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I% may be only or partly a self-centered illusion on the part of
contemporary modern men thet we are living in e particularly "historic
age." Qur forefathers, in all their respective generatiéns, ﬁay be pre-
sumad to have labored under the impression, even as do we, that their
eras were all distinguished by the multipliclty, weightfiness and signif-
icance of the events which transpired in thelr time. TIllusion or not,
however, it is a fact that in our age men are par£icu1ér1y consclous off
the impact and speed of grave events in the area of the social life of
mankind, and one of the results of that consclousness must inevitably be
an increased amount of attention paid to the facts; causes, results and
principleg = if any - of history.

Bven if it be true that also preéeding eras were awere of the im-
portance of history in general and their own histories in particular,
the fact cannot be gainsaid thet history as a concentrated, systemstic

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

centuries of our civilizgtion. The Renalssance gave some impetus to the
study of history by its interest in classic entiquity, - but that was,
generally speaking, not yet a historic interest but rather en antiguar-
ian one; that is to say, Renalssance-msn es such was mere concerned with
vthe 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-encompagsing, all-consuming and
all-importent pre-occupation of literary, social, political; religious,

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

mained to this daye.
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Bo far as the philosophers are concerned, it is not too difficult
to point to the hesic reasors for the comparative indifference to history
in previous epochs. European culture, up to modern timeé, wag shaped
overpoweringly by the religious orientation of Christianity, - and in:
the viewsof Christianity the primary focus of importance resided within
the humen individuval, not the humen collectivity. To be sure, no less
disturbing end provocative questions were asked By men in those days
than is the case today; humen beings have presumebly asked themselves at
all times what the causes of their condition are, what meaning they 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 thém
given, in terms of the individuale. The relations which this individual
meintained were regarded as pertihent to these problems only insofar as
they were relations to his God, his religious community and his terres-
trial community of the time. That his individual fate might be pro-
foundly connected with the fate of previous and coming ages was hardly
ever entertalned, even as a possibility. OCbviously, from such a point
of view history would be a rather useless business.

In the second place, the world—-picture that pre-modern men carried
around with them in their winds 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 bagic principles, 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 éart of thie second reason for the indifference to history mey
be clasgified the underlying philosophic premise for an almaést total
disregard of the sequence of social énd, for that matter, natural
eventas since its earliest Greek beginning philosophy had been concelved
of as the search for truth and true reality. Pléto 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-
ehanging, static, and therefore different from the sensual world. If
that were not so then thé truth end reality of one moment would not be
the truth and meality of another moment, and that, of course, would pre-
sumebly contradictAthe very definition of truth and reality. The con-
sequence of such a basic mentel orientation for history is clear: his-
tory deals with terrestrial objects and, consequently, with effervescent
phenomena. If terrestrial objects and effervescent phenomens are by def-
inition exclﬁded from the substance of truth and reality, then to concern
oneself with them more than absolutely necessary for immediste, practical
purposges is an unforgivable waste of time. History is thus a profoundly
unphilosophical subject-matter, and no philosopher would bother with it.

Teken all together; these three ressons were sufficlent to expell
history into the outer circle of intellectual obliviones Thus it came a-
bout that even when men in the ages prior to m@dern times felt eas we do,
that they were belng swamped by a virtual flood of soeial and natural

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

ef'fort on exploring the implications of their earthly experiences. But
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this attitude, of course, changed fundementally with the more poeiti-
vistic, earth-bound, geocentric orientation of the last half-millenium
of western civilization. Once men start being more intefested with
their experiences on earth than their eventual fate in heaven, once they
gtart defining-truth in £erms of its direct applicability to humen activ-
ities, once they direct their eyes more tb the inter-~relationship between
themselves and nature than their ties with the_uﬁseen world, -~ they will
‘also begin to take interest in the possgible laws which govern events

here beneath. Once they discover that nature and society do not always
remain essentially the same they will adso cormence to wonder exactly in
what manner and for what reasons these changes come sbout. 4And it fol-
lows only logically, in the third place; that the individusl will be re-
placed 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 posgible improvements.

The Bible, whatever else it wes, 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 writersg of the Bible, to be gure, final truth was sbove
and beyond the sensuous worll, with God. But, on the other hand, the
philosphical sophistication, and perhaps sophistry, of the Greeks is
consplcuously absent in it which assumed that genuine reality and the

most profound concerns of man are not of this world. The God of the

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




5,
people of the Bible, acted in this world. What is more, He acted not
primerily in nature or through individuals but with the soclal entity of
the peoplecof Israsl. The changes that occurred throughoﬁt the 1life of
Israel yere, therefore, of lmmediate and crucial significance not only
to the bored gatherer of earthly trivia but to the fate of the world it-
gelf. And histéry £hus 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, ththough also Jews during

the Middle-Ages lost much of their sense of history in an environment
which neglected it, the question about the meﬁning of the course of hu-
men events never quite ceased in thelr midst. It was a fruitful co-
incidence that the Jews left the Buropean ghettos and entered increas- !
ingly into Western culture just at that point, the beginning of the 19th |
century, when their own consciousness of history would encounter the

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

expected that the merger of these two different coneceptions of hisﬁory
would produce painful but also creative conflicts, the conception of
history of an age-old people which revolved around the pr;#idence of God
and the special function in it of Jsrael on the one hand and the concep-
tion of history which approached the faets of past, present and future
with the methods of scientific investigation. |

The following study scrutinizes the philosophies of history of two
Jewish thinkers of the 19th century, both of whom tried hard, and no
doubt with different degrees of success, to employ, both canons of work,

k| that of Judaism and that of Buropesn culture, to frame valid interprete-~

{
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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 of the Jewish
people. Nachman Krochmel lived in Bastern Burope during‘the first half
of the century, Hermemn Cohen in Central Hurope during the second half.
The former still lived in a rather homogeneous Jewish community, the
latter was at least as much a part of German culﬁure s he was of Jewish
culture. Thus the difference of their languages, Krochmal writing in
Hebrew and Cohen in Germen, represents more than an acecidental linguis—
tic facts jb‘indicates simultaneously the amount of Buropesnizetion of
the two respective men and their Jewish readers. Xrochmal nevér became
more than an elevated Melamed, without position or reputation, and his
direet 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 bhis writings
have ever been translateds Cohen, on the other hand, was pfofessor of
philosophy at one of the oldest and most respected German universities,
head of the most influential school of philosophy in Burope at his time,
and intellectual leader for wide circles of non-Jews as much ag Jews.
They thus differed in theilr 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 ofenrminded, eager for truth from wherover it might coue,
and who adhered determinedly to their Jewish faith -~ as they understood

that faithe The circumstance that brings them together -~ unbeknownst to L

one another, for Cohen nowhere so much as mentions the neme of Krochmal ~

is the 19th oenturr: Krochmal opened it chronologically as well as in-
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tellectually, and Cohen closed it; there are only two years between the

death of the RQgg;an Jew and the birth of the German, but when the _—

Pormer 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 be left until after their doctrines

have been studled.




II.The Philosophy of History of -

Na.chmen: Krochnal
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1. Introduction

Krochmal wes o philosopher, but it tekes some doing to shed the
coat of non;philosophical husk before one can reach the philosophical
pee in his writings. His extant writings comprise no more than his
megnum opus "Guide for the Perpléxed of the Time" and a few fragmentary
eassays, letters and aphorisms. (1) Hven from amohg‘these Krcchmal him-
sell’ never saw the published version of the major work,but it was pub-
lished post~humously as edited by Ye L. Zunz from uncompleted notes and
studies. (2) Due to this technical circumstance alone the reader can
never be quite sure that he is getting the author's thought correctly,
entirely and with all its necessary deteil.

Furthermore, there are substantative difficulties in trying to
crystalize Krochmel's system of philosophy. For one thing, he was not
only a philosopher but also a student of history for its own, factual
sake. As a result there sre entire chapters in the "Guide" and lengthy
passages in other chapters which deal exclusively in technical, philo-
_logical - 8nd literary investigations of no immediate philosophical
value, - such &8s chapters XI, XVII and others. Quite apart from the
fact that Krochmel 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 end 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 thet he pursied e pedagogical aim in wishing to incorporate such
historical investigetions in his books the attainment of philosophical

truth and of a "purified faith" to which he aspired required, so he be-
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lieved, that educated Jews leave behind them the scilentific ignorance,
mediaeveal superstitions and cultural narrowness of the immediate past
and learn to study not only their traditional disciplines of Talmud and
Halachah but also literary criticism and positive history. In order to
accustom them to such ways he would confront them with some actual ex-
amples of his own and of his Jewish and gentile cgntemporaries. (3) For
our purposes, however, when endeavoring to formulete his philosophy of
history, it will be necessary to leave aside the details of his histor-~
ical investigetions end the question of their validity or leck of val-
idity.

For another things. and connected with the previous difficulty, it
is not always quite clear exactly where Krochmal's exposition of eanother
men's philosophy ends end his own begins. Chapter XII, fof example,
delineates a general outline of Alexandrian, JewishﬂHellenistic philosos
phy which he on the whole rejects, to be sure, but which also contains,
as we shall see, sufficient similarities to the Kebbalah and some ag-
pects of his own thought to create some confusion., This same lack of
clear distinctions becomes bothersome again in chapter XV which deals
with Kebbalistic concepts. The highly controversial question regarding
Krochmal's dependence on Hegel might in turn have been considerably
egsuaged 1f it were fully clear in chapter XVI where he is expressing
his own views and where he is merely summerizing the then modern Hegel-
ign metephysics. MAnd certainly in chapter XVII, which is a detailed

study of the philosophical system of Abrsham ibn Ezra, as conscientious

‘& reader as J. L. Lendau (4) presents his interpretation largely as if

it were Krochmel's own thought, though Krochmal explicitly states that
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"when we give the references (to Ibn Ezra) at the end of the chapter it
ﬁill be seen that we have not deviated from Ibn Ezra's intention by
adding enything that he did not mean.® (5) |

The last significant difficulty is that in the accepled, western
sense of the word the “Guide? is not really primerily meant to be a-
boolk of philosophy. Its main title, "Guide of the Perplexed of the
Time", by its allusion to Maimonides! "Guide of the Perplexed" which
certéinly is & strictly philosophicai'work; refers to those of its as~
pects which are primerily philosophical; its sub-title, however, "Teach-
er of a Purified Faith and Instructor in the Wisdom of Israel® refers to
two other typed of interest which are represented in its the "wisdom of

Israel® is, of course, what the Germens celled the Wissenschaft des ?

gudentﬁms, - and this philological type of l@arniﬁg has already been
mentioned (6) -, while the "purified faith" 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.
essentielly a religiously reformist tendency. (7) Krochmal was inter-
ested in advocating a doctringl and practical purification of the Juda-
ism that was meintained by almost all of his contemporaries in Bastern

Burope on the basgis of philosophy and a better knowledge of history.

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

ag a result of the attacks which he underwent at the hends of some of
the ultre~orthodox elements whom he liked to call "self-declared pie-
tists®, mitchasdim, ( @J;gpﬁu(y ) often conflicts with the objective

and non-partisan nature of philosophical speculation and exposition.

The cool-headed reader cannot fail to feel that the "purified faith! -
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aspect overshedows the "Guide of the Perplexed#—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 teken due éccount of when

the strictly philosophical sequence of thoughts is to be traced.

