. ... ~-~-~~e ~--~!2_ __ ~1-~-~-~.01'y. {j.~ short, 11 L'le unique 

God has deprived us of our fatherland and has returned it to us in the 

form of' all mank:"rncL •• '.fo bring about the r(:Jcogni ti on of this unique God 

in tho world, this is our task in uorld-history. 11 (10!!1 

I,,[ 

' ·'i 
It might be obj:::cted, as indeed it wa::i by Achn.d Ha 1am in his 

existence of the Jewish people is neither sufficiently justified nor 

!: 
f:, 

[:I 

1

1 

! 
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adequately rationalized by the fornrulation of such an ideal tasl:. In 

the first plactJ, it is claiGecl, no people exists for such philosophical 

and abstract reasons, and, in the second place, sucl1 ideal aims do not 

require tho existence of Israel as a sp~cific historical unit. This 

ob je:cU.on .Q?h"'.n a.!:1SW2_!S as follows: it :i.s true that at first s i~~ht it 

would app :ar that even aB for the uni vcrsal lo;;ic of mathematics no one 

special social unit is required but it applies to all nations without 

distinction, so also the universal God would not need one particular 

nation for the teaching of His idea. But in fact the idea of God is 

dif'-'.'erent from the rational sciences. In order to bequeatL it in its 

full purity to all mankind tho historicfll procesf3 of im1truction requires 

a cultural, i.e. hi::itorical continuity of a spiritual people. 'rhis 

' ,_. people is still needed even after the Bib le has becor:e the colilli1on 
I', 

property of enlightened humanity. The fundam:mto.l idoas of truth could 

not survive the vicissitudes of' history 11 a:.:on:,;_; the nations which did 

not produce them. 11 The unity and continuity of this one people is a. 

tellinc;, hiotorical symbol of the eventual unity of all JL:ankind in the 

recognition of the one God. 11 0ne mankind could come to co only tmder 

ono God. 'rhio one God arose only in one people. '.l.'herefore this one r 
. r 

! 
people nm st continue • 11 ( 108 )[j_n t;_1is sense, then, Jewish history will 

continue as it has over since its inception: 11 Jewish history, as i1istory, 
I 

i.e. insofar as it consistG of ethical ideas, is an unbro~:en ciiai.n of 

hu1;'.a.11, national misery •••• 1;he me:rn:i.anic people suffers vicariously for 

t}rn suffering of mankind ••• ThuG the misery of the Jowo has loveled a 

harsh accuaat:ion at otl11:.:r nations at all timer3. F1rom this me 'cia.nic 
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point of view a theodical li5~i1t is shed ov·.;;r this en:Lr::':m«:t o:f' \·rorlcl·-hiotory. 

Eu(rera'!::::isticall~r th:: su.-'fDrin.c: of th''° Jews is a misfortune. But another 

intcrpreti:i.tion is pla ed on Israel 'n history by its !!Jossiai:ic vocation. 

At1 Israel suffo:::·s for the sa::e of the idolaters in the view of th~ 

prophetic poet, so it su:f'fsrs to this day as representative of the inade-

quacies Pnd f'aul ts i::hich are st:!.J.l obBtructin.g the realization of 

monotheisrn. 11 (109) 

6. Conclusion 

Is this then s. Jewish philosophy of history? By the same token by 

which JuUus Guttruann refused to speak of a 11 J·:cwish philosophy 11 but 

ra.thor insisted on a 11 phiJ.osophy of Jud.aj_sm11 it would s;ccm to be neces-

sary to speak o:f' Herr::LB-1111 Oohen 1 s philosophy of history as at r>:ost a 

philosophy of cTewish history, not a Jewish philosophy of history. At 

leant r::cthoclolo.'.:'.ically he makes no protens0 at constructin:!: the latter. 

It evcn soems likely that had the sug,t=;estion been made to hir· that he do 

so he would have refused it vehemently. For, as we have seen, to con-

atruct a Jewish philosophy of history would mean to constn~ct a philos-

ophy of history whose methods, whose catezories and whose ternino lo[';y 

as well as fi~al aims are Jewish in principle. Such a philosophical 

history would not even neceasarily have to deal with the history of the 

Jewir;h poople; conceivably it could deal with the role of tl10 Ohhiose 

people without any particular reference either to Israel or to Judaism, 

and yet it would ho J·:iv1if..1h in its manner of' dealL-,~; with tho lJro'.;lem that 

:; 

I ~ 
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it has chosen for itself. Such a notion, however, woulcl have been and 

was profoundly di.stasteful to Cohen. To him the methods, categories, 

terminology and aims of history appeared to s~irin~ not frou any par-

ticular relig;ious, national, cultural or revealed 9ontext but out of 

the universality of tho 103ic of scientific reason. It is true that he 

will sometimeB speE1.k of the rise of n1onotheisrr. or of prop£1etic !C:eo!'.::ianism 

as a "miracle" which cannot be e~plainod in terms of general history. 

(110) But in vi~w of the total character of his philosophical orien-

tation and the explicit canons of historical thin~.:ir:g that he laid 

down for l1imself it must be believed that these were rather r.c.etaphoric 

e:X:JJrossions of a:r::irat:i.on and wonderment tlmn technical philonophical 

concepts. On the other hand, that his ph:Llosophy of history not only 

included but oven :reached its syster;·1atic climax :Ln a ph:Llosophy of 

Jewish h:Lstory and that he re;~~o.rded Jewish history as the prototype, 

univ,:rsal red three.d and approx:Lmation of ideal world--history cannot 

be doubted. No J.eos doubtful would seem to be the tr"t.rth of' the state-

ment that throughout his .'2;onoro.l philosophy of history, at just about 

ovory crucial turn of the road, reminiscences appeo.r, ref01'e11ces a:ro 

made, illusti-ations are :~"ivon and concepts ara introduced which point 

to Cohen's grounclin'.; :Ln the herita;:;o o:f' classical <Jewish 0xperience 

end thou ht. But, as we: have said, these strike the student not as 

inte/ral constructive parts of tho system but ratho:r as the personal 

e lemcnt, howe-v::;r genuine and deep they may be, inti·oduced into the 

system py the personality of tho author. Jur first conclusion would, 
.. , 

therefore, unavoicl2,bly be tliat Gohe!1 1s p>ilooophy of history in also 

a p~ilosophy of Jew:Lsh history, but it :Ls not, nor does :Lt clai~ to be, 

"''J' 
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nor would it have wanted to be, a Jewish philosophy of history. No-

whore is thore any indication that the role of the Jewj.sh peOl)le is to 

be judged by any other standards than the ones which are also applied 

to all other peoples; nowhere is thore any justification offered for 

possibly t::1inkin:~: of' Jewish history as qus.li tative ly dif:'erent from all 

other particular histories; everywhere the lo~ical rational:l.sm that 

characterizes his errtire thinkin~ is also unmitigatedly and unqual-

ifiedly used in terms of Jewish history. 

On the other hand, this question can also be approached from 

another perspective. It is possible for a philosophic system to be 

couched explicitly in one terminology and yet in fact to exprocc certain 

underlying tendencies o:f the mind which point to a11ot~1e:r net of terms. 

It ccn.ild bo argued, for example, that whereas Cohan thought of his 

methods and i;mntod to ti1ink of them exclusively in rationaliotic, logical 

and sci ntific terms, abjuring all specialized theological or cultural 

or hieitorical preii:::i.ses, he in fact illustrates in his entire mental 

mode a specifically Jewish coloration of thoug ::t W~iich aL.io affected. the 

conceptual results at wnich ho arrived. Thin ·wot1ld appear to lie involvod 

in a statement made by Jakob Klatzkin: ( 111) 11 T.':v0n nore neo-Kantians who 

possess in Cohen the most di.~;nified intc;rpreter o.nd :roforr:10r used to 

circumvent their E~1.st ·r cloverJ.y, and the re.ore so, of course, academic 

philosoph.:;rs 0:2 otl1·'.il:' schools, The reason for such bohnvior can eac1ily 

b0 ~;u;:;cs0d. '1~\e world-view of Cohen is in its :t'"undarnental principlen 

standab le that one could not :fors:Lve an acadord.c philosopher for this 



Judaization of ethics. ';lhe.t one can dote ct in the worda of Kuno D'i:01chor 

aouncl s likG s.n unintentional confess ion when he thou::;J1t he; could rm':\rt.e 

the thought of Cohen with U1e phrar.;e: n10Y'e rece than philoc-iophy. 11 It 

would load too :c'o..x- to try to fJUb•Jtantioto the thour~:ht presuLably con-

tairwd, or s.t least suspected by Klatzldn, in F'ischer 1s sts.teuent, how-

ever one may evaluate its moral intentions, beco..i.:we ti1is ::d.o;ht involve a 

phenomenology of tho '.1.istoric Jewis}1 spirit and a close analysis of the 

poasible rslationship between the classic categories of Jewish phil-

osophies and those of Colic:m 1 s. But that tfiere is some initial prob a-

bility of validity in the observation seorno clear: quite apart froL the 

use of such substantively Jewish t:c·rmc: as God, creat:i.on, revelation, the 

ldn~;doc 01:· God, rc.e:::sianism, rnan, the unity of God, t!:J.0 NO~"ld and n:an, 

reason, law, ethic:3, otc., -' "l. rn.11-:}Jcr of deep-seated mothodolo[ical 

canons a.:·c implicit in Cohen 113 philosophy of Jd.c;tory vfriich E2ight possibly 

entitle it to 'cc called J·cHish. Amon.·:.: them would have to be counted 

first of all the bcwic conception of neo--Kantianism, tho striving for 

unity in perception, will, the huL~an individual, and his<:.ory; Cohen 1 s 

radical mon:i.sxr. :i.e surely in dir6ct 13.ne w:i.th the underly:Lns r:otif of 

Judaism throu~h the ages not by mere accident. The thoroughly historical 

orientation with which ho o:pproachns ~):>:'oblemEJ O--· J.oo::i.c, ethics, n.rt o.nc1. 

theolo&_:y a,";ain is hir:: inheritance from the spirit of tl1e 11 re1i,":·:i.on of 

I Jt,;;;;;;:·m!iiil • 
the power of reai3on is rooted in tho ratiom1l:i.sr.'l of tho Talmud' in ., cw+ I I a a 

which ah;o tho historical model of h:i.;; eth:tc ol:' law must be rr:.::cognized, 

he repeat :;d.J.y ctresscs by Go..llin:z upon tho name of Mair,:onides. And his 

:t 
!1. 

J.·· 



ethicism which domine:t;;:;o not only that espoct of his system w11ich speci-

fically deals with ethics but which even pervadoa his logic and esthetics 

undeniably perpetuates tho fundamental err'.phasis of Judaism. In short, 

however one may have to diff'er on individual histor:i.cal and reli,';ious 

conceptions, a good case could be made out for the "Judaized" character 

o:f:' his philosophy. In this sense, too, Cohen himself would not have 

denied the Jewish character of his ti;inking, for he was profoundly con-

vinced that ho was merely bri1w~inp· up to philosophical date the best in 

however startling it may otherwise be, he perceived tho best of the cul-

ture of the ';1est :i.n tho tradition of ,Jerusalem too·other with tho purified 

tradition of Athens, 

This is not to say that at, at least, one decisive point, and pos-

sibly at some other minor ones, in the system it is not necessary for us 

to ask critical questions. Guttmann has already asked the mo~:it decisive 

one (112)~ basic to the rounding-out of the errtire system as well as of 

tho philosophy of history io the concept of the idea of G~d as the 

,c~uarantee of the infinity of nature for the sake of tho eventual unifi-

~-
cation of nature and et:1ics. Not only is it ba:::Jic in this r:,speet, but 

so far as the concovt of God itself is concerned, to which Cohen ascribes 

such suprerr.e si/n·iificance, this is its entire and exhaustive rr:eaninq;• 

But can an 11 idoa 11
, however potent one n~ay believe it to be in respect of 

its normative function, really be credited with such ontolo~ical, his-

torical effoct:i.veness? Can the God who is a rational idea fulfill the 

task so expected of Hh1, or j.fj it not understood that tl1is is the ruri.c·cion 



= SJ ~ ,,•,,, "'™"' a 1 

136 

of pe:·scmality'? '['rue, Guttmann hbwolf states that this question can l.;e 

answe:ted consistent with Cohen 1 s system only after his concept of 

reality has bocrn completely clari:':'ied. Cohen ofttimes conden::ns those 

who speak of ideas as being "only ideas", who have an insufficient 

belief in tho reality and potency of ideas. He regards them as partly 

influenced by tho mytholop;ically inclined n:::ccl of Christiani.ty to prove 

tho personal, historical and ontolo~ical existence of a divine Jesus and 

partly as victims of the materialistic, naturalistic skepticism of a time 

in which ideal:tstic and ethical cultu:r0 is rapidly de:.;e110ratln;!. But 

even when the validity of these accusations is .2;ranted our problem stj_]_]_ 

:remains: at this particular and decisive point we are not dealin~ with 

tllG l·d.storical effectiveness or the hur::an r. lovancy of ideas 1·1e are 

It is at this point, rather than at the point of the concept of the 

"correlation" which Rosenzweig exa~~erated in his re-interpretation of Cohen 

and which, :LC' not kept within proper boundaries, is likely to lead to a 

distortion of the entire system, that a possible extension of neo-Kan-

tianism murJt be b ~:gun :from the point of view of re lL,·ion and ,Judaism. 

Cohen who hi~self was rightly proud of having learned from Kant and then 

having '~one beyond him would ha.vo been tho last to deny that tl1is would 

also become necesr3ary for his students. ( 112a) And. t1mt here hio own 

logic leads hircc beyond the limits of h:i.s syst:;rn to the concept of tlie 

personal and even oritolo'.·;ical God waB ri:;;htly and co:ently recognized by 

Guttmann. 
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But once one has, at least tentatively, taken this step, the logic 

of the step leads beyond itself in turn. We have noted how, in the 

specifie applieation of his categories to traditional religiouc ideas, 

a de-personalization, idealization and therewith also a generalization 

took ple.ce. Not only God was transformed from a pe1·son into an idea; 

also the Messiah suffered the sarne fate; and creation as well as revelation 

lost their particularistic character and became universal ideas; even the 

Jewish people itself was turned from a concrete historical entity into 

more of an embodiment of an idea and therefore deprived of its concrete 

historical pooplehood. 'I'hat all tl10se transformations, consistent as 

they may be and are with tl1e Lrnor of the system, also are carbon-copicrn 

of the often shallow liberalism and rationalicm and scientism of the 19th 

century should make us a bit suspicious. None of those propositions aro 

new with Cohen; they aro without exception the comrwn intellectual prop:ttty 

of Ger;nan :Reform. Klatzkin may not have •ceen so wrong Hhen he exclaimed 

in adrniration and sadness at the same th1e: 11 A spiritual giant was the 

watchman over the inheritance of a spiritually dwarfed generation. 11 (ll3) 

Co hem the power of the idea of God to lw.rmon:i..ze nature w:L t:1 ethics in 

infinity. If, as we have seen, this power can be exercised only by a 

_p;c;rson, ·what we a:ro saying is that this function 1·1hich the system must 

postulate is not a natural ~ut a miraculous, irrational one. Tho point 

is that the curve of an asymptote never does reach the axis, and :i..f' it 
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does it can do so only in contravention of the laws of mathematics. Ahd 

nevert~eless this is what is postul~ted. Finally, once a Biracle is 

postulated, whether in infinity or today, th.ere is no more warrant to 

say: the miracle can only happon this way and no other; the Messiah is 

an idea and an age, not a person! Actually this conclusion would also 

seem to be re'1uirod by the exigenc:i.e s of Cohen 1 s practical ethics: to 

say that the sure promise of progress is required by ~ankind so that it 

will continue to str:i.ve for improvement and to give this promi~10 by 

saying that it consists of the guaranteed approximation of reality to 

the ideal into infinity, though the approximation will never in history 

reach the point of co-incidence, - this is a dubious promise. And how 

one can approach infinity is a logical question all by itself. The 

point of infinity is that, having gone toward it a certain distance, one 

is still as far away from it as one was to begin with - it being infi­

nitely awayl !for~- again, tl~are~, the_12ro_rrJ,Ji.9-__ QJlJ:L....QJ.1l:z. be_j:,h~J?I:Q~j_,Qft 

_£f -~_Inirac;J.e~ Orthodox Marxists nmy scorn that this is not only utopian 

socialism but positively miraculous socialism. But if it is not that it 

is not socialism at all. 

'.L'he only alternative? would be to dispense with the promise all to­

gether. '.L'hat would mean also to dispe:rrne with th::: idea of God in the 

system. It would in fact seem that, if one does not wish to talce the 

ontolo\ical f;tepa which have just been outlined, ·- if one wishes to 

re: main strictly wi;thin the framework of' Cohen 1 s own ratiorndir::Jtic 

limits, - that this would be the preferable and even neceuso.ry attitude. 

F'row tho point of view of a transcendental monist, a lo;-,;ician who :rejects 

\ 
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the method o:f' psycho logy and eur&:i.em.Jnism, what, after all, 
t 
I 

i'' the need 
,,, ,, 

for a promise of success? Is not the lo,~ical and et~1ical l'equiren:ent 

for goodness sufficiently compelling? Is not the assu,~ance of eventual 

triumph a form of euc.i.3.e!il.onism? And exactly why is it true that lo::;::i.c 

dernB.nds the reo.li ty of ethical ideas within the rcali ty of nature? TJ:1e 

much more rigorously ethical answer, and very possibly the true one in 

terms of philosophy, is the statemcmt in the S~xings of the Fathers: 

11
You cannot finish the work, but you are not free to leave it undone. 11 

It may well be that we ought to answ:~r the hiBtorical cock-sureness of 

11
scientific socialists" as well as the messianic optimism of Cohen by 

saying: we are socialists because we wish to be socialists, not because 

we are sure that socialisn: is going to win! On the other hand, the 

suspicion raises itsel:f' that thit1 added super-abundance of hopefulness 

which Cohen adds to the systeK was due more to the desire for a concept 

of God and for the lastly Jewish legitimacy of the system than to the 

logical requirements of the system itself. (111+) 

About this optimism one rno>.'o and last word needs to be said. But 

first of all a further implication of the possL ili ty of a 11 re-per-

sonalization 11 of the concepts of God and the Messiah M.J.st \Je indicated. 

If' the Goel of the system ;::ust be a personal God aft,c:r all equivalent 

alterations would ensue in the interpretations of the concepts of 

creation and revelation. The creation and revGlation of a 9ersonal God 

would be diL':'eI'ent fro1n the creation and r::.velation of the idea of God. 

Hithout entering :i.nto the details, it lt\ay v0ry well turn out that under 

such auspices the two would re-:::;ain some of the historio:i.ty and tmnporal 

particularity which they had lost, And finally it must oe said t~mt all 
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thEJse stricturen, ho\c1ever re.lUcal they are in ti'JrJ~n of spec:U'ic, su1:n:·-

tantive concepts, would. not ot:·crwise hrtcrf'oro H:i.th the corrnistancy, 

validity and ~ra~deur of Cohen's syst0m. 

f\.s to the }1Litorical optimicirn itse1:2, it i:ci not 8f:o opti:mistic as 

some of :i.ts dotncctors cll1.irn. The accusB_tion of 11 :f.'i::tuou::i :rd.11enarinnism11 

which :i.s so universally leveled at 19th century t~inkers nova~ays is 

unjusti:L'icd in tb.0 c;asc of 00:1011, and, o.s l-13 l1e.vo already stntecl, the 

much abused Gnocdote told by F1·anz Hosenzwei;.:, that Cohen :ne.y not have 

expected the messianic age within fifty but .~n.U'•.:: ly witl1in a lrnndred 

years, is not really a c:erious m··ur11ent. 'l'o bo suro, it i<J optild.:o::r: to 

bslieve in constant and certain pro5;ress. But, from anoth"O~r perspective, 

it can be claimed with equal validity that it is a p9.rticularly pro:C'ound 

form of slrnptieinm to declare tbi.t thi8 pro.'~ress i·rill nev0r, never reach 

itn destination or even come perceptibly closer to it. And, of course, 

both propositions are enunciated by Cohen with one breath. Surely one 

o:f' the essential goodnesD of mEm in the F1rcmch Revolution and the spread 

of republican principles as well as Cohen's reliance on the progress of 

socialisrn in hiE: time does as rruch honor to tlieir ethicEcl ,~;rsatne,c;s as 

it was both perhaps over-confident and a dangerous pr2cede11t for less 

auspicious timJs, such us ours. 

Bl.rt it would seem that the really objectione.ble as::iect of Cohen 1s 

tandably ~e was afraid, for philosophical as well as social reas~ns, 

of the overwhr:'Jen:i.n:~ demends for priri!acy on the pnrt of the peoule 1 :::; 

blood and of the denomination's truth. In contrast ho saw ethical 

i 
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value in the w'.:-.ste and in tho laH even whilo rsr;arding them c,s trs.nsitory 

::;taze::i throush which one had to pass on the way toward tho ~:ingdorn of 

God. Bi.rt, practice.Uy speald.ng, th3 po::;itive law and the poc:itive st,ite 

Beem to have done overyth:i.ng they could to frustratf; such CJnfidence in 

our ti!:ico. It is no lon•,;er t:'ue ths.t 11 man 1 s metabolism functions throu!J:h 

the or:~ans of the state 11
; if anythin.;:; tho contrary is true. Coh"='n hh·self 

eaid in the moment of his ?l'eatest vatriotic loyalty end in that most 

trary to the logic of his philosophy and theoloxy, he would be a Zionist 

:Lf Gern:an peoplC'Jhood ever demanded the sacrifice of his Jewish faith and 

adherence! But possibly he rdght answer that this is onl;)rl:\mpirical 

argu1nent drawn from a ps.asing historical situation. Is it, however, legi-

timate to point to the historical divisiveness of religions and, disre-

garding thei~ ideal unity and their practical proselytiam, to raise this 

historical feature to the level of an innate anti-JreRsianic t~ait, even 

wl1ilo disr0;;;arding tho historical divieivenes~' of nat:l.onal states and, 

instead, to use their philosophical intlifferentism as an ind~x of their 

:J mesnianic usefulness't Is it not, to the contrary, much more true to tho 

canon of historical continuity and philosophical Lonism to re~ard religion 

~· . and relh;ious law as the hicitod.cal, emph·ical Vorwuerfe out o:f w~iich 

reason extracts the road-signs to the future? Much more reason, and cer-

tainly much mor0 rnorali ty, has been discovered in ,Jfuclabm and the ~~chi:i:~ 

in our time than in the statG and its lawsJ 
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In t·e:rmo of philo~:or.)hical r•c:thod i.t :Ls not L·co:crect to obsenre tlw.t 

Nachme.n Krochrw.l and Hermann Cohen begi.11 in tho sar::e 1:1a:,r and end in the 

oani0 way. We have noticed that both of them build the foundations of 

their respective philosophien of history on the corner-stone of episte-

molof~Y· And this is, of course, only reasonable. History is a form of 

hurcan knowledge, and before the characteristics can be specified which 

dist:i.rigui.sh it from othe:'." such for:Ts wlrt they all have in com.:::.on, namely 

tho subfJtance and structure of human kno~1leclge as such, r.c.ue>t be de:t'ined. 