2+ Philosophical Basis |

The pedegogical purpose. of his study of history is clearly form-
ulated by Krochmal in the very prefece. He justifies it in terms of

sy

the historical conditionedness of the study of history itself, for, he Lo
S 4

says, the study and interpretation of historical documents differs in

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

of his own age, then, is "positive history®, - i. e. above all the type

of smocurate factual research which will elucidate correct dates, author-

ship, textual interpretetion, etc., and of which he gives sbundant ex-
amples in his own work of history, in short: "to interpret and to in-
vestigate and to establish each matter in its proper time of compogi-
tion." If e psalm, for example, stems from the exilic period, then its
traditional Devidic origin must be shown to be erronecus, for otherwise

the skeptics will mock Judeism for its scientific untrustworthiness and

the orthodox will be ignorant of the truth and the full impact of the
psalm's significances Therefore, Yauch holy work, meeningful to the
ears and to the heart of the preseht generation, will evoke in it every

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

times. This is something that cannot be accomplished by asssigning the

Psalm to David at the rise of the morning-sun of the nation and of the
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stotes.." (8) This, indeed, will be the refrain of the "Guide" in every
chapter:vin this era Jews themselves wish to get at the historical truth,
and their désire must.be gated if necessary at the expenée 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 ere
producing scholars who are acquiring and publicizing the truth; living
in their midst es we are such truth will reach our ears. Unless we comse
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 WOrid
which has left them far behind. Hear it they will anyway; the only
question is whether they will hear the historical truth in an entagon-
istic memner or as the result of their own positively oriented studies.
Therefore, @it is much more déngerous to try to keep covered the known
than to reveal the unknoun.® (9)

The study of history is thus commanded primarily in the interest of
the welfare and protection of Judaism and the Jewish peoples It is con-
ceived of as o shield against the attacks of secular science and as a
fence against the exodus of emencipated intellectuals. It has the ear-
marks of its time; the Jowish Enlighterment (Haskalah) ( Ys £y ) is
spilling over from Central Burope to Bastern Burope, Emancipation beckons
from the West and is decoying many out of the rooms of Jewlsh learning in-
to the universities (Solomon Maimon being the contemporary prototype),
and the optimistic pedagogical temper of a lLessing is combined with the
positive historical “spirit of the age® of the first half of the 19th

century. (10)

In further pursuit of a definition of Jewish existence that would
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be competible with modern historical science and yet accord with Jewish
historical continupity, Krochmal delineates three types of religion that
are innetely fallacious and that produce dangerous counter-reactions.
Not uncharacteristically he gives each of them a German name, and when
taken together they represent an exheustive list of the pet-peeves of

the age of enlightenment and rationalism: Schwaermerei, Aberglauben and

n

Werkheiligkeit, - i.e. 1. "enthusiasm" which begins rationally enough r

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

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

it proceeds to a belief in bodyless beingg, angels, and strives to bring
about & union between them and men; a holy book is endowed with secret
meaning in each letter, and these secrets are regarded ag the only and
egoteric truth; finally, union with God Himself is aspired to, and in the

oces: concern for humsn and socil needs,; a8 normalized in ilcs,
rocess all concern for human and al ds, rmalized eth

is shed. (11) 2. "Superstition® in turn beging rationally enough with

a. recognition of humen smallness and unworthiness but goes on to seek re-
fuge with imeginary spirits and departed ancestors. 3. vThe doctrine of
the holiness of deeds alone" also begins properly by rejeéting the emo~
tlonalism of the two first types of religion, but in despair of being
able to arrive at a meaningful and aoceptaﬁle system of doctrines it

falls back on the prectical obligetions of hetoronomously given divine

laws, concentrates on their fulfillment at the expense of an understand-
ing of their spirit, and in its intellectual pessgimism even goes so far
a8 to surrender all belief in rational laws while beasting of those

chukkoth (,Affﬁb) of God "which Satan uses to trap people and at which

the gentile nations 1augh“, - & legal credo quia ebsurdum. (12)
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Obviously, these three types of religion will incite opposition, and

not their least injurious effect is {that the opvosition to them tends to (]

be as extreme and irrational as they themselves. "Enthusiasm" repells by

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

: apirit; - "superstition" repells by its credulity end by way of reaction

3 "

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

elation; -~ and the exclusive stress on deeds i1s answered by extreme thggz//
~

- i

reticlans who foreswear all action, content themselves with intellectual

speculations and become moral passivists and quietists indifferent to the

fate of the world and mankind. From each of these extremes, "let the man

—

who seeks life save himself!" (13) g

Having posed thﬁkroblem of rational Jewish existence as confronted

by modern historical science in Germen, Philosophic, Hellenic terms, Kroch-
mal, who always assumes a complete equivalence, translotes them into tra-

ditional Jewish terms. He subdivides Maimonidea' theology (chochmat hat- :

orah)( DNIAD AN N ) into three sections: l. The study of the nature of i

gpirit and of reason and their occurrence in reality (me'aseh merkaveh),

( daoam 6?’)‘/’) metaphysics, 2. the study of the nature of the world
(ma'aseh bereshit) CVA’(bzb of?pf) i.e. cosmogony, and cosmolopgy and
natural sclence, and 5. the study of the nature of Revelation and of man

(ta'eme demizvoth), ( ;JV?/"‘Z W?‘C) i.e. theology, psycholozy and

ethics. The three aberrations of relipgion and their antitheses pre~
viously formulated are each respectively distortions of these three phil-
osophic orientetions. (14)

At this point in his argument Krochmal sudd@nly charnpges his posi-

tion. Ilitherto he has pursued what moy be called a tazology of relig-

ious aberretions. Suddenly, in the middle of this pursuit and in the
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middle of a chapter initially devoted to that purpose, he gegins a
lengthy, though not too profound or detailed, epistemological argument.
Only at the end of that argument will we see its relevanée tp the orig-
inal problem and the relevance of thak problem itself to his firast mein
objects an outline of a philosophy of history.

The basic faoct to be considered, he begins,‘is this: "Know you that
the very principle of reason is that man's work, unlike thét of animals,
consists of taking sensual imgges that are transmitted to him from out-
side of the soul or from the soul itself and to make of them concepts,
i.e. images that are generalized, unified end which unite with others."
(15) All humen beings engage in this process of conceptualization.

The more educated & man is the more will he generalize even his initial
éoncepts, while the less educated & man is the more will he be limited

to "images of the beginnings of thought.® (Tziyure techillat heme-~

g@éhaggg)(,),\f/,,m J\J;).)\ ’7/’3)' "The principle is that it is of the very
nature of the spirit of reason to build iﬁs edifice in a world which

is entirely rational, takes the material for the edifice from the
sensual world and gives it its own form." The ladder of conceptual-
lzation begins on the lowest rung with concepts just barely stripped of
their material content, “imeges of the beginning of thought® or

Vorstellungen (and Krochmal uses this and the following German termini

Eﬁchnici); these concepts when further generalized are called Begriffe,
and these in turn lead up to "ideas® (lgggg) which are, @8 he explains

in another place (16), combinations of concepts which in their totality

~ do not refer to any sensual imeges, such as goodness, justice, etlc. (17)

However sketchy this epistemology is, its essentially Kantian character
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is obvious on the face of it. (18) In snother connection Krochmal reads
 the same epistemology into Abraham Ibn Bzra's philosophys: the principle
of knowledge resides in the reason, not in the senses. The reason acts
to abgtract 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 which is needed for the idea of a house in genergl, which thus
becomes o rational possession to which it hes atteined. Abstraction and
rationalization of existent things are processes that have for their
purpose the knowing of the essences of these things, o%hgelétion of their
order, of the laws of their development and of the ways of their activ- E
ities. Since these concepts and laws appertain exclusively to the rea-
son they do not fall under the category of time but are esaéntially eter-
nal. Vulgar people may claim that they are not real but rather creations
of the humen mind, but all .philosophers knéw ("and in this all philo-
gsophical systems egree and differ only in the extent of its conscious
realization and of its introdu;tion into all parts of the system") that
the “realies" of the empirical world, constantly in flux, ere not at
all real, camnnot claim the real attributes of being or of existence when
compared with the stability and unchangeability of concepts. (19)

Having again, through the philosophies of Kant and the Platonic-
Aristotelian Ibn Bzra, dealt in the terminology of Hellenistic Europe,
a8 in the previous instance (20) Krochmal once more switches to Jewish
terminclogy in order to prove its validity in the area of Jewish tradi-
tional thought. (21) After all, he declares, this process of concep-

- tualization and generalization is exactly what the Balmid used in the

explanation and elaboration of Biblicel laws. By means of the hermen-

i RSB A Bl T
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eutic rules it dilscovered the underlying principles of Biblical insti-
tutiéns, disrobed them of thelr temporally and spatially conditioned
details and then applied these principles to the new timés and to new
places. RExamples of this type of interpretation can be given abund-
antly from each of the six orders of the Talmud. And if the anclent
rabbis considered it necessary to handle in such a menner the laws of
Judaism, which are conoernedkonly with concrete éctions and are wéll 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 done,
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 "the glory of the essence of
spirituality and of its true life." (22)

To be sure, this is a process which is not only very difficult and
demending because of its philosophic abstractness but it is also subject
to many pitfally, mistgkes and errors. ALl sorts of extraneous factors
are liasble to spoil the purity of the chain of conceptualizations "lust,
hate, desire for honor or for office, excessive self-love which does not
take regard for others" etc. may mar the workings of the intellect.
These sensuel and worldly intrusions into the functions of reason Kroch~
mal interestingly ascribes to the progress of history in what is the
Pirst observetion in the "Guide" that can be called a concept of philo-
sophical history: "Only in the'beginning of' recorded time, when human
needs were gtill few, ensily satisfied and cléarly 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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perfect and thought was pure of all the psyhological evils which accom-
pany the permitted.® Only with the progress and differentiation of
civilization did thé latter come about and distort ratioﬁal Processes.
(25) But despite these dangers, conceptualization is still the only
road of progress in 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 episfemology merge ) the
path of virtue was the golden medium between the two extremes. With
few changes Maimonides accepted that vieﬁ Prom Aristotle. In accord-
ance with thet view true religion would have tc lie midway between the
extremes of enthusiasm and cynicism, superstition and skepticism,

Werkheiligkeit and quietism. But later philosophers of ethics soon

pointed out that, in the first place, the maxim of the medium road
gives little, 1f any, aid in determing where exactly this middle is
located and that, in the second place, it is an emply formulae which
defines virtue only negatively and, as it were, geometrically rather
than assigning to it some definite content. These philosophers pro-
posed instead to define virtue in terms of meaxims, true or false ration-
al principles of actlon. But this, too, turned out to be an empty form-

ule, 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 specifically

act. MAs for us, wo wish to chose for our investigstion an higher and

o,

e —

better road so that we may come to the fundemental source and the begin-
nings of things in such a manner that these problematic, false religions

wlll be explained and their opposite dangers‘automatically avoldedessos

This better road is the one which in fact combines the two extremes"
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rather then avoiding them half-way. (24)

With this statement Krochmal ends chapter IV of the "Guide," and it
is naturgl to ask that he specify what this road is. As @Eﬁwxﬁfgﬂpro~ -
gresses in the book he has to waeit, however, until he comes to chapter i
Vi to find the direct continuation of the thought and the enswer to this
question. This writer, therefore, suggests that chapter V is an inter-
polation put in the wrong place, or at least in aﬁ illogical pheace, by
the editor Zunz. This suggestion gains plausibility in view of Zunz'
own statement (25) that he "found chepters V and XII only in the form of
first drafts, and furthermofe only a few of the chapters were numbered
in the author's manuscriptd “Nonetheless, if only in order to preserve
the continuity of the presentétion of the system ag pregented in the
printed versions of the "Guide", ms well as for the innate interest of

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

arate philosophlc fragments

Chapter V is, in effect, a discussion of purpose and teleology.
Krochmal uses it in order, by way of introduction, to introduce to his
Jewlish readers some “general historical cultural knowledge", as he might
have .called it. He recites that the Greek philosopher—dootor Galen had
argued against the Blblical concepts of purpose and intention in a book

! Maimonides, the Jew-

on "The Usefulness of the Limbs of Living Beings.'
ish philosopher=—doctor, had refuted Galen's arguments, but he did so in
8 technical medical book which was never translated from ilts srabic or-

iginal and never published. Krochmal takes it upon himself, therefore,

if only to rescue this work of Meimonides! from the obascurity of history,

to state its viewss it is ssgsumed, in the first place, that every nestural
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object hag a cause. This assumption i1s not by eny means sufficient,
however, to prove the existence of CGod on the basis that He is presum—
ably the necessary cause of the physical universe, since the universe
could also have a Mmechenicall, upintentional, unconscious cesuse. For a
cause to be intentional it must, in the firét place, be outside of the
objeet which it causes - outside and beyond it. It must, in the second
place, be a real cause and not only an intentional ceuse 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,; bescause intention is a rational caicul&tion as to
the relationship between ceuse and effect. Flnally, before one can o~
geribe the existence of an object to a rational, intentional cause,
one must be able to prove that the exlstence of a mechanical cause
would not be suffioient.to explain the existence of thﬁsabjact. 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 causelity. BSuch organic things can, in fact, be explain-
ed in no other way, for each constituent part within them, if it were
placed in a slightly altered position or given a slightly different
funetion, would disrupt the whole. For that reason dlone, therefore, a
consclous, rational and purposive cause must be believed to have con-
stiucted them. Furthermore, the fact tha£ they are living and that they
perpetuate themselves species-wise ave evidence to the same effect. In
a Kentian sense it 1s interesting to note that Krochmal describes this
entire function of rational purpose in its relationship to differentiat-

ed organisms as one of "uniting® or®unifying" them. From the purposive-
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ness of organic individuals we conclude to the purposiveness of the or—
ganie universe, for it, too, is unified, living end composite, and in it
lower forms always serve their respective higher forms of being.