But th0 sim:i.lari ty, in fact the identity of Krochmal 1 s and Cohen 1 s 

ste.rting-out points goes fw.·ther than thio m.ero forme.l approach. '.L'hey 

both not only reco[';i1ize in theory that e;)isterwlo:c;y must precede all 

other activities oi' the hu:r:1an intellect, but they also in practice follow 

in the epistemological foot-steps of that path-finder of modern, scientific 

coe;ni tion, Irnmanue,l Kant. It has beon d0monstratc;d ( 1) that Krochmal 1 s 

theory of :~nO'dledge :Lo not o, ly derived but at least in the s~cetchy 

form il1 which he presents it even tal.:cn bodily from the work of Kant, and 

he UBes this theory of knoHledge to apply it to his ch:i.ef desideratum, 

the spiritual:tzation, what he co..J.J.s the 11 purification 11 , of reli&;ion. 

(2) And the third and last step which he takGs in his employ1X1.ent of 

Kantian ep:i.steicDlog;y is to declare that the purification of re li«;;ion can 

be brought about only j_n the nanner in w;.1ich all intellectual purification 

takeo place, towi t by 2reans of nn ev·:or increasing conceptualization of 

history. (~) From this point onward he plun~es into his own theory of 

history, havins laid the foundation for it in Kant's philosophical 

.prem:i.sos. ·- Cohen, on the other hand, also bc:wilrn w:i.th Kant, - o.nd this, 

I 
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of course, is self-evident. for the great restorer of. the philosopher of' 

Koenigsberg. He does not so much ap1Jly M.s te8cher 1 s epistemology by 

ws.y of analogy, as does Krochmal, but rather analyzes its own inherent 

principles and then proceed.s to extend these principles into new ureas. 

For him epistc1mology itself is a h:i.storicnl phenomenon due to its inter-

t.1-lining Nith the historical progress of scientific knowledge. (4) This 

having once been estnblished, h:tstor:i.cal knowledge is conceived of by 

Ooh.en in exact analogy with scientific knowledge: i'l~ begins with a 

hypothesis or te.~-~' it has its 11 data 11 , and it ends in certa:Ln ethical 

cone lurdons. - Thm1, despite certain differences :i.n utiUzs:t.ion which 

direct the two thinkers at a small angle away from one another -· and )che 

two lh1es that forrn this a11gle of diveri:;ence between them at the outset 

will, like all non-po.rallel lines, put evor more distance between them 

as they get :fl1rther a.way :from their point of convergence - , Krochmal 
.,_.__. ... ~ ......... ~· -~. ,,, ,~-,,"i-

and Cohen both begin Hith Kant. Actually, this is not a ve17 surprising 

discoYery: where else can :rational thinkers begin sj_nce J.800? 

In a manner of speaking, it may also be said that the two end at 
)( 

the same point. God is the climas of th.:o Byritem of each. To be sure, 

:Ln Krochmal 1 s language He turns up usually under the deo:lg;nation of the 

Absolute SP,irit, ·- and this designation carries :i.ts implications f'or the 

va:3t dif:E'orences which sepe.rate their reopecti ve conceptions of' God. 

Nonetheless, when one considers tho sp,cif:i.c functi.m, or clef'init:i.on, 

attributed to tho :ldea of God by the two men the s:Lrailarity :i.s really 

quite striking: in Krochmal 1 s system God, or the Absolute Spirit, is He 

who aua:rs.ntees the eternity of Israel; in Cohen 1 s system God :ls He who 
'W.-1 

3uarantees tho eternity of nature for the sake of the otorn:i.ty of the 



fl 

' 
ethical task. ~;i1us the traditionally prime aspect of the nature of God 

in rc;-;li;::::ion i8 p,:·0s0rved by both, His eternity, unchan°;;eability, super-

munde.nenesg, and His p:c·omise of man's '"Ventual triumph. 

Comncted with this basic si.n1ilarity of their conceptions of' the 

function of' God is the similarity of their interpretations of His 

creative relationship to the natural universe. \fo have come to the 

conclusion (,5) that Krochmal accepted in all :Lts e2;sentiaJ. aspects the 

nee-platonic definition of creation a.s not an inGtantarwous act in time 

but rather as a constant and, as it were, logical relationship between 

necessary· bein_;:r; and. contin:.:;ent b:::inis• This is also what Cohen says 

about Goel 
1 
s crc:iativi ty, th,.0 t it :i.s the necessary condition for reality, 

not its mechanical cause. (6) The reason for which these two philosophers 

arrive at this same conclusion i.s formally tho same but substantatively 

different. ~""or neither of thorn is God a person; for Krochmal Be .is the 

Aosolute Sph·it, who, W(J have reason to :JUS})ect, is i:>::':n!8.n:c;nt to the his-

to:rical proce3s vsry much in the pan-hiatorical wa.y of' He2:el; and for 

Cohen He is an idea, transcendent to the historical process. In either 

case, however, the result is the same insofar ac'l the problem of creation 

is concerned: a God 'dho is not a person cannot act in specific ways within 

time; He can only have a non-personal, i.e. lo :•:ical re J.ationship to 

existents outside of Himself. 

'fhus it happens that we may state that Krochmal end Cohen both bE:o;~in 

and end their philosophies of history at the same points. 

But these are, of course, very formal and even superficial simil-

arities. In the first place, even these similarities cli:C:f:'er eri rr:uch as 
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t '1 r , , 1 '" _,, , 1 , . . .._ . 11 l I' , rey esemo_e one fc.cnocner, - E.',G we i1avo a.reao.y in1G1a. .jr notoc: .r9cn:rnal's 

Kantian epistomolo?y :i.s quite sl;:etchy and enters into his philosophy of 

history only by way of analo1•;y, while Cohen 1 s is technical and all-

embracing; Krochmal 
1

;:1 God is a He·:_;elian dogma, within history and yet 

ruling it, while Cohon 1 o is a Kantian idea beyond history as well as 

nature. More sirnificantly, the epic-:<te:colo~:y and God are the extreme 

ends of thci syBtems, one at tha be::':innin<i:, the other at the end, - and 

they are related to the historical systems perhaps in the mann'"'Y' in 

uhich birth and donth are related to life. Li2o itself con:'lists of' what 

happenr:; between them, even as history com:ists of the intcdlectun.l 

structures suspend0d betHorrn the prereiser~ of knowledge and the last 

attainment of knowledge. And :insofar as their conceptions of history 

proper are concerned, Krochl1°al and Cohen CDulcl not po:3fd.i:;ly differ more 

than they do. 

Their basic difference has already been extensively noted in the 

conclusions of the two clmptors cl.ealin': with ther2. (7) For Krochmal the 

foremost pro:.:lem is Israel; ?rom it he starts out, to it he returns, 

for the sake of. a definition of its nature he undertalces to study history 

as a uhole, and he derives his fundrunontal principles as well as facts 

as rrnch; he be.dm~ by analyz,j_rip: it, n.nd only at the end of h:i.u corrn:i.der-

atiorrn he also v.reic:hs the role of Israel in tho scheme of history o.s he 

has constructed it ;'reviously. It has also been noted_ that thi;::; basic 

difference is essentially the difference between a philosophical, rational 

approach on the on0 hand and what l!'G.y be called a 11 phanomenolo·dcal 11 

approach on t~~ othor, and the respective aJvanta~es anJ disadvo.nta~es 

of eaGh have been estimated. '.rhe L'ormor accords more uith the clemandn 
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of logical, eciontific thinkin but conciequc.ntly L3-cks a certain amount 

of:' 
11
life-like

11 
vitality and rnust perforce cloviate from hitherto accepted 

notions of J'ewioh r"lelf-assessment. '.l.'he latter posseases the traits whose 

abf!ence is felt in the former, but with their possession also .'"oos t.he 

terrible danger of naturalism. 

In adcli tion to the deta:i.J.ecl corrnide:ration of the mer:i.ts of' each 

approach that we ;w,ve presented in the pr0ceclino~ chapters, one :mo.re 

exall1pJ.e n
1

ay hero crnrve to illustrate the abyE1s that op<'ln~c; between Cohen 1 s 

funds.mental philosophic outlook and that of K1·och.n'.al. Vh cone lud:cd that 

Krochmal 1 s orientation may ri':!;htly ' oe called a biolo~icist one au over 

against Cohen 
1 
s rationalimn. ~:his is another way of saying that, whereas 

for Krochmal the arch-type of thinkil-w seems to be embodied in the 

biological e:cj.ence, for Cohen thiEJ arch-type :i.s to be found in me:the- I 

I 
[ 
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:matics. It is no happenstance that Krochmal 1 s typical analo<;;y for 

history :is a b ioloc,.ical metaphor: historical natiorw .Q:row and die like 
1 
'· !1 human individuals, - i.r:'J. lilce biolo,o:ical orP'anisms. (B) Cohen 1 s funda-

mental analorc-y, to the contrary, is the an8.logy b:::;tween tho relationship 

of mathematics and lo,n;ic on tho one hand and oth:Lcs and the state on the 

other. (9) 

It is for this very reason that literally what Cohen attacks is 

propounded by Krochmal, - although it was, of cotn"t3e, not Krochn:al that 

'-2' ., 
Cohen waE; th:i.nk:Lno: or but rather Hegel. Ti1e poople is not yet a hintoric 

datum for Cohen; it is a biolo•_,·ica1, natul'al ono. 1:l:ith the glorification 

of' the people aE1 the operative unit of hiritoqr .~;o - no he declares and 

Narns - ::o plutocracy, chauvinism and rc.cialism. Only the state ic the 



objective f'orm in which a people can enter i.nto histoj:'y, - the state as 

the non-natural, volitional o.ncl. theref'ore ethical creation of' roan. 'l'his 

doctrine of Cohen's can be brought into a short but entirely accurate 

formula: hiEr!:.ory is the !1iGtory of states. Now for Krochmal the exact 

opposite is true, so much so that he does not even \:other to state it in 

so many words but r0thor proceeds to conotruct his historical scheme on 

its presu~ably self-evident assumption: history is the history of peoples. 

The units whose life-cycles he describes are invari£J)Jly peo~·J.os_. And, 

quite in accordance with Cohen 1s own reaso1iing;, it is obvious that t>iis 

difference in their evaluation of tho data of history is b1.J.sed on their 

difference in the fundamental philonophic orientation: peoples are the 

units of biology; stal:.es are tho units of £·11Jmen creation. - This is no 

mere speculo.tive game. ~Che r"JS;oect:i.vo philosophical pos:Ltio11s of the 

two men manifested themselves :i.2m 0 ediately in c1ue::0tions of practical 

b:oca.me the early hero of Jewish nationalism and Zionism, - due to his 

emphasis on the "national spirit. 11 Cohen, on tho contrary, was in his 

time the outstandin,s:· Gorman-Jewish exponent of anti-Zionism and is so 

remembered to thin day. 

Thus the d:l.fi'erence between }Yuople and state mo.y bv htlcen as a 

symbol of everythin~~ tha.t divides the tuo men. It is a symbol, for 

examplE:1, of the diffe:tence botwee:m .Kroch:·::1.d 1 s cyclical 8chcl'.".e of' hic.>tory 

as over against Co-i1en 
1 
s ins:1.~ence on the efisentia:Lly uni-lineal character 

Of. hJ.'ntory (10) Anc' a~a'LlJ o" c-l1~a~ i•11'n i'n Lh~ a1 1'~D0 -~1·1ce ))aL~~M11 
17) ,; • • l - (JJ • • ' J. ,, _..) .L L..J '__:; ' G l i:i C-.1 l,, '-' .!.. .~ ._..I. \:;:;l - . ·:::J G v~ t:;J (",.. 



biology and ma:l:,h3matics: thco life-cycle J.G a M.olo,')_:ical concept, pro.C£ress 

an algebraic on0. 