Now philosophers are wont to ascribe purpose to metter; so Aris-
totle will speak of the soul of growing or the soul of living within mat-
-ters But, of course, matter can neither think nor wille. And Judaism,
therefore, speaks of the "God of the spirits of ail flesh.ﬁ ﬁThe short
of it is that due to all these considerations we must arriﬁe ét the con-
clusion that there is a rational, spiritual beginning which is above mate
ter and the sensual.? (26)

It is not too hﬁrd to see why Zunz felt that he should put this
chapter immediately sheed of that chapter which would first deal with
genuine religion, for, as we have now seen, it, in facts; constitutes
Krochmal's proof for the existence of God, - gurely an argument thet one
could expect prior to a discussion of religione‘

Before we proceed, it is still worth noting, however, that at this
point in the argument Krochmal implies an argument against Maimbnideéias
being too rationalistic! Maimonides had stated, sg;he says,cthgt aci
cording to Galen the Bible teaches that God can also do the rationally
impossible, whersas he, the Greek philosopher, would claim that alsgo God
can only act within the limits of reason, and that His only alternative
is to chose that rational possibility which is appropriete to the pur~
posepfor which it is intended. Maimonides answers that Galen has misrep~
resented the Bibles also the Bible agrees that God can only choge one of
maﬁy rational possibilities. The only difference which Maimonides grants

to oxist between the Greek philosopher and the Bible refers to the range
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of rational possibilitiess for one who believes in the eternity of mat-
ter creation and annihilation of the werld are impossible as well as
miracles, for they would contredict the rational potentialities of pre-~
existent metter; for one, however, who rejects the doctrines of the
eternity of matter and of creation by emenation these three things are
perfectly possible and rational. (27) = Krochmal implies that Maimonides
conceded too much to Gelen by granting that God cénnot do the impossible.
This anti-Maimonidean objection of his, which surely brings him closer
to anti-philosophic Jewlsh orthodoxy, should haunt him, - but apparently
does not-, when he comes later (28) to defend Ibn Ezra's emameblonalist
. theory of creation.

We can now return to the straight line of Krochmal's argument.
(Chapter VI) Last he had claimed that there was a better way than the
classic middle-road to transcend felse religion and its dangers. He
must now specify what that way is. (29)

His answer begins by stipulating that all religion, true and false,
past and present, means to eddress 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. The apiritual intention
expreosses itself in.one way even in idolatry which, after all, dpes not
reelly mean to worship an object but the spirit which manifests itself
through that object; it expresses itself in another way when, for ex-
emple, Jewish sages used to say that all Biblical laws are obligatory

not because of any rationality thet may‘be inherent in them but only

because of their divine origin, -~ which was, Krochmal explaing, their WPWW

ey

wag: of staling that their value derives from their directedness to God.
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(30) In this worghip of Spirit, however they may define it, religion-
ists of all persuasions, scientists and philosophers then agree. (31)
From this initial definition Krocﬂmal can go on to give a basic defin-
ition of religion in its theoretical as well as practical aspects which
ig &s broadly liberal as it is Tundamentally incontrovertible: "The rec—
ognition of the believer that everythi%sis meaningless and senseless
except it be founded on God, this is the knowledge of God; and the be-
liever's recognition that he himself, in his essence and spirituality,
is dear to God, can draw near to Him, and that by drawing near toiHim he
can establish himself, this is the service of God.?

The broad, general nature of this definition,vwhateVGr its practical
value may be for Krochmal, iz of cruﬁial im@ortanée to his philosophic
argument, for it is the penultimate 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 déscription of all positive re-
liglons. He cen, thus, draw the conclusion to which he has long .and
circultously worked ufs even as sensual perceptions, in order to gain
rational validity, must be increasingly conceptualized - in accordance
with the Kentian epistemology which we have already laid down (32) -,

80 also positive religion must be conceptualized, spiritualized, pur-
ified, in order to become increasingly valid and true. Religion, too,
like perceptions, must be raised on the opistemological ladder from
the rung of the sensual (Empfindung), over the rung of understanding

[ TSt = 1

(Verstand) to the height of reason (YEEE?Efﬁ)' At this point Krochmal

[ Ry e

lays down this doctrine without any explicit reference to the problem
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he raised so many pages ago (33), but clearly thie is his answers: by
generalizing, conceptuslizing positive religion with all its aberrations
he will be able @o do what he promised to do, namely to éstablish 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 and combining the "true beginnings" which he has

L}

pointed out to exist in bothes Thus from. enthusiasm", for example, he
would, no doubt, abstract the error oflembtionalism and the transcen-
dence over terrestrial existence,-from its opposite danger of "oynicism"
he would abstraect the deniai of epirit, -~ and from each respecﬁively he
would preserve as their essence the revulsion againast the sensual and the
denial of dogmatic spiritual hypostases.

~ This is one of the most importent Junctures in Krochmal's system,
end we must, therefore, stop to explore the implications of this resulte
In the firet place, and because of its immediately praoticél aspect per-
haps the least important facet of this view, we notice the historical
?tolerationv which espresses itself here,-very much in the spirit of
Vico who loéked at all historical religions ae steps in the progregs of
the human mind (34), of a Hegel who followed in Vico's footsteps (35),
of the end-of-18th-century rationalism and 19th century romanticism

which, like Herder, detected the spark of divinity in all positive re-

”Mﬁigions and rejected the exclusiveness of dogmetic religions in their

claim to sole revealed authority. In this definition of Krochmel we

have the Jewish translation of 19th~century-Bnlightemment—tolerance.

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

here Krochmal's definition of the "purified faith" of the title of his
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book and of his essentially reformist tendencys 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 ﬁhy orthodox
religious authorities in his age as well as in other ages have always
looked sskence at the philosophizing of even the most orthodox.

We have already noticed that due to his somevwhat circumstantial and
circuitous reasoning it is sometimes hard to predict to exactly what re-~
gult & certain train of thought will lead in Nachmen Krochmal. In this
cage, for exsmple, the combination of Kantlan epilstemology with a tax-
ology of false religion led to a definition of the "reformed" faith
which is not too different fum 6ther Porms of 19th century intellectual-
ized religion, the "higher religion" of a Hegel and even of & Comte.
Here, too, obscure as it may yet appear to be, the definition of con-
ceptualized religion is the last step before Krochmal cen logically be-~

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

step with him we must still state two more implications of this defin- ii
ition which he himself adumbrates.

Conceptualization of religlon means a fuller, philosophic under-
standing of all aspects of religion, including the knowledge of God. To
use hls own words, vintellectualization is the perfecting of the internal
substance of the maﬁter (36), d.es the gpiritual becoming known o ite:l
selfe® (37) The blatantly Hegelian formuletion of this dictum is
further elaborated when Krochmal goes on to state (38) that in the case
of God Himself this process of gaining self-knowledge, through the three

gteps of existing essence, self-knowledge and self-revelation, are not

three different entities but one and unified. This is obviocusly a ver-
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sion of Hegel's Bezichungsloses Bein, Fuer-Andere-S8ein and Fuer-Sich-
Sein (Unrelated Being, Being-for-others and Being—for-oneself), the
three steps in the dialectiec of ontology which Krochmal himself will e~
ttempt to expound in his chapter on Hegel. (%9) But the Jewish phil-
ogopher immediately stresses the unity of these three aspects ag if to
proclaim that, whatéver else he mey accept from the non-Jewish philos-
opher, he certainly will not accept the clearly Oﬁristian, trinitarian
overtones of this doctrine. (40)

He is less immune to possible objections of Christianizing when he
seeks positively for JeWish'terms for this doctine of “spiritualization.#
Kodesh ("holy") ( (1Z77) means permanent and therefore spiritual, he de-
clares, - chol ("secular") ( J?;?) means physical, bodily and therefore
transitory, - while Eggg_("impure")(/bﬁfc")means “crudély, crassly sen-

sate", ~ and tahor ("pure") (7/7)6) means "spiritualized, enlightened

body", i.0. matter suffused with spirit or "derk body which refines it-

self into spiritual clarity." (41) One can see how, by means of such a
subtle re~definition of traditional Biblical and Jewish terms, all the
laws of holiness and purity cen be interpreted as idealistic, anti-
materialistic injunction, but one may slso wonder whether this is not
carrying Hellenistic Paulinianism pretty far within the realm of Judaism.
Finally, it must be stressed that Krochmel tries hard to identify
this doctrine of the "purified (conceptualized) Ffaith" with the tra-
dition of historical Judaism, - as innovators in and outside of Juda-
ism.1ave always done. He dcee :his by strongly implying that his inter-

Pretation is identical with the Sod,,((/COthe secret, esoteric strain of

the faith.
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At this point in the ergument chapter VI ends. Chapter VII begins

in medias re and plunges directly into history and its philosophy. As

before, the transitional step in the argument is left out; intention- : ?
ally or otherwise. (Xrochmal's method does, indeed, often approach the
method of half—iﬁplied, half-expressed esoteric teachings.) But this
transitional argument is clearly implied, and it constitules the second
crucial juncture is his systems conceptualized reiigion, the "purified
faith", requires an understanding of the history of the faith and its
people which in turn is freed of traditional prejudices and bilases, which
is itsgelf intellectualized, which is philosophized. Otherwise the people
will continue to be stuck inm the gwanp of ignorant, unscientifilc super—
stitions. Since the "Guide for the Perplexed of the Time" is primarily

a philosophical history, it mey thus réghtly be said that the first six
chapters of the book, the "philosophical chapters", are an apologia for

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

~established his philosophical right and the religious need for a phll-

osophy of history. They are both required by the necessities of the

"purifiéd faith®, snd the philosophy of history, therefore, basically
. . 1, is .
servesﬂpedagogical purpose. All this has been preface; what is to fol-

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.

- ' 5« The Course of History

"To the enimale, Krochmal begins, loneliness is natural and socie-

hility only accidental," but "Providence" has made men different. Man

isy to use the Ffamous Aristotelian term which best characterizes Kroch~
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mal's thought, (42) the "social enimal® who naturally bands himself to-

gether in socilal units, beginning wlith the family all the way up to the

~entity of the nation. These social organizations of mankind make pos~

gible a division and consequent specialization of labor among humen in-
dividuals, and this divislon and specialization in turn mekes possible
the graduval development of higher qualities like love, mercy, honor, and
humility as well ag of such activities as go beyohd the primitive ac-
cumulation of food and shelter: thouglty the pursuit of beauty, religlon,
education, and law. Buch achievements are attained gradually either by
individuals who then transmit them to their social groups, by specially
developed groups, or sometimes even by strangérs to the community to
which they transmit it such ﬁas Abraham and Melchizedeks" The speed of
the development of such trailts will, of course, differ among different
nations and even within the same nation emong themselves. (43)

Nonetheless, however different and differently developed these
various higher treits may be within one nation, they all derive from
one basic source; they are all the menifestations of one single force.
YThey have one principle and one root, and thgt is the spirituality
(gggbggig&ﬁ)(,A/iﬂb/Z) of the nation which”éﬁerges from potentiality in-
to actualitye" It is thie "spirit (ruach)(4/7)of the nation" (we would
perhaps sgay: the.genius, the soul of the hation) which determines the
nature of its individual characteristics, as the f‘personality“ 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 and

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

] L4

national spirit®, there can be no

to decide exactly which is the basic
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doubt that it is the fundamental cause of all the multifold meterisl and
spiritual activities of the nation. It is, as it were, the national
noumenon to the national phenomens. (45)

This national spirit is comparable to the "soul® 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. "Even as the
spirit of a nation will perfect itself and grow in the manner which we
have explained (i.e. through its process of specialization and indivi-
duation) in its morning-period, so it will also deteriorate and shriﬁk
when the shadows of evening fall, until it dies completely and the fine
quaiities of the naltion will perish one after the other. FThES is so
because, ag 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, ambition, quarrels, violence, bribery and

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

divide." Superstition and false religion will gain sway, and “the know-

ledge and service of God will be darkened end confused.® ¥Thus it is
that only the spirituality, and it alone, brings into existence and
maintains the ties (of the nation) while it 1s a nation, and, therefore,

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

the spirituality within it." (46)

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

effects of time, growth and decay, but the people and the people's

physical forms in which the spifit dwells are perishable. When the

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

jacent to it in space or time. In the case of small nations this trang-
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Per of & spirituality is either not noticeable at &ll or almost imper-
ceptible, but in the cese of great nations their spiritualities in this
wise become "the inheritence of the entire human rece end & general,
human spiritﬁality.“ These national spirits are in the Bible called
“godsrof the nations" or “princes of the nation". As a king unites and
unifies a people extérnally, go its spirit unites and unifies its people
internally. These spirits, or basic characters, ﬁay be belligerence,
ingenousness, thought, grace, law, wilyness, knowledge etc. And they
have been traditionally associated with one of the stars in an astrolog-
ical manner. (47)

As for Isramel, its spirituality, god, princ or principle is no guch
fragmentary end therefore relative deity. It is possessed by "the ab-
gsolute 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 “kingdom of priests, il.e. teachers

to the entire human race of the sbsolute, Biblical faith." And Israel

i3, therefore, not subject to any stellar influences (ayn masal ley—

_j_.srael) (S;;,?’S- S’}/\f /'lé)but only to those of the Lord of the étars.

" Wig a concept of the

Philosophically speaking, "ebsolute spirituality

f pure reason alone® (hu mugag habeenah hatehorah levad)(fjnso cjehf ferf 3
Qigtﬁﬂﬁcﬁ X48) snd "the greatest concept." "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 Babylonisn exile, i.e. until 1000 years had passed
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since the giving of the Torah." (49)

This, summarized in chaptér VII of the "Guide of the Perplexed of
the Time," is in effect a statement of Krochmal's completé philosophy of
history. It is the only plece where he sketches his view of the history
of mankind as a whole and of Israel in particular. The rest of his mejor
work will from now on be taken up with a detalled elucidation of the
principle of Jewlsh history here laid down in,broﬁd gtrokes. HExcept for
details of historlography an eveluation and criticism of his views can
be made on the basis of this statement alone. We shall, however, delay
such an evaluation and ciiticism until 211 the facts, even the details,
have bean presented. Nonetheless, a nuwmber of points must even now be
emphasized, & number of connections and historical relations illumin-
ated, so that the further course of Krochmal's thinking can be Ffollowed
with a fall realization of its implications.

In the first place, the basic kinship between this philosophy of
human and Jewish history and that of Yehudah Halevy cannot possibly be
mistaken. (50) The latter also taught that the fate of the nations of
the world wes bound up with the detefmination of the stellar, sub-lunar
world (51) to which all normsl earthly existence was subject, except for
Israel which differed from the other nations asg do men from animals and

animals from plants by virtue of their possesszon of the "divine subw

stance“ (inyen heeloki) ('}731'\ /JT This substance was part of the God-

head H1Mablf and conn@ctud Israel directly to Him while exempting it

from what is otherwise "natural law." (52) The "divine substance® in-

hering in the Jewish people is really only a more concretized form of

Krochmal's "absolute spirit®, and what Heinemann says of the one is e-
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quelly true of the other: "Jehuda Halevi's nationalism is nurtured in the
soil of Greek biology." (53)

It is this biologism, consisting of the basic thoughf that nations
are analogous to human individuals and thet their histories are like the
latter's lives, which constitutes a bridge between Halevy, Vico and Kroch-
male Vico, too, taught that societies grow like biological organisms.
(54) "Through this science (history) we cen answer the practical question
how a nation ifr its rise may come to a state of perfection and how in its
decadence it may be stimulated to new life." (55) And apart from this
cyclical theory of history which seems, wherever it occurs, to be the
gpecific form of a general biological bias, whether one think of the
threé philosophers just mentioned or contemporary figures like Spengler
and Toynbee, it 1s interesting to notice that, at least in the case of
these three clagsic writers, they also share the common belief thet Ig-
rael alone is in one way or enother exempt from the laws of history which
govern all other nations. A4lso the Christiasn Vico explicity espouses
this doctrine. (56)

In regard to the concept of absolute spirit, as it enters into Kroch-
mal's definition of Israel's unique place in the scheme of history, a
clear,though rarely if ever noticed, further connection with mediaseval
Jewish and general philosophic concepts can be observed. Is not the doc~
trine that Israel survives the perilodicity of historical developments
from birth to death due to its possession by the Absolute Spirit exactly
the same as the scholastic, Aristotelien doctrine of the "conjunction®

according to which immortality is attained by attaching oneself to the

dctive Intellect? The only difference between the two doctrines is that
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‘the mediseval counterpart thinks in terms of other~worldly survivél
while Krochmal thinks in terms of historical surviveael and that the for-
mer usually thinks in terms of human individuals while thé latter thinks
in terms of social units. This latter difference, however, is really not
additional to but & peart of the first, since obviously this-worldly,
historical survival would have to trenspire in historical, not indi-~
vidual categories. Furthermore, Yehudah Haliavy aétually does cleim,
even asg does Krochmal, that the peculiarity of Israel is due to its
‘attachment to the Absolute Spirit (57), so that even collective . con-
junctio is not without historical precedent. (50)

What should finally be noticed is again the profound intellectual
affinity between Krochmal's substantativevdefinition of Israel's his-
torical role and that of his contemporary Germar-Jewish reformers. He
gaysé Israel is to be “a‘kingdom.of priests, l.e. teachers to the human
race of the absolute Biblical faith." (59) This differs little, if at
all, from the typical, enlightened and liberal conception of Israel's
task in the world es 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's entire orientations he wishes to teach Israel, so
that Israel may teach the world.

It is, in any case, the biological life-~cycle of nations from which
Israel alone is exempt which Krochmal pursues further. Bach nation, so
he proclaims, goes through a cycle of three periods: L. "the time of its
beginning, blossoming~forth and when its spirit is born. This is called

"the period of blossoming-forth and of growth into & nation." ™ 2. "After

all the good orders and spiritual gifts have come into perfect actuality,
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been perfected and raised, the natlon has grown in all respects to the

point of glory and magnificence for a longer or shorter time; this is

=

called "the period of strength and accomplishment."™ 3. "However, as in
the being of every natural living organism is contained the cause of its
own annihilation and death, so still during the second perilod the causes
of the downfall and perdition of the nation are created..." This is called
"the period of disintegration and destruction". (60) "Thus it is with all
the natlons whose spirituality is particularistic and, therefore, finite
and destined for destruction. But in regard to our nation, although in-
sofar as it is tied down to wateriality end sensual externality we, too,

splrituality which is

n

are subject to the natural orders, ...the general

in our m¥st protects us and saves us from the law governing all changesble
things." (61) Israel's exemption from the laws of growth snd decay is not
to be understood as complete in the sense that it does not run the same
course of rises and falls. It, too, after all, is "subject to the natural
orders" and, therefore, goes through the cycle of thres periods. The

exemption consists of the circumstance that, due to the indwelling of the

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

other nations diseppear into oblivion, it re-commences a new such cycle.
“We intend to chronicle the times thet have passed over us from the period
of “the blosgoring~Fforth of the natlon to this day in order to show clearly
how the cycle of three periods was duplicated and tripled for us and how,

when the time was ripe for our disintegration, annihiletion and destruc-

tion, a new spirit and forgiveness were always renewed in us, and when we

fell how we always arose agzain and were fortified, and the Lord our God

did not forsake us." (62) Isroel's cternity is thus not an eternity beyond
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time but within it and, therefore, within history.

e -

This doctrine, that Israel survives the point in time at which it
conveys its one great idea to mankind as whole, directly éontradicts
Hegel's famous principle that "when, thus, the peculisrity of a people
has been lifted by an ides,~when the idea has developed so far that the
peculiar principle of a people is no longer essential,~then thils people
can no longer existe.....World-history then moves té another people."
(63) As Franz Rosenzweig correctly pointed out, however: (64) "With
such a view of the relationship between peoplehood and humanity o Jew-
ish science, for which Judaism is an eternal factof, could compromise."

Anticipating the detailsbof this historical structure we can state
Krochmal's periodization of Jewish history in accordance with this
scheme as follows: I. First cycles 1. first period of blossoming-forthe
from Abrahem to the death of Moses, ce. 465 years; (65) 2. second period,

of full maturity and meagnificence: from the entry into Canean to the

death of Solomon, c. 477 years; (66) 3. third period, of decline and L
degenerations from the death of Solomon to the murder of Gedalysh; c.

375 years, and therewith the end of the first cycle. (67) II. Second

cygle: l. firet period of second cyecle, of growth: from the destruction
of thé first temple (68) to the rise of Greece, c. 280 yeara; (69) 2.
second period of second cycle, of maturity and megnificences from Alex-
ander the Great to the fall of the Hasmonean dynasty, c. 260 years;
(70) 3. third period of second cycle, of decline and degenerations from

the death of queen Alexendre 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 a couple of sen-
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tences rather then detelling the events of the indlvidual cycles and
periods as he had done up to now, and he sayss "We cannot now finish the
story and the interpretation of the following génerationé, although also
Puture - svents 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." He
does, however, give some details as to the periodization of the third
cyeles l. first period of third cycle, of growth: from Antoninus to the
beginning of the Gaonic perilod; 2. second period of third cycle, of
meturity and magnificencez.the Gaonic period, ce 740 C.E. through the
Golden Age of Spain; 3. third period of third cycle, of decline and de-
generations from the death of Maimonides until shortly after 1640, the
period of the European expulsions and the Chmelnitzky -pogroms, and there-
with the end of the third cycle. Krochmal adds: "The interpretation of

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

garding our end. (be'acharitenu) (lULA'7¢@¢fA ) There is still much room

for interpreters to work in.% (72)

The most important question that must be asked about this period-
izatlon is what Krochmel intended to do with the history which followed
the end of his third cyele. It would, off-hand, certainly appear as if
he had intended to integrate it somehow into his system, for he spoke of
wiishing to chronicle the history of Israel "to this day". (73) And
though he novhere mekes any reference whatsoever to the ensuing history
in philosophical terms (although, of course, heldoes 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
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of the cycles which would follow the third one. After all, it is the
Abgolute Spirit, itself not subject to the vissicitudes of time, which
again and again elevates Israel above the inroads of natural degenera~
tion. Indeed, Reawidowicz believes that such is the case: "It is im-
possible, according to Krochmal's theory, to exclude the coming of new
Yeyeles™ from the incessant currenmt of Jewish existence. . « It is
given to Krochmal's followers to divide the yesars i700—1940 (the time
of Rawidowicz's writing) into one cycle or two." (74) Rawidowicz, the
outstanding studént of Krochmal's writings, certainly deserves serious
vconsiderétiono On the other hend, esqually good reasonscan be brought
forward which would meke one beslieve that the sequence of cycles may
have, in Krochmal's miﬁd, ended with the third. For one thing, and as
a matter of cold, documented fact, Krochmal - mowhere 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 did not have the
chance even to mention the fourth one. But, although it must, of course,
be remembered that the "Guide! remained unfinished at his death end thus
remained a torso, an "unfinished symphony", it would still be very ex-~
traordinary that wowhere in his notes should he even so much as have
made mention of the occurrence of & fourth and possibly even a fifth
cyele; it would have teken only a single phrese to do so. In the second
place, however, the word "our end® (75), if taken, as it might be taken,
in a technical sense, might meke the student hesitate: in Biblical term-
inology "the end" means "the end of history". Could Krochmal, who was

always exceedingly careful in the use of words, have meant it in the same

significance? This posgsibility gains in likelihood when one considers
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the temper of Krochmal's time: however much or little Hegel may have in-
fluenced him, the 16th chapter of the "Guide" proves beyond all doubt
that he was quite well-known to hiwn. Hegel, it is known,.regarded him-
self as the apotheosis of the species of philosophers, his philosophy
aé the apotheosis of philosophy, the Prussisn State of his time as the
epotheosis of history and thus his own time as the "time of the end.®
Hegel's thifd cycle in the development of religion, for example, he re-
garded as the last and a final consummation. (76) This was tho pecu—~
llar, secularized version of 19th-century pseudo-messianism. The French
Revolution, the increasing political emencipation of men in Europe, the
tearing—-down of the ghettowalls 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-Buropeen Jews with whenKrochmal 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 algo Krochmal might have regarded his own time as the end of time.
.Add to this the fact that, as we have already seen, the Hegelian pro-
dilection for triads also characterizes Krochmal's thought,~ and it
cannot be gainsaid that e good case could also be made out for the pro-
position that Krochmal 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 conmumrtion. Certainly Rawidowicz! alternative that he
might have believed hiftself to live already in the fifth eyele (77) is

completely excluded by his own statement thet as time went on the

periods and cycles grew longer in extent, and, therefore, the fourth
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cycle, if indeed there was to be one at ally must have been longer than
its predecessor which lasted from early Romen times to c. 1700 C.E. The
writer does not believe that this gquestion, on the basis bf 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 sre possible. Burely, the mere poss-—
ibility of such sober, semi-scientific millenariaﬁism on the part of our
thinker open all sorts of intriguing vistasi

The second most important question regerding the interpretation of
Krochmal's 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 Krochmel also believed them to progress beyond their pre-
decessor. "Here it is proper that we take cognizence of an notice the
mighty difference between the spiritual dquality of the nation in the
times of the first cycle 8nd its quality now (during the second cycle),
and hew gradually it revealed itself and strengthened itself in these
(latter) days." (78) Indeed, all the descriptions of the second cycle
are couched in much more glowing and adwiring language than those of
the first, - which 1s the more noteworthy as they deal, after all,
mostly with post-Biblical events. And again: "Israel experienced no
more precious era than this (the second cycle) from the time that it
becﬁme e nation to this time." (79) This implied belief in progress
harmonizes well with our author's general and previously noted biological
bies, though it goes too far to claim, as does Katsh (80), that Krochmal

held to an unembiguous view of history as progress, for, when all is

sald and done, the Absolute Spirit would, presumably, continue to be the
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exclusive possession of Isreael and could not be transferred bo other

nations, - and thus Y"progress"

would have to transpire within very def-
inite limits. Katsh is right, on the other hand, in recognizing that
some process of increasing sgelf-consciousness is involved in the course

of historical progress as Krochmal perceives it, though he,too, doss

not locate the crucial phrese which occurs in the "Guide": (81) "“This é“

aurb o

is the great principle, that the existence of a certdin spirituality in
any nation is not sufficient; the nation must also be clearly aware of
its existence." (82) The German idealist tinge, even the Hegelian cat-
egory of self-consciousness im unmistakable at this point. The stage at
which Being becomes Being-for-itself in Hegel's metaphysics is deline-
ated by Krochmal himself (83) and is the stage of Being's self-con-
sciousness. A closer analogy yet than the Hegelian one is the simil-
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 logoil, that rung, towit, on which
Absolute Being "looks at itself", becomes aware of itself and thus creates
the first subsidiary form of Being. Krochmal goes to considerable

length in expounding the doctrines of the original Hellenistic as well

as of the later scholastic Platonizers, (84) 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 critical hiétoricist and ancient mystical Platon-
izers way at first glance sdem.