Ever1 the clifforence in their c ~·nceptions of God must, in the last 

analysis, be ascrib".::cl to the named principal cl:i.ver?:ency of fundamental 

orientation betw0en them. In Cohen the idea of Goel enters into the system 

at the very end. He is the product of the system. ri:~ne syst ~lll is f:i.rst 

constructed without resort to Him, but by means of the :reason alone. 

And when He doe.s enter it, or rather: when He coir .. es to 11 round out 11 the 

system, God is not in any manner or E;lmpe a substance; He io a rational 

idea exclusively, As for Krochmal, on the other hand, the idea of God 

is not d·3rived at all. He :ts ~~uite dogmatically ;';tipulated at the begin-

nin.~~ o:::' the historical chs.pter VII, and Krochmal 11 operates 11 with Him as 

if His function had been proved for the purposes of history. (Thi8 iB so 

unless one is ready to concede that the piece of historical reporting on 

the dispute betwec::n Maimonides and Galen in Chapter V ( 11) corrnt:i.tutes 

Kroc~1r2al 1 
s deduction of the concept of Goel.) :F'urth, r;:aore, it must be 

conceded that, althow0;h in some respocts Rot011streich 1 s fJtric:tures on 

Krochrn.aJ. may be too radical, he is unquestionably rir)1t in csserting that 

Krochi;;al 
1 
o God, or "Absolute Spirit, 11 has some of the biological substance 

which seems to adhere to all O
.C> 
J. h:Ls basic co~'.:c:epts. ( 12) Or as Guttmann 

puts it: KrochL1al d:Ld not quite avoid the pS111thoistL~ do.ngers of an :tden-

t:tficatjo:n of God with the world. (13) And this is, of courBe, the ph:tlo-

oopho}s ori~inal sin in the eyes of Colwn. 

In this writc::r
1
s view tho fundamental (lUOBtj.0~1 thLw re:3olves :i.ts0lf 

to this: there are, for an attempt at a philoBophic conctruction of 

it ,Jewish hiBtory in particular and, connected with, of lmivr:;rfH:tl history 

I. 
r' 
r ,, 
j. 

JI 

I
I, 
., 
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in .~:eneral, two alternatives one of which any ph:Uo0ophor must initially 

chose: he may, like Cohen, begin with the fundamental assumpt:1.on of all I 
I, 
r: 
I 

!. 

i: 

rationalism th.s:t all forll!s of human knowledge, and there:f'ore, a.11 expor-~ 

ienced reality, cannot but be rational in nature; :if this is Go, then 

alGo Jewish oxistenco must be subsurwd to the uni·'e1·saJ. laws of ration-

ality, - thowd1 it may, in tho p:roce~:s, lose some of what it has hitherto 

re·~;ardecl as its peculis.ri ty. Or he Ecay be:_·:ln with the equally J:'unclarn.ental 

as3tfr,ption that the ::?.evelation w}lich hGw made Israel and its hititory the 

special and unic~ue factors that they aro is not subject to the human laws 

of reason but only to the divine laws of God, - that these laws cannot 

necessarily be cast into the limito of ratione.lity, ·- and that he must, 

therefore, begin by studying the cold, hard and perhaps irrational :facts 

pertainin>:; to Israel, draw his conclusions f'rom them and endeavor to test 

their o.ppU.cability as wiciely as poss:i.ble. ~.'his is a mutually exclusive 

alternative; you cannot have tho one anrl the other. It is also a closed 

alte,·native in tho seirne t:mt no third d10ice is possible. Around this 

is sue most of Jewis~1 speculation has revolved throu£)10ut tl'1e centuries: 
ii 

th:Ls rns.y ba re;:rarded as the baoic problem over w}d.ch rationalists and 

doc;matists quarreled in the TalJJud in the matter of the 11 reasons for the 

conmJc:md:ments; 
11 

this is the basic contention between the rc:t:i.011'"J.ists of 

med.is.oval ,Jewish sshoJ.awt:Lc:irJJ:c' on the on:; lisnd and their or·chodox oppo-

nenta on the other; this is tho dividin? line u.:'b10e11 men liKc Yeimda 

Ho.Levy, Kroch1::0.l and contemporary (;J;dEJt<:J11tiE1lif1ts on the one hand and 

sepnrates the :ps.rtioo not only- 1·1ith r;:;:.:ard to thsir ph:i.losoph:ie:'l of 
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history but also in the much wid0r field of :rel:i.p;ious philosophy in 

general. This :i.s c choico wh:i.ch faces us torJ.ay au much ~s it did 

Krochmal and Cohen. 

It would clearly s.ppc::ar that no i1-v.:sc:ape.0ly compt1luive ree.sons can 

be put forward which would prove that e:i.ther initial assumption :i.s valid 

and the other demonstrably :f'abe. Hovelatfon is a :rationally unproved 

basic assun:ption, - but then, so is the rationality of the universe, or 

even the succeptiL:ility to reason of thG unive:::·se. Btrc, thou:J1 no defini-

tive argumontat:Lon ;;;ay be poE;sible for either ;o;ide, it would still seem 

·ti1at some sound reasonin;" can be :followed which will s·cron':c::ly wei;;h th0 

evidence i11 favor 

This ruch of Cohen 
1 
s train of thovp;ht can hardly be denied: if there 

is anythinr~; like history at all, :i.t con3bts of tho f:reo s.ct:Lono of men. 

If history were anythin~: but that, eitlw:r the actions of unf:'roe lilJn or 

no actiorw at all or not the actions of r:1eri, it would not bo history but 

either 1.Jiolo;;y or f'ate. Free actions o:i'.:' men, houover, e.r0 the f':ielcl of' 

ethics. History is thue indubitably the arena of ot:.'l.ics. It follows 

then that any philosophy of M.story 1!1Uf3t vnlidate itself in terms of ethics. 

Cohen is therefore d.yht beyond aJ.J. quiiJbl:ing that the philosophy of 

history b really a :Jt1b-division o.C 1:1orol philosophy. 

'.Pho question for the philosopher, as to which of tr1e two initial 

alternntivos to choose, must con~:e ·_~uorrtly also be consicler0d in t,_;:n•1s of 

their respective c:JthicaJ. rooult:J. And once tho luo:;tion ha::; been framed 

in this mariner, also the answ1=;r would 8.]Jp;;ar to be quite cloo.r. \le 

have had occasion to noto ( 11+) that the raw-1i:et':'lrialc of hinto:c:Lcal f'acts 
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can, as the many differing schemes of history prove that have been pro-

posed in the course of philosophical speculation about history, be 

fl arranged in many different series g they can )je an·an~ed in a line of uni·-

linear, uninterrupted progress, or in cycles, in other systematic orders 

or tr1eir orderliness may be denied o.lto~:ether. Th:i.s depends exclusively 

on the hypothesis with which the historicnl facts are approached in the 

first place and accordingly chosen from among their colleagues. That they 
,---

can be so dif'fcn~ently ar:ranzed in :i.tself' proves noth:i.11
1
3 against either 

thoir 
11
arra11c;eability 11 t=1s such or 8gainst any· specific arrangement. 

Oohon makoo it abundantly clear that the validity of an;y such arrangement 

must be measlired :in terms of the ethical cot;cncy of the hypothesis accor-

cling to which they erran~:ed. EthicD is thus not only the judce of' history 

but also the jud~e of the philosophy of history. 

And what must :its judgri"lnt be? In anawcr to th:Lo question, can 

Cohen 
1 
s fundamental criticinms of all forms of nature.J.istic philosophies 

of history be refuted'? Once ei th.er Yehuda HaLevy 1 s or Krochmal 1 s defi·-

ni tion of the selection of Israel :i.n terms of an innate, substantial and 

initial differentiation between it and the rEnt of '.1wranity is accepted, 

there can never be a unification 1rntween these tyw typeo of lmn,an existence. 

Vegetables cannot become animals and hove, in fact, little in comm.en with 

them. 'I111i:':l describes the situation quite correctly for the ~us_~~.:!:.: And 

j,n the _9!:~~~-~- everything tendr:i to cihow that the choice of the 11 Absolute 

Spirit
11 

in corning to attach itself to Israel is o.n :i.rrational, irrevocable 

and unbridgeable fact. On such grounds, how ean the accuaation which 
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Cohen levels a.t naturalism be invalidated, that it invariably ends in 

chauvinism?! Or, to cite another illustration, if the cycles of history 

are as automatic as KrochE!al presents them, if they come and go without 

any essential relationship to hu~an deeds, what is there to stop men 

from throwing up their hands in quietistic fatalism e.nd abandon their 

ethical tasks? Is Rotenstreich then not entirely correct when he 

declares ( 15) that the Absolute Spirit leaves no room for the human will? 

And, still as a result of the theory of the cyclicality of history, it 

would surely appear that the historical pess:i.nd.sn: of Ecclesias-i:.es, the 

Greek philosophers who thought i11 termo of evcr-:recur1·ing aeons, and of a 

Spengler is unavoidable: if the waters return to the sea, why bother, if, 

you can help it, to leave the sea :i:n the first place'! 

On the positive side, Cohen's rf:ltionalism certainly, for one thing, 

seems to paEJs the test of practics.l life, as does the rationalistic history 

of Kant himself: the dan,g;erous dead-end alley of Jewiah chauviniflm in 

Israel is recognized today even by some of the earliest Zionist propo-

nents, and Spengler predicted the "decline of the Occident; 11 Kant, on the 

other hand, greeted the dawn of the F'rench Revolution no hss enthusias-

tic ally than, for example, its Jewish beneficiaries, and Cohen, de spite 

his bourgeois background and environment, came forward c.s 8, philosophical 

teacher of eti1ical r1ocialism. ( 16) And theoretically, too, n°uch cor(l:,;cncls 

thd ethical consequences of Cohen's rationalistic philosophy of history: 

poss~3sio11s of man nor illusions of incurable optimists; rnther they are 

~ \ 

i 
I, 
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idealc: which must b.: e.nd can be ac::uired by 11ror;:·ing for them. 'rhus 0011--

ceived of ~1istory is not tho record of the dead past or a hopeless present 

but tho che.llen::::o of 0. IJ0'Jcii'Jle and finer :future. Cm1 ;:1i1)1or ethical 

recoJ:GJl:endations be given to a philosophical choice? 

If, then, of the two altsrn?tive~J the ':ationalisti0 one rnust be 

chosen, f'ron; the point oi' vi·E1w of a philosophy of "Tevvish hiwco.ry the one 

great problem is left, how to define, if at all, the election of Israel. 

'I'hc; n•odern liberals are not r:i.ssin~;, of course, who are pe::rfectly willing 

·to discard that doctrine: arid its hiwtorical clocw,;ei/v::tion completely. 

But Krochwal as He 11 a~! Cohen are S'Uff'icicrntly conscious of Jewish facts 

as well as Jewish theories never evon to entertain that extrere pousibility. 

Between tho~ they seem to have exhausted the ~ossibjlities of interpreting 

the.t doctrine philosophically without scre.ppir;:: it: the e10ction i:=: either, 

as Kroch1~:al would he.ve it, an- as it were - phyi:dcal fact fror:1 which 

everything else issues forth. But this interpretation we have been 

forced to reject. '.Che only other choice then is the one which Cohen 

makes: Israel is elected in the ss1we not thst it is substantively at all 

different frot.1 tho rcYJt of humanity but in that it :I.s an exemplar of 

reli:~iouB and ethical truths for the sale"' of w:1ich it lives and which it 

must teaeh to all other men, - these truths in turn boin~; rational truth8. 