The question that must be asked, however, in this connection is:

if each of the three cycles is somewhat higher thet its predecessor,
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what is the relationship of their individual sub-periods? Is, for ex- -
ample, the firsi period 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-
AY

40d? These may appear to be trivial question, end, in fect, Krochmal
nowhére enters into a discussion of them. They are, however, of some
relevance to our first questi-n, whether there were to be other cycles
after the third one. In line with Krochmel's organic, biologicel trend
of thought, it can be teken for granted that, as the commentators point
out in unison (86), neither the periods nor the cycles are related to
one another in e dialectical menner. There is nothing antithetical a-
bout the second periods and cycles and nothing sgnthetical about the
third onés. Rather, as the original simile clearly indicates, they grow
out of one another continuously 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 thet by the same token

the third cycle reverts back to the level of the first. This is not im- é'
posgible, in view of the fact that Krochmal indicates the superiority |
of the second cycle over the firat but not of the third over the second.

In that case, not only is Katsh's thesis of Krochmal's doctrine of un-

interrupted progress even further demolished but also additional test-

imony is adduced to ﬁake the possibility of a regular fourth cycle more

unlikely. The two possibilities can be visualized diagremmatically:
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As in the case of the first questibn, this ﬁfiter dqés.nbt believe»ﬁﬁ@t
the available evidence enebles us to come to any definite decision“é; to’
which of these possibilities Krochmal himself actually sdhered to. And
even the striking similarity between Krochmal and Vico on this point
does mnot help us any further, for also with regard to Vico, whom, ac-
cording to Buber (87), Krochmal "follows", this question has been asked
and only speculatively amswered by Croces Croce describes the problem of
the Vico-interpretation in these words:v:(88) Ynor is decadence inevit-
able il statesmen and phiiosophers working in harmony can preserve the
perfection that has been reached and check the threatened destructions..:
(89) And Croce askss can this process of recurring rhythms go beyond
Christianity, as Vico sees -1t? He answers: "On the whole (90) it is pro-

bable that the difficulty of determining Vico's opinion as to the fate

of contemporary society ig 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 directlions 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 exaggerate the
difference of the perlods...The reflux of history, the eternal cycle of

L]

the mind, c¢an and must be conceived, even 1f Vico does not so express it,
as not merely diverse in its uniform movements 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 development

that preceded it, and the same is true of the new period (of imagination

or of the developed mind.).....His philosophy, while it attains the lofty

viglon of the process of mind in obedlence to its own laws, nevertheless

retains by reason of this failure to apprehend the progressive enrich-
ment of reality ar. clement of sadness and desolation." (¥)

e have quoted Krochmal to the effect that as timé wetrt by the per-

iods and cycles grew in length. (91) In this connection it is inter-
esting to note that his chapters in the "Guide" also grow longer as they

go forward in history, and his analyses become more detalled as he pro-

ceeds from the Bible to Hellenlsm, the Talmud and the medimeval Abrsham
ibn Bzra. One suspects that not only the length of the historical eras
account for this circumstance but also these additional considerationss

la 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 o
Judaism which charecterizes the faith best and with which, therefore,

the student of Judaism and of Jewish history will most be concerned;

\ 2+ 1t is exactly the post-Biblical eras that least is known about by
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Jew and non-Jew alike, which most require sclentific study for that ree-
son. lLastly, from the point of view of Xrochmal's intellectusal orien~
tation it deserves notice that, by happenstance or intent; his period=-
ization always seems to work out in such a manner that the periods of
“maturity end megnificence®, of cultural affluence and intellectual
purity, coincide with periods that are conventionally accused of "assim-
ilationism®s when Jews lived in a foreign culturai environment, absorbed
great parté of it and intermingled them with their own cultural +raditions ;
The very beginning of Jewish history is described in terms favorable
to the idea of cultural intermrelationshipsz.thé Arabs also are progeny
of Abraham, and for that reason they alwaeys retained at least part of
their and our forefather's morotheism which is exemplified in their icon-
oclasm; Edom is referred to as Mour brother"; the person of Job came from ?
their midst to find a place in our Bible; and in later times gome of them

(no doubt Krochmal here has in mind the Idumaeans) even joined Tsrael's

faith. (92) Later on in history at least oreof the reasorswhy God drove i
the patriarchs into Egwpt was to havé Isreel there learn the civilized
arts, abéve all architecture, which wefe highly developed in that country.
(93) In the Babylonian exile and due to its dispersion Israel reached a
héight of religion never before attaineds though it was there deprived

of a state and prophecy ceased, - or perhaps just because of these con-
ditions -, hitherto hidden qualities came to the fore; henotheism was
overcome by the experience of exile, monotheism takes hold of the people
once and for all, and in general religion flourishes in a new spiritual,

ummaterial setting, without miracles, "not with might and not with

Power, but with My spirit, sayeth the Lord." (94) The almost unbounded
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adniration which Krochmel expresses for Hellenistic Judaism sometimes
goes beyond all proper limits; we have already referred to the fact

that he describes the period when Jews in Hellenistic Egypt founded
communities throughout their diaspora, sﬁoke Greek and tried to harmon-
ize the Bible with Greek philosophy as one "more precious than any since
the beginning of the nation." (95) He seems to put more credence in the
records of "wisdom according to the Jéws of’ Alexéndria“ than those even
of the Talmud. (96) And in connection with the reatricfive legislation
of the Pharisees over against an un-Jewish environmment he makesg ﬁhis
most illuminating observation: some such quarantining laws may have been
salutary in stemming the tide of dangerous Roman assimilation, but they
also led to an increasing cleavage between observent and less observant
Jews, and this separatism induced the belief on the part of the Romans

thet we despise all non-Jdews, odium generis humani. "Thus the amazing

thing is that, whereas in the time of the first templé excesgive as~—
gimilation to the cult and laws of the neighboring netions was ihe cause
of the downfall of our kingdom, now, toward the end of the days of the
second temple, one of the contfibuting causes to the decline was the ex-
cessive separation from the ruling and powerful nation.® (97) Also in
the case of his scholastic hero Abraham ibn Ezra the elément of Greek
and Spanish adjustment must have played a part in his mind,-at least
unconscilcouslye.

All this was no mere fluke and not simply due to an ideological
blas in favor of periods of Jewish acculturation. It was, in fact, a

matter of historical principle with Krochmal which he actually formu-

lates explicitly and which, not even necessarily in philosophical but
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certainly in historical-methodological terﬁinology, indicates the
thoroughness of his historical frame of references. He notes the fact
that Alexandrian Jewry used & "Hellenistic language" (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 enlightemment); and then statés: "Know that this is a
great and important principle which we need and find proper: that we
ghall comtinue to investigate and analyze the beliefs, morals and traits
that were menifest in our people in the course of time,-~how the ewents
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 bellefs, morals and 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 time
of the later Platonisgts Plotinusz and P{ig;us or, in.another way , Mohammed,
and those who had been near us but removed themselves from us like the
Christisns or Spinoza and his followers. It is the duty of wise and
great men emong us to study and to understand them in their principles
and roots so that we may approach, through study, clear impressions and
oventually clear understanding of our own essence and quality, towit the
general soul of Isreel, how it is revealed in the sphere of our histor-
ical events and words, in the trends and changes of the times to this

day. PFrom this we can then draw conclusions regarding the future." (98)

Surely no more lucid description can be given of the importance of cul-
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tural snd historical inter-relationships for a correct assessment of any
individuel netional culture. And yet this did not, of course, mislead
Kréchmal,‘the Hebraist and philosopher of the Jewish national gpirit, to
mistake the dangers of false assimilationt he excoriates the Biblical
kings who did not understand that Israel's survival was premised on the
pure doctrine of the Qne God and His ugiﬁy, not on assimilation to the
surrounding idolatrous nations; (99) he heartily‘approves of Nehemiah's
expulsion from the reconstituted commonwealth of foreign wivesg, pros—
elytes and alien influences because of their injurious effects on the
religion of Judaism. (100)

" Indeed, histeriographical methodology is constantly re-emphasized
by the philosopher as one of the most important contributions to "the
purified faith." But for Krochmal such methodology mesnt more than it
doeg for the factual historian; for him historical methodology was bas-—
ically a philosophical concern. To be sure, he stresses the same de-
siderate which also the conventlonal modern historian stressess economiec
and social causes are recognized as one of the important strains in the
dynamics of history; taxes and geography are given their due wolght.(101)
The changes which come about in social and even religious institutions
due to the passage of time and the élteration of conditions are appre-
clated, even ascribed to clasgsic religious figures. (102) 'he instruments
of comperative critical philology are employed. (105)lKrochmal reiterates
of'ten that by ratlonal canons literary documents must be interpreted in
the light of their authors' intentions, not by way of exegetical re-
interpretations, in order to yield valid historical cmnclusionss "es

this in truth the inteéent and desire of the book? This is the question
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which the enclent generations never asked, but along its lines inter~
pretetion in our time must move..." (104) He condemns Philo for "o d-
ducing from the text more then its simple meaning."(ér/(aﬂ AZ7W07 /Zéﬁﬂ)

(105) And the dangers of +the Agpadah, talmudic homilies, consist large-

ly in thaet it is too often taken literally when it had been intended
poetically; in exasperstlon at the stupidity of his orthodox opponents
 Krochmal exclaimss "Thewe are times when things (such es these) which
are as clear as the sun need to be explained 100 times and more." To
the contrary, also &E&éﬁﬁh mist be dealt with "so as not to contra-

dict the foundations of the purified faith, right reason and pure mor-

als." (106) The importence for valid history of accurate chronology is
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 establishment of an at least

tentative chronology for entire tractates as well as individual sugyoth,

(J/’ala)(lOS) although, at the same time, both in order to defend him~

self against super-orthodox attacks as well as in order to Ffocus on the
actual philosophical tangentiality of tewporal considerations, Krochmal
adds: whether they be earlier or later, the laws are equally significant,
for "honor, usefulness and spiritual good® heve nothing to do with

time. (109) But having stated this proviso he can go on to anticipate

the greet discussion which flared up around Fraenkel's Darche HaMishneh

(QJQ/V» ‘OR) by interpreting the term ®Mosaic lawe from Sinail (,&/)S;

‘_‘)'0/{ 1‘\Qﬁly )in a broad and metaphoric sense. (110) In formulating
new historical hypotheses Krochmel is always excessively cautious, both

|
!
|
because he wishes to reduce the posaible offensiveness of his theories .
|
1
|
[
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to the orthodox as much as at all possible as well as in order to main-
tain proper scientific reserve. (111)

But all these are the mere paraphernalie of positive; historical
research. To Krochmal, however important they may be for resesrch, they
are of subsidiary rank. They find their proper place only when integrated
into a complete system of historiographical methodology which in turn ié
fundamentally of a phildsophical naturé. We have already pointed out
that the basic, philosophical reason why Krochmai engages in historical

research in the first place is that he regards it as a prerequisite for

what he calls "the purified faith". (112) In order to be raised to a
higher 1evél 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 religion®,
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 history, even as per—

ception deals legitimately with the details of sensual experience. But

- &8 the latter, to become genuine knowledge, must go through the process
of abstraction, (115) go also the former, in order to become genuine his-
torical knowledge, must go through the same process. "Conceptualized
history," the principles of history, rather than the mere accumulation
of random facts, therefore, are the supreme goal of the real historien.
They are also the goal of Krochmal's historical methodology. (114) He
states this view of the proper function of the historian most succinctly

in the fom of a criticism of Josephus Flavius: “Joseph the priest, the

only historian to have dealt with this period, already took notice of




50.

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 connection 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.' (115) Here the main stress is clearly on the
importance of the underlying "spirit" of historical events rather than
on their causal connection and on the significance of cultural history
alongside of political history, though these too are designated as im-
portant enough. (116)

Briefness and the selection of salient features in historical de-
vdbpmenﬁ: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 deteils are stripped off the object of sensual perception so that
its essence, its generality, may appear. Indeed, this is Krochmal's
typical procedure throuzhout the lengthy passages dealing in historical
research. Above all, however, it must be assumed £hat the fitting of
the historical facts info the philosophical scheme of periods and cycles
of growth and decay which we have previously outlined (117) constitutes
this conceptualizetion.

Croce, in summarizing the philosophy of Giembattista Vico, with
whom we have previously had occesion to compare Krochmal, sayss "He

demanded the construction of a typical history of human society (gogi~

¢

tore) which' was then to be discovered in the facts (Xiderg)o... The

ideal history of the eternal laws which govern the course of all nations'
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deeds in their rise, progress, points of rest, decline and fall...Thus
each of the tendencies shown by his interpreters im partially justified:
one group of whom maintain that Vico laid down and employed the specu-—
lative method; another, that his procedure was both in intention and in
effect empirical, inductive and bsychologicals.....The philosophy of man
undertakes to determine the forma, categories or ideal moments of mind
in their necegsary succession, and in this gpect it well deserves the
title or definition of "eternal ideal history," eaccording to which
particular histories in time proceed; while no Preguent however smell

of actual history can be 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-
vages, styles and kinds of poetry succeed one another, it comes about
that he conceives the empirical series as identical with the ideél ger-
les and as deriving validity from it...And this very itreatment of the
empirical course of events as absolute threw a shadow of empiricism

over thelr ideal course; since the latter once identified with the
former took over its empirical and tewmporal character instead of the
eternal and extra-temporal charecter which it had as originally con-
ceived. " (118)  This statement about Vico can be applied almost 1it-
erally also to Krochmal. He, too, constructed the ideal history of
cycles, and he, too, engaged in research in empirical history. The re-
l&tionship of the two is here at issue. Croce submits that Vico was
never quite able to synchronize complotely his ideal with his empirical
historiography, that he swerved from one to the other to the detriment of
both, and thet, therefore, those interpreters are partly right who pro-

claim him an ewpiricist as well as thoce who would make of his an i-
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dealist philosopher of history in the absolute sense of this term.
Croce concludes: "This unity of philosophy and philology, & unity with
Vico 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 "Vicianisme" (119)...Vico was the 19th qentury
in germ. (120)

This is not the place for a critial evaluation of Krochmael's phil-
osophical and historical work, but, without anticipating that task, the
questlon must at least be asked whether this conflict of ideal, cyclical
history with empirical historical research does not also oceur in his
system. Rewidowicz believes that he was essentially an empiricists "To
blossom, flower and decay are not the passing phases of reason which
develop over and above all empiric.experience but ake rether very natural
phases which hold true for every being subordinated %o the law of growth
opher. (121) Katsh, on the other hand and more fightly, repliess: "The
question of whether Hepgel's dialectics are of an 8 priori or an & pos-
teriori character can scareely be answered conclusivelye.s..ds one cannot
brand Hegel's method as exclusively a priori, so one cannot classify

Krochmal's as exclusively a posteriori, for it is certainly true that he

applies to history an evolutionary conception borrowed from the world of
nature.' (122) Thus we are again in the middle of the controversy be~

tween the interpreters, of whom Croce says that both of them are partie-
lly right becausé he whom they wish to interpret never quite decided the

question entirely in his own mind. Atlas points out thet the problem

with which Rawidowicz and Katsh grapple had lost its significance for
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both Hegel and Krochmal when the former's identification of thought and

being destoyed the distinction of a priori and a posteriori. Unlike the

pre~tegelian Vico, therefore, the identity of the ideal Qith the empirical
series 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 mede out without too much trouble that one could take
exactly the same facts which Krochmal 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 outline the
principles of history after the end of the third cyecle not only because
time andAengrgy did not permit but dlso because, had he tried to do o,

he might bave found the plethora of facts too unwieldy for his cyclical
treatmert, for, of course, the closer one comes to modern history the
greater is the avallability of extant and documented knowledge. This is
not in itself a criticism of Krochmal's method, because, as we have said,
the seme criticiem could be leveled at just about every philosopher of
historys whatever systematization might be proposed could be, and is,
attacked on such empirical grounds. The empirical evidence ig in this
problem by far not the only judge of the validity of the system; primar-
ily also its unity with a valid logical and ethical system would have to
81t in judgment, and that is a question which we postpone till later.

(123) Merely the possibility of the doubt is here established for pos-—

9ible later use.
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Apart from this philosophical reason for conceptualizing and thus
Ypurifying" history, however, Krochmal also has a practical, indeed an
apologetic reason. He is still concerned with the "purified faith® of
Judaism and wants to protect it from the attacks of Jewish cynice as
well ag of non-Jewish scientists. A&nd the scientific study of Judaism
alone will maké possible this objective. Scientific gtudy now, means
essentially two things to hims 1. the acceptance of established soien-
tific conclusions from whatever source they may stem, be it his own or
other Jewish scholars! conclusions or those of general Buropean higher
learning, ~ for to try to cover up that which is revealed is much more
dengerous to the orthodoxy of the faith than to reveal that which has
hitherto been covered up, and 2. the collection of whatever scientific
knowledge is already deposited, though often half-forgotten, in classic
Jewishlscholarshipa e are compélled to accept the verdict of modern
scholars and their proofs...Only for our vindicetion will we say that

these scholars have more proofs which show that also our own ancient

teachers Iknew about this.% (124) At the same time thet he repeatedly and

eloquently defends the right of free scholarship, in terms of the prim-

acy of truth and of its practical modern usefulness, he always guards the
resoerve of tradition and hendles it most gingerly. (125j Very miich in
the spirit of Maimonides, whom he actually invokes, he declares his su-
preme goal to be "to make pesce between resson and the two Torahs,

written and oral" (126) The locus classicus of the expression of this

scientific view of his deserves verbatim guotations "Know, my friend,
(I am comglled to repeat this three times and more) that our intention

in this chapter and in the whole book is to purify and explein the as-

bects of our faith in a rational menner, by definitions of thoughtful
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investigation, and by searching for truthful evidence, - and by means of
these three methods to defend the right against the doubters, attackers
and deniers and against all those who stray from the righ£ path of truth
in any dirsction. This is the great need in our time. We have also
stated previously thet our goal in truth resembles the goal of Maimon~
ides in the "Guide" for the people of his time (here, of course, is the
origin of Krochmal's title) and that we always foilow in his footsteps in
mﬁtters of’ research, there being no difference between the people of his
generation, thelr perplexity and 1ts necessary cure, and the present

generation and its condition." (127)

4. The Mystical Tradition

Now, it neither can be nor is the purpose of this study to review
the details of Krochmal's philological, historical and literary studies.
Many of them have since his time become the common prqperty of historical
gcholarship; others undoubtedly have been rejected by’iater regearchers;
a not inconsiderable number are of innate interest because they éhow the
author's scientific perspicacity, thoroughness and flair for imaginetive,
yet sober combination; by far the majority of them have servéd, either
in detail or in principle, as stimuli to the further development of hig-
torical and literary investigation. But despite this intereét we forego
the pleasure 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 "Guide of the Perplexed of the Time" which deel with

philosophies or philosophers, primerily because by virtue of their
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sub Ject-matter they are vefy close to, if not actually part of, our area
of study, but secondarily also because in view of their sgbjectmmatter
it is always possible that they may have a direct bearing on Krochmal's
philosophy of history. We believe thet they will in fact turn‘ouﬁ to
have such a bearing.

The main such chapter is, of course, the Temous chapter 16 which
bears the tile "Definitions and Prolegomena to the‘Wiédom of Faith
(philosophy of religion) taken from Theoretical Philosophy." This is
the chapter which expounds in brief a summary of Hegel's metaphysics,
though Hegel's name does not occur in it. Outside of this chapter there
would have been preciously little in the "Guide" to meke possible the
claim that Krochmal was in fact a Hegelian. Such things as the concepts
of national spirits and the absolute spirit, the triadic divisions of
historic cycles etc. would easily have been traced to traditional Jewish
énd generél philosophic influences (128) rether then to the speclific 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 sg & Hegeliah
pure and simple and others like Rawidowicz who deny it.

The literary and philosophic problem resulting 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, therelore, Krochmal
mey not legitima%elyhbe called o Hegelian. The problem is not even ad-
equatoly solved when one gives good and convincing reasons for this con-

clusion. For this additional, even Pfundamental question mugt first be
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satisfactorily answered: that chepter 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 nust then be

explained by them why Krochmal included such an exposlition in his work

on the philosophy of Jewish history. We can never proceed in philosophy

on the gratuitous and unsystematic assumption that something has crept

into the thought of a philosopher by accident or mistake; this would re-

duce the work of a serious
ing-notes, and it leads to
every text in the image of
"Guide" came to its editor
the existence of a chapter

of Krochmal. Interpreters

man into a haphazerd conglomeration of read-
the kind of violent exegesis which changes
its reader. IHven 1f it be granted that the
Zunz only in the form of unfinished drafts,
on Hegel must have had its cause in the mind

like Landau have little difficuliy with thet

problem: they simply deduce from it that Krochmal was a Hegelian, and

that is the end of that, -

problem of having to prove

although they then run into the insuperable

the Hegelian character of the rest of the

system, ~ which cannot be done, and which they commonly also avoid

trying to do. Landau, for

examwple, only deals with chepter 16 and the

beginning of chapter 17 and forgets, in effect, about the rest. It is

the others who must face the question: surely chapter 16 must have some

relationship to the rest of the book; if thwe logic, epistemology and

philosophy of history of the "Guide" do not exemplify the basic philo-

sophic concepts taught in this chapter, what thel is this relationship?

Guttmann answers this

question as follows: "Only in the chapter

about the bases of the philosophy of religion which are derived from

1
logic, which was apparently written in the last years of Krochmal's life,
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and which comprises essentially the upshot of Hegel's logic, only here
does Krochmel develop Hegel's concepts in their dialectical form,- and
according to some stray remarks in the chapter it isspossible thet dur-
ing the last period of his affliction he was ready to accept the Hege-
lian dialectic. Yet this chapter stands couwpletely separate and by it-
self in Krochmal's book, ~ and apart from or outside of it we do not
find the dialectical method, the conceptual development or the dialect-
ical Tformulation of the course by which the world comes forth out of
God." (130) Thus, to the extent to which he not only admits his e-
ssential bafflement but actually tries, however cautilously, to suggest

& theory which would reconcile the Hegelian chapter with the rest of
Krochmal's writings, Guttmann proposes a chronological answer: toward
the end of his life Krochmal waes veering toward Hegelisnism 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 our question. A systematic question cannot be
answered in terms of the passage of time. Furthermore, this proposed
answer only leads the question one step backwards, for if it is true we
must then go on to esk why Krochmel, in view of his later Hegelian frame
of references, did not jo back to recast the entire system in its terms.
Rawidowicz and Katsh, on the other hand, together with practically all
other commentators, do not really try to answer the question at all.
They content themselves with pointing out that the "Guide" as such is not
especially a Hegelian work of philosophy, that at most it shows the in~

fluence of German idealism in general, and that the Hegelian chapter

strikes the reader as being quite out of philosophic context.
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Wo are going to propose a solution to fhis question. It can be
shown, this hypothesis will claim, that chapter 16 stands in close and
integral relationship with and is the continuation of one of the arch-
itectonic strains 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's philosophic work as a whole and with his philosophy
of history but also what role the chapters on Philo of Alexandrie (chap-
ter 12), Kabbalah and gnosticism (chepter 15) and Abraham ibn Lzra
(chapter 17) play in this connection.

Thet Krochmal spends an unproportionately great deal of time on
these subjects, though it has not previously been perticularly noted by
the commentators, seewms beyond doubt. Chapters 12 and 15, though pur-
portedly dealing with different subjects, the first with Phile and the
second with the Kabbalah; in Tact deal with the same themes by way of
explaining the history of the basic ideas of the Kabbalah Krochmal
traces them back to Alexandrian philosophy and therewith to Philo. Now
Philo may have Been of some importance in Jewish history end in the his-
tory of Jewish philosophy. His and others' neo~Platonism showed its
minor effects in the Talmud, major effects in the rise of Christianity,
gnosticism, scholasticism and Jewish mysticism, but, as Krochmal himself
points out, fundamentally it was a road leading away from Judaism; with
Christianity itself Krochmal does not concern himself at all. To devote
two entire chapters to Philo is, therefore, completely out of proportion
and philosophically unnecessary. Ibn Ezrs, on the other hand, belongs

in the third cycle of Jewish higtory which the historian merely period-

lzes but does not specify. Literally the only fact or figure out of that
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cycle with which he deals at all ig Thn Bzra, and then he deals with him
in a chapter longer than any other in the book. How can one, then, help
but asks: how do Philo, Ibn Ezra and Hegel get into the "GQuide for the
Perplexed of the Time?"

One could, presuﬁably, offer all sorts of technical, trivializing
answers 1o 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 beering on Jfid-
ailsm, to the attention of Jewish scholars, Krochmal himself wished to
meke a beginning and, therefore, engaged in some research intothem him-
self and included thewr, in form of a gshort enthology, in his book. One
might even go so Par 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 bhe handy. (151) But these, and similar golutions,
are philosophically unsystematic, in the First place, - they are of a
trivializing nature, in the second, and they merely bring the question
back by one step again where one would have to ask: why did Krochmal
Yhappen" to be interested in Philo, Ibn Bzra and Hegel and not in other,
equally or more importent philosophers in history?

In order to arrive at a satisfactory answer to our question, it
will be necesséry to review Krochmal's summaries of +the philosophies of
these men in greates detail.with due, systematic emphesis on those ag-
pects which are of particuldr relevance to the conclusion which we shall

Propose.

In the case of Philo of Alexandris Krochmal tentatively proposey




61.
e thesis which David Neumerck was later to work out more elaborately,
that the Platonizing tendency is noticeable in meny talmudic pagsages,
- a fact which Krochmal connects with Philo's Jewish reverbesrations. It
mey be thought that some of tho passages which Krochmal analyzes in this
light lend themselves to such an interpretation only by means of rether
Fforced exegeses (132), but the three fundamental'points out of Philo's
writings which commend themselves particularly to the historian are una-
ffected by this difficultys 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. (133) 1In 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 hyle, the Pla-
tonic primordial matterbwhibh, co~existent with and as eternal ag God,
constituted the substance out of which the world was o come into being.