( 1 l) 

Against this :i.nterpretation v ry· valid objections have been raised 

by Jewish theolo~ians of the existentialist type: 1) it is fatuous to 

assume that Israel is eith,-:i1· capable or in a position to 11 teach 11 mankind; 



this is a rather condescending, didactic form of superiority not in con-

sonance eith0r with the facts of Jewish life or the possibilities of 

social life in ,,~eneral. 2) The dissemination of ideat:.i, or even the 

disserninatibility of ideas, doeE: not constitute election; it may be att-

ributed to many other cul h1ral forces in hurrn:n history, for one thing, 

and it does not represent a correct expression of Jewish self-conscious-

nees of election, for another. 'rhus this i:nterpret,"1tion which has found 

ruuch favor an:ong Jewish lib(;rals in tl:H:o laf;t two centuries cannot be 

endorsed. 

We venture to suggest an interpretation which does justice, on the 

one hand, to the ethical demand of humility and rationalis.tic uni ver-

salism and, on the othGr, to the factG of Jovrish history as well o.s to 

traditional Jewish doctrine. That there is somsthing special not only 

to the ideas of JudaisB but also to the nature of Israel the facts o~ 

,Jewish 11i2tory wotild seem to substantiate sufficiently. But why lllW3t 

this special character be explained in tern·ci of' ei thsr human rrn1)erio1:i ty 

or t.he unfathomable decree of God who acts throu•)1 biolo,~).cal dH'f:eren-

ti:::~tion or idealistic emanations? Does it not stand to res.son r:-:iuch more 

that hiutory itself is tho agent of election? If that were so, then, 

history havin,,_: been shown to b:, both rationo.l snd divine (in tl1e Cohen·· 

nian sense), the election would in turn be a rati::inal fact and yc·t a 

God-~iven reality. Israel's ideas as well as its character wotild have been 

shaped b~- tho historical forceu which have been at work on it, and these 

forces would be the Da1m forces thfl't v10rk on all other poopl3s but, of 

11 
1·1 
I 
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course, not throur;h the .sarae events. Let it not bo objected that such an 

explanation of the occurrence of ide::w denies the spontm1eity of hun.an 

thout)1t and is, therefore, naturalistic, for, 2"fter all, history itself 

hos besn d0i:t:onstr10\ted to be a b:uman and ideal creation. 

What this would ~ean specifically nay be illustrated by means of a 

w0ll-·kn0Nn and generally accepted fact of hictory: the un:lv:::rsality of 

the Jewish spirit has frequently, and rightly, been attributed to Israel's 

experience of homelessness since it first arose on the human scene, from 

Abraham, through Moses, Babylonian and modern exil0s; frllrely this exper-

ience h8s shaped tho unnaturalistic character of the Jewish people, its 

coir,plete indif'f'erence to 11 hearth and home 11 and to 11 blood and soil; 11 this 

has caused the recos.;nitj_on o.f' the in:r•1or.c.>l:Lty and uselesen0ss of' n:ilitary· 

institutions 'lnd l1eroism. If' this, for exa:rnple, is true, then the 

. h . :immense r;omp. e. fl :1. s 
which the biolocdcist Yehuda Hafovy places on the 

holiness of Pale:=itine as ov:::r o.:~:ainst the rationalist Maimonides 1 relax-

ation of:' the ban a:~;ainst living outside of Israel is no accidental 

contr!O~st. 

In short, Col1.cn 1s rationalistic history n2ay be employed not only to 

explain the facts of:' Judaism but also the facts of the Jewish people. 

And thus his ethj_cal univorsaUsm can be brought to ternw with Jewish 

self-consciousness. No more could be asked; porhaps also no lGss should 

I 
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1. Footnotes to Chapter JI: ------.. ·----~------..----~-

1. Of. Simon Rawiclowicz, Kit_v~_B_~--~~~a~!:£chraal, Berlin 1921+. 
2 • c

8
:r.1 Zunz, Intr<2_c!~~!:io.!.12-... Gu~de_?f' t~e Perplexe-clof the ~im~, WaiJ:i.w 

1 91·, pp. III, V. 

). For K:rochmal's wider pedagogical intentions, cf. pp. 10-12. 
l/ .• ~acbman Kr_<2~l~~.'?.~-~E.~~.' BerHn 19011., pp. 63f. 
5. P• 285. All references to the GL'._~~~ are according to the Rawidowicz 

edi tfon; cf. footnote 1. Of. ib., P• 209, about the danger of such con­
fusions. 

6. Of. aboue, p. 8. 

7. On the disputed title cf. Rawidowicz~ Zunz 1 Notes on the Guide of the 
Perplexed of the Time, p. )68, n. 1, and G. I{rese1;· 2~--~.!:e. I~~:!1~_._<?.f-·­
TheGuide of-.. t'he-Perplexecl. o:f the Time. 

8. jj"i1·:-·'.:H•:-----···-----------·-·--------·-
9. PP• JJl.)f. 

10. About Krochmal 
1 
s pedagogical b:.i.as cf. Rawidowica, O:(?..:_<;:it., pp. 100, . 

l07f., Har Krochmal~~~~!'.:_?, pp. 569f. 
11. P• 7• 
12. p. 8. 

1). P• 9. - In view of the disputed Hegelian :tnfluence on Krochmal, one 
must notice here the Hegelian predilect:i.on for Triads as well as the 
relationship between thesea and antitheses. As we shall see, however, 
Krochmal's resolution is not so much in terms of a dialectic synthesis 
as rather the removal of the problem to an entirely diff'erent level 
which is unconnected with the level of both thes:is as well as anti­
thesis. Nonetheless, !Jandau connects these distot·tions with Hegel, 
op. cit., pp. 20f., whereas Rawidowicz ascribes them to Kant, cf. War 
!~ro.E,hma 1 .!~~~Ii.e li~!2~? , p • 581. 

11+. pp. 10£'. 
J.f-). P• ll. 
ltl. p. 289. 
17. p. 12. 

18. Of. Kant-Lexikon, H. E::Lsler, Berlin 19,30, article Vorstelhmg, p. 588: 11
a conscfous perception is cognition. Coo·nition is -dtiier .. aD-:.ti.nschau­
~ or a concept. A concept is either e;pir:i.cal or pure ( 11 fi·om-.o.ut­
side of the soul or from the soul itself 11 ). A pure concept, insofar 
as it has its origin only in reason, is a notion. A crincept of notions 
which transcendB the possibility of experience j_s an idea ••• 11 "A 
concept is a reflected Y..~:3'.l_'\'....~~L~~· 11 

19. PP• 285-287; cf. Iiandau, op. c:i.t., pp. 61+-69. In order to accomplish 
this identification of Kant1 s with Ibn Ezra 1 s epistemologies Krochmal 
must, of course, disregard the vast difference between Ibn Ezra 1s 
Aristotelian-Platonic, .scho }.ast:i.c realism and the rationalism or" Kant 1 s 
epistemology. Of. also the doctrine of noumena p. 296 and another 
outline of Kantian epistemology in one of his letters, p. 421. 

20. Of. p. 111 .. 

21. Little wonder that, believing in the full equivalence of philosophic 
and Jewish tr:mninologies, Krochmal hotly defends the Jewish authentidty 
of mediaeval scholastics like Maimonides and Ibn Ezra who espoused the 
same view when theoe were attacked by Iiuzatto 1 s a11ti-Hellenist:tc cU.a-

JJ au 
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tribes. Cf. in his letters p. L135. Of. also Guttmann, Haphi~osC2..,~a 
shel haYahadut, Jerusalem 1951, PP• 29l:f'.: 11 'L'here ce.n be no doubt -
tiW.tkrocTnnalsees the whole truth :i.n the metaphysics of German idea­
lioni. WM.le Formstecher and Hirsch adopt the system of Schell:i.ng and 
Heeel only Nithin dcfini te J.:i.mits, and endeavor to contrast the con­
ception of the personal God of Juda:i.sm with their pantheism, Krochmal 
sees no opposit:i.011 between idealirrtic philosophy and Judaism bl.rt. rather 
stresses time and again that the teachings of "the new philosophers" 
agree completely with Judaism ••••• oindoed, there is kernel of historic 
truth in this view: Ibn Ezra, the Rarnbam etc. derived from the same 
Ario-totelian-neo-Platonic, omotionalist pantheism from which also Ger­
man idealism derives. 11 

22 .. PP• 13, 1.5. 
23. pp. lL~f. It is hard not to recognize a PauHnian as well as a. Rousseau­

esque strain in this remark: lust and the desire for the forb:tclden are 
the product of permission, i.e. law, and lithe human heart was perfect 11 
in its pre-civ:tlizat:i.onaJ. state. 

2L1 .• pp. 16f. Katsh, Krochmal and the German Ideal:i.sts, p. 89, n. :LLi, iB 
wrong in asserting; tho.t KrocY.JnaI-actvocated ___ -lhe -mean·· between extremes 
a8 the right path. 

25. op. cit., p. V. 
26. pp:- 18-2~-, 26f. 
27° PP• 25-27. 
28. cf. pp. 62J-ff. One might also' ask whether Krochmal correctly represents 

Maimonides 
1 

position, for the latter, after all, in accordancE} with 
seversJ. classic Talmudfo Midrashiro. (cf. Gen. R. VIII, 5 and B. Erub. 
l)b.) argued that in the last-analysis no purpose can be ascribed to 
man 1 s existence; it just ho.s to be accepted as a fa.ct. Of. Gui<!~f-~~he_ 
Per.elex~d, n~:L_~.?· 28. 

29. cf. PP• 18r:-
)O • .By th:1.s ingenious explanation Krocbrnal kills two flies with one stroke: 

1. he elim:l.nates the tradit:tonal stumbling-block to Jewish philosophy 
of the anti-rationality of the .. TaJ.mudic dictum he quotes, and 2. he 
UBes a classic, even orthodox Jewish doctrine to support his somewhat 
daring proposition. 

31. P• 29. 
32. cf. PP• J.5f. 
33. PP• )Of. 

)11 .• cfo Benedetto Groce, '.!'l~::_ Ph:l:los~J2~:._~_Q}:~be..t!:~~!'.~ Vic:_°-' N. Y. 1913, 
P• 92. 

35. cf. Kuna .l\ncher, Ho~2:E_~ebo~1_Werk~~Lehre,_ Heidelberg 1901, pp. 
972-996. -

56. No doubt dibur ( ... __ ..... 
the text. 

57. P• 31. 
)8. ib. 

-- -L 

11 ~ ~) ought to be emended to 9.:~~E. ( 7..>~) in 

39. PP• 27 1-277 • 
4o. Unrelated Boi11g - God the father, Being-for-others - God the son, Being­

for-oneself - God the spir:i.t. Landau, ?.12.:. .. -~?--~.·, p. Lio recognizos this 
Ohristianiz:tng factor. 

~-1. p. 32. 
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42. Man as the social animal also occuro in V:i.co; cf. Rawidowicz, War 
!Crochma~:.JleEi:~lin.iwi:_?, PP• 543f. 
PP• 321.f · 

158. 

1+5. 
46. 
4-7. 
l~B. 

G~ttmann, F~u13d~ti~.~ o~ .. I~E.~c~E:.!_'_E_._~hougb-t, p. 279. suggest~ plausibly 
tns:I:. ~·~-~ J.s the natfonaJ. fragment of the universal !_~he:~~i'~:!:'.!!:· 
P• 55. 
PP• 35f. 
P• 57 • 

49. 
A 1Hera1 translation of the Kantian term. 
PP• 37-39. It is worth noticing here the first statement of the trans­
cendent religious significance of the Babylonian exile, - a view which 
Krochmal will often reiterate and which accords w:Lth that of later 
Biblical criticism. 

50. 
51. 

Of. Horwitz, Memorial to Krochmal, PP• 39, lt)f'. 
A view which Krochmal ·will J:ater7 cf~ p. 66, sta·l:.e in the name of Ibn 
Ez:r.a. 

52. Jill.sari, I, 95, etc. About the 11 physica1 11 , 11 terrefitria1 11 character of 
Krochmal

1
s 

11
national spirit 11 cf. Hawidowicz, Introduction, p. 106. 

53. ~ehu~.i:i:_I-Ia~_ev;v rOxford 191q, p. 23. Rawidowicz on the biologism of 
Krochmal, cf. I~achman Krochmal a.ls IH.storiker, p. 60, War Krochmal 
He ,rte liane:r.?, p -p-:---546 ~-561. --.. --·---·---·--··-·-· ·----------..£!...:._,__ .. , . 

54. Croce, op, cit., p. 104. 
55. :tb., P .1csv.---
56. }}?:., p. 92. Cf'. also Hartin Buber, The Gods ~f.the ___ ~a~~21.'..8-_~ncl Go.2:__, in 

Israel and the World, N.Y. J.9l1B, p. 197· 
5'7" iie:f.nemann, ~~ c~t. -;· p. 37: 11 God. made manifest to the people that He 

is in connection with them. 11 

58. One i.s almost constrained to ask whether "the spirit of a nat:lon 11 has 
anything in common with that spirit which, in Krochma1 1s Kantian episte­
mology·, is the organ of conceptualization. The ans1·mr to that question, 
however, would seem to have to be in the negative: the former :ts an al­
most physical cause of objective, historical events, the latter of in··· 
tellectual abstraction alone. '.I1he homonymity of the term must, there­
fore, not lead to any con:t"usion of concepts: Krochmal 1 s Kantian episte­
mology is qu:i te unintegrated with his Ha.Levyan metaphysics of' history. 
- A related question is whether the Absolute Spirit in Jewish history· 
can really be said to be identical with God, or whether it is not 
rather a pantheistic God who pervades h:i.otory. Cf. Guttmann, Haphilo-
sop~i..a, op. cit., p. 295, -·-----· 

59. p. 38. Cf. also Buber, op. cit., p.200. 
60. '1

1

he last phraso states its-;-wn biological premise clearly: the nation 
is the b:i.olodcal macrocosm of the human indiv:i.dual. 61. p. ~.o. ,, 

62. ib. Notice the clear statement that history will be told only for ph:i.lo-
sophical and pedagogical purposes, not for its own sake. 

63. :Y~.~!.?~-~en_, I, 18; cf. Hawidowicz, ~for_E~£~Er.E.i:!:l.1!~g_i;:_~}~r._'l, P• 55'.:"5· 
611 .• {t~~ti~c:he ~h'.':Jg_~~-ie, in ~-~in~!.-~ Schrif.:!'.~1:' p. 282. 
65. P· Ll.LJ.. 
66. p. !:7. 
67 • P• 11.9. 

(x'3. There is a slight d:tscrepancy here between the date of the end of the 
first cycle and the date of the b0ginning of the second. 
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69. 
70. 
71. 
72. 

75. 

76. 
77. 
78. 
79. 
80. 
81. 
82. 
8). 
811 .• 
e5. 
86. 
87. 
88. 
89. 

90. 
91. 
92. 
95. 
94. 
95. 
96. 
97. 
98. 
99. 

100. 
101. 
102. 
10). 

lOLJ .• 
105. 
J.06. 
107. 
108. 

2 ££)§1.t!A. £& &£.i _ LIU!UJ!i!Uf di JdUWJI 

p. 59. 
P• 82. 
PP• 82, 112. 

159· 

p. J.12. Again notice the pedagogical import of history: "so that we 
can learn •••••••••• " 
cf. p. 311 .• 

lOOth Anniversary of N. Krochmal, in The New Judaes., London Sept. 1940, 
j?:-rc5e.:-AT8o~-o})~--c it .-,-f"ntro duct ion ;·r;·:-124:----· 
Cf. P• )6. A1so·-·c;11J_;-~- 255 he refers to his own time as 11 the depth of 
the end of days, i.e. our o-vm time. 11 (l,) 
Of. J:i

1

ischer, ~eg_el, ~:e..!.-.£.it., vol. 2, P• 784. 
Cf. p • 57 • 
PP• 50f. 
}) • 60. 
Krochmal and the German Idealists, op~i-_!-_., pp. 9lf. Ih-.--------.. -·--------·--··----·-·------~--
p: 41~. 
P• 277. 
Oha.pters· XII, XV, XVIII. 
Of'. p. T5. 
e.g. Katsh, op. cit., P• 91. 
Of. op. cit. :-p:-197 · 

' 
\ 

op. cit:-,-pp. 126-152. 
c;mpa_;:; this to Krochrno..1 1 s divine supercession of the laws of growth 
and decline in the case of Israel.J 
Notice the indecisiveness of Croce 1 s interpretation! 
cf. PP• 25, 27. 
PP· Lnr. 
ib. 
PP• 51, 56. 
p. 60. 
p. 75. 
pp. 91-9). 
p. 167. 
p. 49. 
p. ~~7. 

PP• ~-7, 91, 147. 
PP• 5B, 71. 
Use of LXJC, pp. 125, 175; l:iJguistics, cf. p. l~·l; occurrence of the 
hypo·t.hetical fie;ure of a 0 redactor 11 ( 11 R11 ), 11 the last scriben, p. 136; 
Sa:muel is ascribed to later writers and this ascription :Ls substa.n­
tiatod, p. · 1+6; attitudes toward proselytism are explained in terms of 
political and cultural developments, p. 57; Deutero-Isaiah is crysta.1-
ized, PP• ll~·-117; Daniel is dated :tn the Hasmonean era, pp. 61, 133-
135; clone analytical attent:Lon :i.s given to Talmudic criticism, cf. e.g. 
p. 72. 
p. lh2. 
P• 171/ .• 
pp. 2L1.0, 242. 
pp· 1119f • 
Cf. G·F· PP· 207, 209. 

j 
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109. 
110. 
11].. 

112. 
113. 
lll~. 

115. 

116. 

117. 
ll8. 
119. 
120. 
121. 

122. 
123. 
12l.J-. 
125. 
126. 
127. 
128. 

129. 
150. 
131. 

J.32. 
133· 
J.3l1 .• 
15;5. 
136. 

137. 
J.)8. 
1)9. 
11+0. 

p. 210. 
P• 215. 
Of. pp. 152, 158, 202ff. 
Cf. p. 27. 
Of. p. 15. 

160. 

As before, in places where crucial transitional steps a.re taken in the 
construction of his continuous philosophic system (cf. P• 27), they 
a.re taken by implicat:ton. In fact the comparison between conceptual­
iza:t:i.on in general epistemology and conceptualization in historical 
knowledge :Ls nowhere explicitly stated by him. 
P• 88; cf. also pp. lJ.l, 59, 191, 202 etc. He did not think too highly 
of ,Josephus anyway and calls h:i.m 11 a writer of pleasant f'ict:i.011, not 
an historian1

11 p. 116. 
For another remark on the importance of cultural history cf. p. 71 and 
the philosophical interpretation of the issues between Pharisaism and 
Saduceeism cf. PP• 71',.f. 
or. ;_)P. 55r. 
op. cit., PP• 33-40~ 
1.b. ;p. 2)8. 
I"b·., p. 21',j. 

War N. Krochmal He~;elianer?, pp. _51+8, 561, 569£'. Rawidowicz does not 
seem-to-notfc·0·Th8.t'-··hi-;·-·0;11 deocription assumeo an ideal co-incidence 
between individual life and collective life. 
op cit., p. 95. But is an 11 evolutionary conception 11 not a posteriori? cr-r:·--"P} 1)0-1i3 --~--·-.. ·-·-·--· 
P• 11 ,. He is talking about the existence of a second Isaiah. 
Of. e.g. pp. lli-0, ll.J-3f. , 200, 2l~6ff. 
p. 202. 
P• 209. 
As indeed we have done and is done further by Kat sh, o~o. cit., who 
:rightly prefers to s1)eak of the rrnneral influence of G~i:man-ideaUsm. 
op cit. 
op cit.' p. 291. 
Of. e:-g. Horwitz, Mernor:tal to Krochmal, p. )8. Against that N. Roten­
streich, Absolute (D;;CH:isto .. ry·in-·Rr-;c111nal 1 s 'l'hought, p. 373. 
Pl). 170' I72et c·:·-······------.-·--------·---·---·-----··- .. ----·-···-

:t. b., P· rro. 
I"b., P• 172. 
(J'.r·. Ku sari, I, 67. 
p. 18°6·:-Rawidowicz (:i.b.) points out that Krochmo.1 1 s summary of Pb.Ho 
is a verbatim Hebrew-·translation from the German book by Neander. On 
the other hand, in view of the reformist, ':!Orld-missionary, pedagogical 
f'unction in history which, together with his German-Jewish contempor­
aries, Krochmal aocribes to the Jewish people, it is worth noting that 
in the above excerpt from Nea.nder the phra~e 11 for the sake of o.ll human-­
:i.ty11 is not to be found :tn the origtnal but was inserted by the trans·­
lator. 
p. 187. 
PP· 259-263, 265, 269. 
p. 262. 
ib. 
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161. 

141. When we have point.eel out that there is a -rreat resemblance between the 
scholastic th~ory of the 11 conjunction 11 of-the human spfrit with the 
Active Intellect on the one hand and Krochmal 1s theory of the AbAolute 
S~irit in Israel on the other, then we find an historical justification 
for this parallelism at this !Joint, for it was, of course, from this 
neo-Platonic theory of a direct contact between men and the Absolute 
that the scholastic theory of conjunction a.rose. 

142. Cf. P• l). 
J. 1~). P• 271. 
1114. p. 287. Though this is here presented as Ibn J!:zra's, not Krochmal 1s 

bcB.ef, Krochmal himself draws an interesting and Maimonidean con­
clusion from it: the eternity of species is garanteed by their essen­
tial, ideal nature; the eternity, i.e. immortality, of the individual 
is not so garanteed, since individuation is a result of materiality. 
Individual immortality is, therefore, a doctrine of faHh, not of logic, 
and it is promised by God only a.s a symbol of the unperishability o±' 
the spirit which also inheres in the human individual. Of. p. ~-33· 

1 1~5. P• 305. 
146. p. 306. Re this, cf. Neumarck, To~dc~_:!;b_I-IaPh:i.losophia beYisrae_l;,, vol. 2, 

PP• 28of:·-
JA7. ib. 
148. PP• 327f. 
J.1+9. P• 290. 
J. 50 • p • 313. 
J.51. p.322. 
152. Of'. P• 51. 
153· PP• 289, 322. 
151~. p. 299. 
155· PP• 311~f. 
156. p. 311J .• 
157 · P· 315. 
158. p. 520. 
159 • Cf • p • 7J 
160. P• 275· 
161. Cf. P• 51. 
162 • Cf • p • 65 • 
165 • 9.l~~~~ • , pp• ))9ff., )lf2, )l~lJ .• 
164 • Of • p • 48 • 
165 • Cf • lJ • 19 • 
166. pp. 27Lff. 
167. 3.b., P• 275f.; cf. also Landau, 9..P . .-=-.. ..?..:!:.!'._•, PP• 59-11.5. 
168. Ib., p.276; Landau, pp.l1.5-J+7. 
J.69. '.~his is, of course, the beginnine; of later idealistic developments to 

which Landau correctly alludes by speak:i.m~ of this as Identitaetseinheit, 
Idealitaet der Untersch:i.edenen. And Maimo~:i.des o.rrivoci"-111--thesrune1·my-­
at- d:i.vioo'Infinity; by the negatfon of negations. 