(134) Wherever the dootrine of the Hyle was accepted crestion ex nihilo

had, of course, to be denied, and the best thal was concelvable, the
closest that one could come to the Biblical view of cosmogony, wes, as
Halevy showed, (1%5). a theory of emanationalist, eternal creation ac-
cording to which the world was the necessary, not voluntary, and time-
legs, not instantaneous, product of the meeting of eternal gpirit with
eternal matter. And the third voint in Philo's system that especially
interested Krochmal is Formulated by him in these words: "The choice and
most elevated stage of the féith and knowledge of God is seen and opened

and indicated in the people of Israecl, the people sacred to the Tetra-

gremuatony . the Reality, who are priests and prophets to the High God
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for the whole humsn race. For the sake of humanity the family which is
part of God (i.e. larael) is given over o the unmediated guldance of
God., While the other nations are handed over to the guidénce of celestial
brinces, highspirits, God's angels appointed over them." (1%6) In Philo
these "princes" are, of course, identical with the emenationalist logois
Thoughbthe nations of the world are thus divided from one another not
only by virtue of their natural, biological discreetness but also by
virtue of the different genil 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 thal God alone will resume Hisz direct
providence over them all together as He now does only with regard to
Isreel, (137)

As we have already pointed out, in chapter 15 Krochmal proposes to ;
gstudy Jewish mysticism, but, except for a few introductory remarks, he

never really gets to his subject. He traces the philosophiec orientation i

of the Kgbbalah back to Alexandrianvgnosticism,which, in turn, hed its f
fountain-head in Philo. Having thus returned to the Alexandrian period,
he never gets back to the Kabbalah anymore but states in some detail the
views of three minor thinkers. Their ideas are then by implication also
presumed to be expressed in meny different weys in Jewish mystical 1it-
erature. What are these ideas? They are ecsgentially only variants of
ideas we have already @ncounteréd in Philo. The world cams to be through
a process of emanationé from God which eventually reached down to the
very hyle, the sub-lunar world being an intermimture of the last logos

with primordisl matter. The purpose of history and religion is, accord-
I purp g

ingly, to separate these two elements from one another again and thus to
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re-establish spirit in its pristine purity. (138) (And it was obviously
not very hard for Krochmal to bring out the similarity of this doctrine
with the Kabbalistic one of "the collection of the fragmeﬁts of the ves-
sels.") Again, each nation possesses its own deity, each of these deities

being a lower emsnation from the deus abscmditus: "all this heppens

through the mediation of the ruler (iggzgg) of the world and his princes
who are appointed to every people.l (155) It is possible, on the other
hand, for men to establish contact with the supreme delty in a menner
more direct than by means of the various and menifold intermedieries on
the emanationalist ladder, for men of piety and high intellectual de-
velopment Ean skip this arduous process with the help of a Bavior who
constitutes a direct link between the lowest formg of existence and the
highest. (140) This last reservation gives an opening to a possible
doctrine that, for example, Israel msy not be involved in the complex-
ity of the world of logoi but may be subject directly to the Absolute
Spirit himself. (141)

Much of this mystery-religion and mystery-philosophy Krochmal, of
course, rejected, for he was fully conscious of its historical and phil-
osophical relations with gnosticism, Christianity, and heretical Kebp~
balahs Thus he indicates, for oxémple, that early modern Sabbatianism
again taught very similar notions, and he remarks in historical wonder-—
ments "One must marvel at the changes in the course of time while yet

its events so resemble one another!" (The Hebrew of: plus ¢a change

plus c'est la mfme chose.) But he is far from denying it all validity.

Even as he characterized the three double~dangers of false religion at

the very beginning of his studies as having begun with reason but ended
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in unreason (142), so he says also here: "All this began with resson but
ended in (excessive, undisciplined) imagination." (14%)

Igp Bzra's theory of creation does not differ fundementally, is in
fact derived from that of the Alexandrien Platonizers. For him, too, the
coming-into~being of the world is essentially the coming~together of the
two pre-existent existents, God who is absolute spirit and the hyle
which is uncongitioned matter. CGod rmust necessarily think true thoughts,

R .
and these'thoughts are the derived logoi which, taken together, build
the ladder thelt leads from Him down to mabter. In fact, these necessary
thoughts of God are several things at the same times they are, in the
first place, God's 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 multitu-
dinous objects of the perceptual universe. (144) In each such capacity,
as emanations, ideas and essences, they are, of course, unperishable.
But what is even more lmportant, this series of unfoldings out of God is
& necessary, not a volitlonal process on the part of God. The very be-
ginning of creation is, therefore, guite in the Aristotelian sense of
the word, a law of nature rather than an act of +the ethical will. And
Ibn ZLzra is repeatedly ropresented by Krochmal as following this Aris-
totelian line of thinking: to be sure, the ecssences come about in the
just described manner, simply as the unconditioned activity of Absolute
Spirit. DBut unformed as they are as yet and bare of all delimitations
and definitions, they are also imperceptible, unknowable For human be-
ings. These essences constitute the second of three worlds: the first,

absolute, undifferentiated spirit, is innaccessible to material humen be-

ings and, in a manner of speaking, even non-existont since it is un-

differentiated; the second, that of the bodyless spirits or thoushts
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emanated from God, is divided among itself, consists of separate and dis-
creet individuals, but iﬁ, too, is as yet unknowable and, therefore, non-
exlstent, as it were. (145) 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 e menner of speaking, unknowable and nothing, materialization is cre-

vBy this play on words Krochmal's Ibn Ezra has saved his orthodoxy

end proclaimed his belief in Creatio ex nihilo. 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 creations. (It will, of course, be remem—
bered thatizﬂabavy‘ + stated explicitly that though he himeelf did not
adhere to this doctrine of creation, he also did not regard it as fun-
dementally irreconcilable with the Biblical feith if it could philo~
sophically be proved to be trues) %Ibn Bzra believed in creation, but
not in creation in time." (147) And Krochmal adds puckishly: only .- .
Jews believe that the world was created approximately 5000 years ago,
but that should not deceive anyone into not understanding that also the
phllosophers 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
first type of existence but oﬁly of the first materialization, i.e. the
occurrence of the third sphere, "and let us rather not ask whether oven

this creation was from something." (148)

Men, as the proto-type of all individuation, is, of course, prim-
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erily 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 exlstence.
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, g%ﬂfSEEQBEEﬁ'
(Krochmal uses and defines the Hegelian term.) (149) He is "the secret
of the worlds, and his soul:is bound together with the celestial souls.!
(150) If mon as such is the highest form of terrestrial existence, if
his soul dis bound up with the souls of the higher spirits, - then
Israel is the highest form of human existence and his soul is bound up
with the Absolute Spirit Himself. "The most honored being on sarth is
man, and the ﬁost honored being among men is Israel...He is the perfect,
intellectual man who clings to Reality." (151) Somehow this is again
very reminiscent of the Halevyan doctrine (152) that as man is to the
animal world, the animal to the world of vegetation and this to inor-
ganic reality, so is Israsl to humanity, - & completely different level
of existence. (153) And if it should be aéked how the universal God,
upon whom all reality is dependent, can be concentrated more in one form
of reality than in anéther, in man more than in the rest of the earth
end in Israel more than in the rest of manlkind, Ibn Ezra snswers - so
Krochmai declaress even as the human spirit pervades the entire human
individual and yet is most menifest in some parts of 1t, such as thought,
the emotions etc., so also God inhabits all reality and yet is more

visible in some places than in others. (154)

The last point out of Krochmal's summery of Ibn Ezra's system that
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needs to be stressed in this connection concerns the eventual outcome of
the vissicitudes of human history. Ibn Ezra defends the.at least pap-
tial knowability of God against those who would establish an unqualif-

ied doctrine of Sancta ignorantia. These latter (- and the wide-spread

reamifications of their views into the theory of negative divine attri-
butes and even complete, nystical, religious agnosticlsm throughout
ancient, mediseval and modern philosophy need not here be traced _)
pronounce God unknowable not only on the ground that He is, by defin-
ition, beyond human ken but also on the ground that "if I knew Him I
would be He." (155) Over against this view Krochmal's Tbn Ezra insists
that some aspects of God can be known. If this were not so man would
be-even worse off than the animals, for thé latter do not know Him, but
at least they also do not feel the need of Iknowing Him, whereas in the
case of humens not only would a constitutive need remein unfulfilled
but even & 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 varistions of the fate of God emong men, the
object of greater or lesser searches, sgparated from His creatures by the
intermediation of His own emanations, will come to a final consummation.
All the meny wéys in which God has in history subdivided His oneness
will be overcome when His oneness will be restored. EBverything will re-

turn to the One, (158) - and this presumably means not only that all the

nations which have historically been under the suzerainty of subsidiary
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spirits will return to the direct Providence of God Himself (159) but
also that thé ladder of emanations by which the Spirit descended from
His high place to lowly matter will be re~ascended, and the world will
return to the state of spiritual purity out of which it originated. In
his introduction to the chapter on Hegel Krochmal repeats this view re-
garding the eventual re-unification of God and the world's humenitys:

"It is a principle of the Biblical Faith that the entire human race will
join in the knowledge of God eventhough only in the end-of-days, as is
plentifully demonstrated in the testimonies and in the prayers.® (160)
Thus, in a manner of speaking, the great cycle of cycles of which hig-
tory consists returns tolits point of departure, a point which is asg
little temporal in the beginning as it will be at the end but which is
rather logical -~ as would be requisite in a doctrir€of infinite creation.
This is, indeed, an extraordinary spectacle, - the student must exclaim-,
how & philosopher of history super-imposes hig philosophy of history,
his philosophy of temporal events, upon & backdrop of a metaphysical
philésophy which operates outside of time! And we are again forecibly
reminded of what Croce had to say about Vico's ardent attempts to recon-
cile his ideal historical series with his empirical historical series.
(161)

Rotenstreich, in fact, endeavors very astringently to destroy all
semblance of rationality in Krochmal's gystem by contragting this extra-
temporal aspect of his philosophy with the historical aspects If, g0 he

rightly points out, Kroclmal's ®Absolute Spirit" is God it iz not a per—

sonal God, a God rather who is very close to a pantheistic deity, and
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one who himself hes no will end leaves no room for a human will. This
last, the deprivation of God's volition, is menifest most clearly, as we
have just had occasion to see (162), in Krochmal's logical necessity to
think of creation in terms of emsnetion. For that resson alone it would
already appear impossible to construct a view of history on this basis,
for how can there be history‘without will? PFurthermore, if the world is
ruled by such an Absolute Spirit there can be no history, for Absoluteness

implies staticness, perfection, and rerfection can have no history. Fin- (%2
s

A

ally, Rotenstreich censures Krochmal for proclaiming on his premises the
eternity of Israel's history. "Krochmel showed only the extension of
Isreel's historic course, not its absoluteneas." (163) In short, accept~

ing Krochmal's non~temporal, philosophical bases for what they claim to

be, the oritic demonétrates their irreconcilability with a philosophy of
temporal events. Basically this criticism is justified, though Roten-
streich fails to notice the qualifications which Krochmal imposes on his

concept of the Absolute Spirit: +the Absolute Spirit fragmentized itself

in permitting individual, non-Jewish nations to be taken reesession of by

parts of itself. An absolute but fragmentized Spirit is not really com—

5 “ pletely absolute anymore; it will become sbsolute again only when it is

completely re-~unified. And history, then, is the course of the re-unif-

lcation of the Absolute Spirit. When formulated in this manner the under-
lying kinship between Krochmel's view of history and the philosophies of }
the Alexendriens and the Kabbaeleh is striking!

In our endeavor to arrive at a point where we can perceive the log-

A
ical place of his Philonic, Bzrajc and Hegelian studies in his rhilosgo~ ﬁﬁﬂwmQEHbaé

Phy of history, we have now reached Krochmal's chapter on Hegel in the

|
|
|
|
~_!
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"Guide". In the book itself, however, the chapter on Hegel precedes the
one on Ibn BEzra, not vice versa. One may well wonder whether Krochmal,
if' he had come to any definite ideas about the sequence of chapters,
intended this particular order, Ffor it blatantly defies chronology - if
nothing else. If the present chapter 12 on Philo were +o precede the
present chapter 15 on the Kabbalah, and if the chapter on Hegel were to
follow instead of precede the one on Tbn EBzra, then the correct chron-
ology upon which Krochmal laid so much stress (164) and, incidentally,
also the progression of our hypothetical thesis, would be enhanced. We
venture to submit that this might, in fact, be the pbroper arrshgement
of the book. Zunz' admission that chapter 12, like chapter 5, was found
extant only in the form of a first draft and thet only a few of the chap-
ters were numbered (165) lends some sdditional credibility to our sug-
gestion, -~ at least insofar as chapter 12 is concerned.