J.70. ib., p. 2T!; Landau, PP• 1+7-50. 
171. Landau, PP• 50-52. .. 
172. ib., PP• 52-54. 
173· Guide, P• 279. 
17 lf. ib-;~--p. 280; Landau, pp. 511.-:58. 
175· p-; 2Bi; ib., PP• 59·-.62·: 
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176. 

177. 
178. 
179. 
180. 
181. 
J.82. 

J.86. 
187. 
J.88. 
J.89o 
190. 
191. 
192. 

162. 

OnlyGuttnmnn, op cit., pp. 295, 298 and Krochme.1 1s Fundrunental 
Thoug;h·1;&,, p. 269-:i.ntirnates, in connection with Ibn &'zra 1s eman;tion~ 
ilism, that it is really Krochmal who speako through these ancients. 
ib., P• 270. 
op. cit., PP• )01, 303, ,?15, )17, 520, 523. 
ib .--;-pp·. 32i, 352. 
Cf. P• 31. 
ib. 
If is, therefore, characteristic that HaLevy was more conscious of the 
importance of h:l.story than any other mediaeval Jewish philosopher. Cf. 
also Guttmann, op. cit., p. 303. 
This problem is--pa~rt-·~f' the general problem raised by Gu'ctmann in the 
preface to his DiePhilosophie des Judentums, whether there can be a 
Jewish philosophy or-;nly ..... a--pi:iilosophy-of Judaism. 
Of. op. cit., P• 92. 
My teacher Sar.auel Atlas, too, though otherwise an uncompromising neo­
Kantian, at this point fj_nds lliis rationalism overpowered by the facts 
of Jewish history and stipulates the 11 miraculous 11 nature of Jewish 
history and its unsucceptibility to lawful treatment. 
Krochmal 's Fundamental Thou.rrhts, p. 281. 
0 p • cit • ' p • 50 . ------· 
br. p:- 1i2. 
Of. pp. WO•&)~ 
Of. Rawidowicz, Introduction, p. 99. 
ib. 
p. 72. 
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1. cf. Simon Kaplan, Das Geschichtsproblern in der Philosophie Hermann 
Cohens, Ber J.in 1930,-p:---y:---·----·---- ----···---·-

2. ib., P• 14-; Ko.nt, Kritik der Reinen Vernunft, p. 12 • 
.?• ~d. by Albert Goerlirna:-;-Berlin-19~I:-5,"" p. 570. 
lj .• cf. Kaplan, <D2• cit., P• J)i.f.; Cohem, Kants Theorie cler Erfahrung, 

p. lj.06. . --- ---------·-·---------

5. F. A. Lange, Geschichlhe des Materialis1mw und Kritik se:i.ner Bedeu­
:~1~~L in -9:.~-q~~eriji.ari;;7tl1ed.:·~13 io gr~che s ··-v or"\T£~-r uncr· E:i.!J l~A~ 
:t:.ung _!"~it ~<:E_;Lt~~.?l:'.~?.1:._Nac~~ag by H. Cohen, 2nd ed., Leipzig 1902, p. X. 

6. Cohen, Deutsch.tum und Judentum, Giessen 1916, P• 53; cf. also Lange, 
-~2..:.. cit:-;-pp • '-14) ' 2+50 • . ·----

7. cf. Kaplan, <?.12.:_ci~~..!, pp. 111-18,; Cohen, I~gil~~~E __ Re?.:_nen Erl~~innt!-:.12:.~' 
p. Xf. 

8. ib., p. 21; Kants Theorie, op. cit., P• 9. 
9. Cc;'hen, ReUgiori- der -Vormm:ft a.us den Quellen des Judontums, 2nd ed., 

Ii'rankfui::S._ii/M 192 9-;·--p:--y;·-·a:r ~aisoKap 18.n, ·-or·~··-c rt,-;;--p-;-··2-2·. 
10. Kaplan, 2P cit., p. J.2. 
J.1. Streit der FakuJ:taeten, 2, 3-7· 
12. Rezension7onHerders - 11 Ideen 11 , Pt. 2, VI, 11.6; Fortschritt der Meta­

'P1.~x.si~fI;-cr:-8.1so -AtlaB:" Zur l'!rkenntnistheore.CischenGrundlegung 
Cl.er-- Ges-chichte, in Archiv f'ue1:-syster:1.atischePhfi·~-sopl1leund.-io=--­
~.c?.l_~e;·· vo 1. xxxr:-·nos:···:s:r. ;-:PP ~--J.6~··rr2:----·--------·-----·-

13. 0£• cit., P• )4. 
11+. cf. Ethik des Reinen Willens, p. 508. 
15. cf. my .. monograph The-··30-cTaT .. Philosophy o:r H. Cohen. 
16. Deutschtum, op. cI=t:-;-·-------·-------·--··-- ---·--···--·---------·-··· 

17. C~hen,-Ethik des 1r;t°nen Willens, Berlin 1901~, p. 1+80; IJange, op. cit., 
p. XII r:-·-------- -·---·-----··-

18. Logik, ~?it., p • .396; cf. Kaplan, .QI!.• cit., p. l). 
19. Geschichte :f.n weltbuergerlicher Absicht, VI, p. 5f,; cf. also, Alt.as, Icic-:··-·c;:rt.--:-··--------------·-------·-----------
20. Cohen, Logik der Reinen Erkenntnis, 2nd ed., Berling 19llf, p. 387. 
21. cf. Kap la~,-:Q:l?.-cTt:-;-··1) p :-·45-;.. 21.5·;·--7 7. 
22. In Hne 11i th this understanding of Gohen 1 s concept of progress, the 

anecdote which Ii'ranz losenzweig made famoua, that Cohen expected the 
advent of the Messiah if not in fifty so at least within a hundred ye 
years, if to be believed literally, must be taken simply as an ex­
aggero.ted, paradoxical apperou. F'or Cohen the Messiah would, in -----.. ~--
fact, only come in infinity - however optimistic he may otherwise 

23. 

21~. 
25. 
26 • 
27. 
28. 
29. 
50. 

have been! 
Cohen, Juediache Schriften, ed. by Franz Rosenzweig, Berling 19211., 
Vo J. • I I-;-p.7-i:B:""-··--------
ib., vol. III, p; 202. 
Cf. Kaplan, op.· ci,b, p. lli. 
'b 270 2-7, 

.1._ • ' PP• ;..ll • ' - •· 
ib., p. ~6; cf. Relig:i.on der Vernun:E't, .9J2• cit~, p. 272. .i.li: , pp• 27f • , ?7 • --··--------·---
Religion der Vernunft, os cit., p. 292 
I£g:~J2:, ,oi)7--cTI-;-;-p-:·-556; cf. also Kant, Ge~-~1ic~~e,_. op. cit_., p. 187. 



31. 
32 • 

. 33. 
31J .• 

35 . 
.36. Kaplan, .2.P.· ••. cit...!., p. 100. 
37. _f.i.21?;]:~,...?J?:.......SJ-t., PP• 113f., 117. 
38. cf. Kaplan,_Q.12..!_.Q.i."6, PP• li-5, 72-78. 
~9 L 'l ·J. lr:·1, / · • ~-~ g~~' _o--t+. C~?.:.£: , p , ) , .• 

164. 

l+o. 10., p. 1-:;;4. 
La. do Religion der Verrn.mfi., .QI!..L....Q.i..:t.., p. 9; Ka.plan,_.Q.~~·, p. lfBf.; 

AtJ.a~--=.c:Ft::-;-r1:22,~;--Ethi.~::_, op.:_cit., p. 26. 
11.2 • . ~ogil<:_, ..2.J2_~_ci t~~, p. 6. 
lf). J\.wdische Schriften, ou. c:i.t., vol. III, p. 197f. 

---------.. ----··- l.i --·---~--1+4. Lange, 2.Eri~-.. S:}J.~ • , p • , u) • 
45. ~?J;;;_ik, .2..12.!.--~' P• 495. 
11.6. Ethik, ..2J2. -21 t. , pp. lfOff. 
11-7 • "I~€;1F, ..£E:- ~, p. Jn 6. 
1+8. Lange, ..£P..:......_~, p. ~'il6; fi.s:.e.;_~k, .Q.l4....c,i:.'c..., p. )88; cf• Kaplan, .£12.• 

cit., P• 53· 
· 11.9. ·-;r: Atlas, oJL! cit., p. 2.32; Walter Kinkel, H. Cohen• Eine Einfueh-

rui~~n seii; 1!~£k, Stutt.~art 19211., p. 241. ··--·· ·----------
50. ~;thil~, .£E..!......C_:i,,_\:., PP• 37, 271.J,.-276, 279, 291.:·-296; Lange, Q.12·• c:ij;._., P• 

IX; cf. also Kinkel, op. cit., p. 168. 
51. ¥'t!J.il~, op. cit., PP• 59:1i-5; cf. Kaplan, .2.l?.!..-9i.t., p. 52. 
52. it : , P .-)T:r:--·-
55. ib. , 
5.lJ.. cf. Ka. p 1 an, ~9..12.!.. __ Q.il.:,. 
55. ~tM .. ~, .££..!..._ c ii. , pp. 

p. 26. 
297-505. 
p. 51.:-; Lange, _'.:' .. J2.:_9~., r-"':>'0..£1 

PP• J/c..i • 56. cf. Kaplan, .. QJ2 . ......Q..:ij....!.., 
57·J.E_., PP• 211-, 29. 
58. cf'. Benzion Kellermann, ?~~-Phi~-~.:::._ophisc~~0.sE.:wnd~E13-~.::'..~i~.den!_i:i~1s, 

in Judaica, Festschrift zu H. Uohens 70. Geburt.sta,iz;e, Berlin 1912, p. 
78f·.--- ·---------·----·-------·· 

59. Ethik, op. cit., p. ;56. 
60. 0 p :c it-:-;--p-~·- 55. 
61. !£"hi.'.:;,, - £E..,~- cit. , p. 6.?; ]Jogik, 2..~:_..£i t. , p. J.:.95. 
62. ISellerme.nn, op. cit., P• 90f, 
65. ~~:_sion der-'f1-'ernunf!-_, __ £E.:....,2i't:,., pp. 12-15~ 
6lf, :-11:·~'-£P-~--c~t., P• ?-57; r~f. Kaplan, ~J2.: __ 9.1.:L•, P• )1. 
65. E'thil~, op. cit., p. 311.; l\.8.plan, ~..!-£,~t., P• 50. 
66. Ethik, ~'CR""'., PP• )2, 241. . , 
67. ib"Tthis is the philosophical root. of vohen 1 a anti-Zionism (cf. 

ITeHgion und Zionismus, Ant1Jt11>rt. an Dr.~Buber, in Jueclische Sehriften, 
OP· • ......£JJ:...·' vor:-·rn- whichhe regar<le'Ci."8:8 the- nationalism""0T"J'ew:i.sh-· 
peoplehood, although he also opposed Jewish statehood for other 
reasons; cf. below. 

68 •. Eth:i.ki'op. c:i:t., PP• 238f.; here appears the fundamental and in­
surr00u11tableChasm between Krocbma.1 1 s Emel Cohen J s philosoph:i.c orient­
'ations of history. '11hat nat:i.ona.lism in the philosophy of' history 

1: 



endFJ in folki.FJm in the philosophy of law, or possibly the reverse, is 
still testifi~d to b~ Rav Tzair, ~_le I:li".'._~_9r;l __ of Jewis£i. La".,I'_, (Hebrew), 
N. y. 1944, c1. particularly vol. I, pp. 124-136. 

69. _ib., P• 615; cf. Kaplan, .o.p..... • ...c.il..., p. 85. 
70. cf. Kinkel, ~E..:.._9:1.t., p. 197· 
71. ib., p. 198. 
72. Lange, ~it_., p. 529r. 
73. ~·; L~.IQ~ , £)?_~ill·, pp. 202-201+. 
7 L1.. cf. Kaplan, .£l2..::...5..2:J:..!.., pp. 61-64. 
75• K:i.nkel, loc. cit. 
76. Ethik, op~-·ort:-: PP• 54-58. 
77. ~e iig}_si_~~!~~rnunf~-' .J.7.£.!...Sii. , p. 15; ~~~thet i_~~!~-~~nen Ge~~~-91 s_, 

Berlin 1912, P.P• 33f., +9; Ei::hik, .9.E:....Jlil..:..., P• 5; etc. 
78. Ethi.k, ~cit., PP• 69-711 .. 
79. L;g}k, s..12.: .. -S.it.:, p. 300; Kaplan, Q,1).:-~' }Jp. 58f. 
80. f.~~hik, ?_12.!_E.it·, p. 391. 
81. l"'M.s point will be gone into further in the critica·l postlude to this 

presentation. But even here the question imperiously raisea itself; 
why'? Vhmt philosophical or historical or ethical compulnion is there 
for a 11 e;arantee 11 of the realization of the norm? Is not, to the con­
trary, the point of a norm that it is not realized, in time or eter­
nity? 

82. Ethik, OQ_~_cit., p. lJ.62; cf. Kaplan, op. cit., pp. 69-78. 
83. Ethil{, op~ cit., pp. J.+26-11-28. ------
84. Lange·, c)p-:-d.t-:, p. 520. 
85. cf. my lli0no2-'rap~'- ~· c:tt., - \lli:1en I wrote that study I had not seen 

the referen~e wbJ.chOha;Y:i~~ Greenberg, The Inner Eye, p. 261.J- makes to 
an actual personal encounter on the field-of-8ocialrst controversy 
between Hermann Cohen and Lenin. I have seen no other proof of its 
veracity, but the character of Greenberg as well as the internal ver­
isimilitude of the story conunond it: Lenin wrote that Cohen 1 s demand 
for the teaching of hi2;her mathematics :i.n the last years of German 
high-schools was a bourgeois attempt to befuddle and divert the 
minds of young adults just 11hon they are ready to become associated 
with revolutionary activities. (!) 

86. cf. Ka.plan, op. cit., p. 82. 
8 7 • He !..:i.:..e.E.E...!!:~ r -~!i'2-.l_11!_:!:._. , op • -~~ , p • L~90; cf. Kaplan, qi:i_!.-£.g . .! , p • 80 • 

It will be remembered that also Cohen's dissident disciple Rosenzweig 
reserved the name of truth for God at the highest point of his system, 
only :'Ln that case He unifies the knowledge of truth as it is under­
taken by Judaism and Christianity separately in history. 

88. cf. Kaplan, qjl_:. __ 9.ll.: , p. 527. 
89. Kaplan, ,2l?,.:.,_cit., P• 79; ~eligion_s!_<;:E._~€'.~unft, op._£_it., p. 41. 
90. Kaplan, ~. dt., P• 88; R01 .. ~~C2E.. .• ~er -~c;i_Enunft, o..E..=.-2i:t•, ib...: 
91. Re ligio~::_ de! __ y~~'P!L~.' ~i·, pp· ·f4-78 · 
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A. ~forks by Krochmal 

B. \forks about Krochmal 

Judah Loeb Landau, Nachman Kroclunal - E:in He;r.elianer, Berli.n, 1904 
--~---- .. -·~·~-•·• .. •W..,.,_.~-~-··--__, ____ ..,......_w•~~--___.;,.:. ____ _.~,. .. ,~.•-

Simon Ra.widowicz, 11 Nachman Krochmal als Historiker, n (Festschrift zu 
Simon Dubnows 70. Geburtsta,i:i:). Berlin, 19)0 

Simon Rawidow:Lcz, 11 War Nachman Krochmal Heg;elianer'l 11 , (Hebrew Union 
Colleae Annual V). Cincinnati, 1928 

Simon Rawicl.owj.cz, 11 100th Anniversary of' Nachi·:an Krocbr.11al, 11 (The New 
Judea). London, Sept. 1940 

Simon Rawidov1icz, 11 Reshimot Zunz lehotza 1 at More Nevuche Hasernan 11 

(Hebrew), (Ifones::iet VII) (Hebrew). Tel-aviv, 19lf2 

Solomon Schechter, nNachman Krochmal and the 'Perplexities of the 
Time 111 , (Studies in Judaism I). Philadelphia, 1896 

Ma:r.'tin Buber, 11 The Gods of the Nations and God 11 , (Israel and the 
World). N.y., 1941 

Yo!!'.!tov Lippmann Zunz, 11 Hakclamrt HaMotzee Le 10r11 , (More Nevuche 
Ha:3eman) (cf. ebove) (Hebr·Jw). Warsaw, 139Lf 

Julius Guttmann, 11 Yesoclot Hamochashavah shel Ranak 11 , (Kenesse;;t VI) 
(Hebrew) 6 TE::l-o.viv, 19Lt·l 

Abraham I. Katsh, 11 Nachman Krochrtlal. and the Ger11:.e.n IdoaUsts 11 , (Jewish 
Social Studieo VIII). N.Y., 1946 

G. Kressel, 11 Al hs.shem 1More Nevuche Hason~r:m 1 lo:Ji:r.'K·o shol Rano.k 11 , 

(Kiryat Sofer XVII) (HeiJrew). JGrv.sale:c, 191+0 

P. Ls.chover, 11 Nirdeh venietB.r bornishnnto shel Ranak 11 , (Kernrnset VI) 
(Hebrew). Tel:Aviv, 1941 

Nathan Rotenot:re:Lch, 11 Mc.ichlat Vohitrachashut bcr.•iohnato she l Ranak 11 , 

(Kenesect VJ:) (Hebrew). 'l'el-Aviv, J.'.)Lfl 

S. B:i.E'.lovlot~;;k~r, 11 Em laF.auuoret hape1·v.~~h velio.ha1Rehah11 , (Keneasct VI) 
(Hebrew). Tel-Aviv, 1941 

Horouit:::;, •:r.ziyun lcncphosh Rabbenu Nach;nan hakohen Krochnw.l, (Hebr.:rw). 
\1 ar saw, 12.87-·------···-----······--··----···-·-----··--·---···--·-------·--·--·-·---.. ·-···--··-···--· 
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Trude \foiss--Hosmarin, 11 Nacbman Krochmal 11 , (Jewish Spect:::d:,or·),. 
N. Y. , Oct. 1951 

G. Hooenrnc.n, llifa.c:hmo.n Krocb1nal", (Jewish Encyelope.edia, vol. 7) • 

Heinrich Graetz, Goschichte dor Juclen, vol. XI. Leipz:i.,0
;, 1900 

--··~··· ... ·--~-~~---..··---·...------· 

Max Nussbaum, 11 Nadm1an Kroc.lmiaJ.ll, (American Jewish Yearbook, voL 1:4). 
Philadelphia 1942 

C. Jewish Back~round 

Aaron s. Steinberg, 11 Die \·[eltanscl~liulichen VoratwsetzmYEc:n1 der Jue­
clischen Geschichtsschreibun·:,· 11 , (li'tJiJtschri:ft zu Simon Dubnovlfl 70. 
Geburtsta~). Berlin, 1950 . 

Franz Rouenzweic;, 11 Atheistische 'l'heologie 11 , (KJ.einere Schri:f'ten). 
Berlin, 19)lf. 

Fritz Bamber.c,·er, 11 Zunz 1 Conception of' History11
, ( Proceedin/s of the 

American AcadFoinY for J'owish nesearch, vol. XI). N. Y., 19lJ.1 

N. Slouschz, 11 Abraham Krochmal 11 , (Jewish Encyclopaedia, vol.7). 

Alexander Marx, 11 Zunz 1 Letters to Steinsc~1eider 11 , (Proceedings of the 
American Acaderny for Jewish RcEJearch, vol. V). N. Y., 19)3/3lf. 

D. General Back.~·-round 

James H. St:i.rlin;:i:, '.I'he Secret of Hnri:el. Edinbun:h, 1898 
- .... ---·~·~------··--~- .. ------~~ ....... --··~··;;,.._...,_.._~ -~ 

Samuel Hirsch, "He·tel 11 , (J'ewish Encyclopaedia, Vol. 6). 
·(.i.,........""':~Wtl';!t~ 

Giambattista Vico, Tne New Science. Transl. by T. G. Bergin and M. H. 
F'isch. Ithaca, N:-Y. ·; .. ·1948:--·-·-·--· 

Benedetto Croc0, What is L:i.vinv ancl what is De std of the Philosophy of 
~I~_g~~-~:.. London, ·-y 9 f5-·--.. ·-·-----·-------------·-----····--···-------··--·---·-··-------··--------···· .. ·----·--·-·---

Benedetto Croce, 11 Ueber Me inc Pflicht 11 , (Der Mone.t). Berlin, Dec. 1950. 

Benedetto Croce, 11 F. Meinacke 1s Geschichtsphilosophie 11
, (Der Monat), 

Berlin, June 1951· 



II. To Chapter II. 
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A. Works by Cohen 

Hermann Cohen, Aeethetik doe Reinen Gefuehls. 2 vols. Berlin, 1912. 

Herrn.ann Cohen, Religion der Vo:rnunft ·- aus den Quellen des ,Judentun:s • 
. --·-··-~-·· ..... ··7· -------·--··-··--·--·-·-----------·-·--· ··--------·. ------·---··------------·--·--·· -

2nd ed. Frankf'urL a M, 1929. 

Hermann Cohen, Juedische Schrii'ten. 5 vols. Ed. by li'ranz :Roscrnz.weil':, 
Berlin, 192~.-;- ---·-·-··· .. ··--------.. ·-·----

Hermann Cohen, Deutochtum und J'udentum. GieGsen, 1916. 

Hermann Cohen, Kornnentar zu Immanuel Kants Kritik der Reinen Vernunft. 5 rd e d • Lei p-zig, -1925·~----·-··----··------·---------·---·---·--····--·---·----------···-------·-----

Friedrich Alb(;rt r~arn»e' ~~.'3. ... ~~E~-~~!_r::_ ___ d~_~J~~t~T_~8.li_~~~· 7th ed. ~2'.~2:,e,_i.~~~!lg 
~~.!~:_:i-~_:i-__::i_~E~~~-~~2}~!E~~'.:_, ~:~~--Co_~1e~~." Leipzig, 189 c. 

B. Works about Cohen 

Simon Kaplan, Das Geschichtsproblem in dc:::r Philosophie Hermann Cohens. 
Ber l in , 195 cf:·-·--------··----··--·-·---·------··-----·-··--·--------····--·····---···-··--.. ---···--·-------------···--

\1alter Kinke 1, ~er~~?~:?:. __ Co hen _: __ ~ine I~~£~~_r::h;:.::_~ng .. _~~fcJe~~~~~~EJ~· Stuttgart• 
1921+. 

Benzion Kollermann, nDie philosophischo I~e:_:ruendi.m'.'· des J'udentuins
11

, 

(F'estschrift zu Hermann Cohen 1 s 70. Geburtsta::re). Borlin, 1912. 

o. Background 

Rudolf Eisler, !~~~'.~.:~~?~~}con. Berlin, 19)0. 

Ern3t Cs.ssierer, 
Berlin, 192). 

Kants Lebon uncl Leh.re. 

Immanuel 

vol. n. 

Samuel Atlas, 11 Zur e~kenntnistheorotischen Grurnlle::::un~ dcr Geschichte
11

, 

(Archiv ft1er i3ystematischc PhiloGophie und Soziolo:de, :XXXI, Iseues 
5, 4.) 
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