It is not our purpose to study Krochmal's understanding of Hegel's
metaphysics. We do, however, have to summarigze briefly how, according
to it, reallty comes into being. The primary reality is Being. Being,
of course, comprises everything, since nothing can "be" without Being.
Being even‘includés Nothing, though in another way Nothing is the nega-
tion of Being, since we also have +o say that, for example, darkness, i.
es the absence of light, "is". Though Being is thus the first and most
basic of all realities, it is also so highly abstract a concept end so
far removed from empiricel reality that it is described as "abstraction

of the reason which does not exist...naked of all utility or realitye..

only the beginning of thought and the Pirst grasp on the rational gpirit."”

(166) In their original state these two constituents of Being, Being and
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Nothing, gre at rest. When they come into mgvement, when they atart
dynemically to relate themselves to one another, then the change from
‘Being into Nothing and vice versa preduces Becoming. (157)

The second basic concept is "existence' (Qgﬁgig)a It comes to be
when Becoming is defined, - that is to say, when it is delimited within
itself. By such internal definition of one "existence" 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 Becoming to one another con-
stitutes chenge, and since, obviously, this relationship goes on from
the first two to an unlimited number of similar relationships we also a-
rrive at the concept of infinity. 4nd automatically also the concommit-
ant of infinity, namely finiteness, is produced. (168) This infinity is
not true infinity, however, since it is only the unending addition to one
another of parts of Becoming which are themselves limited, i.e. finite,
~ and no summation of Pfinites can attain to infinity. Genuine infinity
is brought about in this menners: when we define a "whetness! or quality
we are in effect negating all other qualities; when we *hen go on to de-
fine & 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 unmedisated,
having gone out to become Being-for-others through Becoming, has returned
unto itself. (170) And in 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
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into- subsidiary forms, and now returned into itself.

We need not pursue theldialectic course of the unfolding of Being,
or Absolute Spirit, any further in detail. In the manner in which these
first sﬁeps are described to be taken by it, and thus graduelly all com~
ponent factors of reality evolved cut of it, even so this process con-
tinues through repulsion and attraction, separation and composition,
(171) atoms, (172) discreet and continuous quentities, <l75) space, time
and metter, (174) quanta and numbers. (175) The point cannot have been
lost to any reader: this Hegelian ontology is actually a new4version of’

the Alexandrian series of emanations out of the deus absconditug, here

éalled Being, and represents a German-ideslist veriation on the ancient
attempt to evolve reality and the worldzout of one original fountain-
head without the intercession of a divine volition. That it, too, goes
through the process of the self-diversification of the One, only even~-
tually to. return to the One, makes the analogy, even the bhasic identity,
only the more inescapeble. And it should be freely admitted that if
Alexandrian Platonism was mystical, so is Hegel's ontology.

We can now pull together the threads which by now have become vis~
ible as winding through Philonic Platonism, Alexandrien gnosticism,
scholastic Platonic Aristotelianism as represented in Abrahem Ibn Bzra,
and Hegel. They are clearly thesé: 1. the world has come into being not
through any act of divine volition in +ime but through the eternal and
necessary effusior which emanste out of the Absolute Spirit by virtue
of its inherent nature; 2. the ﬁaﬁﬁons of menkind 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; 3. there is
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at least the possibility, if not the =ctual philosophical necessity, of
one such nation, towit Israel, being exempt from such inferior jurig-
dictions in order to be directly in communication with the Absolute
Spirit Himself; 4. it is in the nature éf this emanationalist process that
eventually it returns to its gource, and at such a time, of course, also
the jurisdictlons of the lower spirits will be anulled in order to be
re—-assumed over all nations by God Himself. The last three points, now,
are identical with the premises of Krochmal's philosophy of Jewish hig-
torys all the nations are possessed by lower gpiritual princes because
of whdse 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 this law and has an
eternal history. Does it not then stand to reason that Krochmal's en-
tire laborious effort to bring these philosophic strainsg outAof history
into the body of his philoso?hy of Jewish history, despite the fact
that he seems originally to be working with fundamentally different
philosophic premises, has for its purpose the philosophic justification
of the dogmatié assumptions of his philosophy of history?
| And without anticipating our own critical observatiohs on this
philosophy, it can hardly be denied that they are dogmatic assuwptions
- even if it should be granted thet they are true. Nowhere does Kroche
mel offer any form of derivation for these national spirits (Biblical
texts are not philosophic proofs ), nor does he wven try to prove their
exlstence in any fashion. It can, therefore, take little wonder that

such or similar conclusions, when arrived at by significant classic

philosophers, preferably non-Jewish, would be God-sends for him. Ourp
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suggestion is thus in short that Philo, gnosticism, Ibn Bzra and Hegel
are incorporated in the "Guide of the Perplexed of the Time" not for any
exclusive scholarly reasons, not because of their importence in the
course of Jewish history, not even because they are inherently of great
philosophic significance, but simply and primerily bécause they tend to
support the basic premise of Krochmal's philosophy of Jewish history
with argumentations that are respectable in the history of philosophy. J

This theory of the place of what the writer is calling "the mystic~
al tradition" in Krochmal's philosophy of history, the only consistent
attempt to explain how Philo{ Kabbalah, Ibn BEzra and Hegel got into
Krochmal's aystem, has until now nowhere been stated fully. But it has
& short pre-history. Guttmann had intimations thet Tbn Bzra is in fact
8. 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 recopnized this fact was P. Lachover.

His essay, The Revealed and the Hidden in Krochmal's System, ought for

this reason to be better known. His conclusions are essentially iden-
tical with those of this gtudys Krochmal uses neo-Platonism, gnosticism,
Kebbalah, Ibn Hzra and Hegel primarily to buttress his theory of the
special status of Israel in history. (178) And he rightly points out
that thus, thbugh somewhat wary of its dangers of which he was aware,
Krochmal fundementally embraces an irrationalist orientation. Lachover
quotes: "Hegel was without a doubt the most lrrationalist of philosophers
known in the history of philosophy,® and he addss "How much more so is

Krochmal's Absolute Spirit and all that is connected with and dependent




o

754

on it." (179)

5. Conclusion

Thus we have returned to the beginning of Krochmal's philosophy of
general and Jewish history. It consisted basically of two premisess l.
Israel is totally different from the other nations of the world by vip-
tue of its adherence to the Absolute Spirit, and 2. histery proceeds ac-
cording to the law of cycles of growth and decay to which all nations
are abgolutely subject, while Israel is subject to it only relatively
inasmuch as it elways apgain overcomes 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 seems to have wondered about their strength.

The similarity between Krochmal's theory of Israel's Absolute
Spirit end Yehudah HaLevy's Mdivine substance" has been pointed out.
(180) It has also been pointed out that in the case of both biologistie
patterns of thought dominate. (181) One wight 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 history of Jewish philosophy. Now this has certain advantages, but
it also entails serious disadvantages. The advantage is prim&rily that
it enables them to begin with whet 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 apply to the rest




76
of reality. The more numerous rationaliste in Jewlsh history always had
to proceed in the opposite direction: a rationalist must, due to his
commitment to rational principles, begin with general, rational concepts
- which will, in their nature, be of universal 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 mede at all; uni-
versal principles often find it herd to get down to the facts of life.
Rationalism tends to formulate philosophies of history, then, which are
philosophic but not, in their character, Jewishj Judaism can only be one
of the many subjects with which it deals. In the biological vein of
thought, on the other hand, a certain "existentialismﬁ, better yett a
certain phenomenologism manifests itself. It doss not begin with gen-
eral concéptual principles but with certain real or believed facts. The
principles may eventually be evolved out of the observed facts. In the
cese of Jewish philosophers oﬁ that type it is, therefore, perfectly pog=-
sible to begin with Jewish facéé, facts not only taken out of Jewish
history but which are Jewish in their very nature. The basic fact of
that class would, of course, be, and for HalLevy -as well as Krochmal was,
the Sinaitic covenant which made of Israel a "special people" due to its
speclal relationship to God; This status of "special people" will then
neturally manifest itself in a special history. (182) Only in relation-

ship and contrast to this special status of Israel will 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 philosophy of Jewish history but act-
vally a Jewish philosophy of history. (183)

This might appear to be only a matter of semantic pride. Why should
it be so important to have not only a philosophy of Jewish history but
also a Jewish philosophy of history - apart from the egotistiéal desire
for special status? But in actual fact two important factors are in-
volved in this question. Philosophically 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 gpeaking, in
the second place, Jews and many non-Jews are inclined to believe that
this biological pattern of thought just simply accordsbetter with what

they intuitively feel to be a realitys ayn mesal leyisra'el, ( z;;f /U%

SZ;)('S )Israel is not subject to the natural or rational laws, ~ Jews
are by far not the only ones, as the example of Vico alone suffices to
show (184), who sense this to be a profound and primary truth. But
facts which transcend natural and rational law cannot be understood by
natural or rationalist principles: They must, in the first place, be
accepted'aé undeniable facﬂs, = oand only then can men try as best they

cén to grapple with them intelligently. (185)

"

The dangers of this philosophical orientation outweigh its poten-
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tial adventages, however. As a matter of gimple fact it proceeds, in
the first piaoe, in an unashanedly dogmatic manner. Anything not de-
ducible from human reason is, in its nature, only asserﬁed dogmatically.
Neither Halevy nor Krochmal make even a show of deducing the “divine
substance® or proving the indwelling of the Absolute Spirit. Also the
neo-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 homo Judaicus, 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
cen satisfactorily explain the set of facts at issue. Krochmal mey not
wish to adwit the cogency of their reasoning, but the fact is that there
have been 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 claims
in detail before one would be entitled to resort‘to other explanetions,
but that has neither been done, nor hgs it evegegﬁﬁgested that it be
done. |

The embivalent value of the biologicist approach to Jewish history
is nicely brought out in Horwitz' laudation of it. Horﬁitz praised
Krochmal to the sky because he fitted in marvelously with his own ideo~-
logy of Jewish nationalism and Hebraic renaissance. He would have
heartily endorsed Guttmann's words that Yehude Halevy and Krochmal were
the only ones who n0£ only wrote philosophies of Judaim but also philo-

sophies of the Jewish people. (186) . He, therefore, mskes this not in-

valid analogy: Krochmel's concept of the Jewish people comprises within




79

it all segments of Israel and is, thus, not only nationalistic but also
democratic; contrast that with Maimonides' oft-mentioned intellectual-
istic aristocratism; this democratic~aristocratic contraét 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's
defense 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 packages its
realism, Jewishness and demoracy and its crudeness, chauvinism and dem—
agogy. The student will probably have to make his choice, whether the
appeal to the people overrides its demagogic horror, whether in, to use
a contemporary enalogy, national socialism the nationalism outweighs the
socialism or vice versa.

In the second place, a pluralism is involved in this HaLévyan
strain which is dangerous theoretically as well as practically. Halevy
is quite outspokeh in dividing Israel from the rest of humenity as rig-
orously as organic is differentiapted from inorganic reality, snd Kroch-
mal in effect says the same thing. Few would deny that such a fundamen-
tal fragmentization of the human species, such a destructionof humen
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 doctrine of the chosen people

hag nothing to do with the odium generis humeni or with modern reaciscm.

But it is, indeed, difficult to refute the accusation with the argu-

ments of Halevy and his philosophical progeny. There is a moral differ-

ence in detailed definition, to be sure, ~ but is there also a logical




%’.

T

|
|».
‘%

80.

" and of the special

difference between the doctrines of the "master race
Jewish‘genus?

At Pirst glance it may offend Jewish self-consciousness with regard
to the actual, extraordinary history of Israel, - but the demand cannot
be gainsaid, for phiiosophical, historical and moral reasongy that Jewish
history must be treated with the same categories and laws with which all
human history ie treated. This 4is =o because, in the first place, we
have only reason with which to work. To begin with facts is dangerous
because, for one thing, different men perceive different facts, and it
is ironical to think that the basic fact on which HalLevy erected his
system, the Sinaitic covenant, which appeared to him to be so indubite
able, is questioned by meny in modern times. It is perfectly true that
the rationalistic procedure may encounter difficulties in attempting to
rationalize the facts and the goals of Jewish history. But to the ex-
tent to which this is so the answer cannot be to devise a special lay
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..

The difficulties which arise in connection with some of the specif-
ic details of Krochmal's philosophy of history fads into insignis
compared t§ this basic problem. But the detailed objections, too, do
arise. It has already been noticed that the oyclical‘classification of
the facts of history can be disputed without too much trouble. Many
other classifications have been proposed which seem to Possess no less

validity. Thet Krochmal would propound it mekes sense in terms of his

general biologistic outlook, for it is only congistent that the def-
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inition of Israel as & biologically different entity should be accom~
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 religion of the Bible, the religion of God
who 1is above nature and even contrasted with nature, on the one hand,
and Canaanite nature cults, on the other, in which the same bidlogical
analogies determine theology as well as ethics. The short of it seems
to be that nature is an alluring but also a>daoeptive mirror in which
to look for the imasge 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 pegsimistic shadow also over
the Jewish thinker's scheme of history. As our diagram (188) indicated,
it i1s almost ineviteble that the cyelical rises and falls should be re-
flected on the larger scale of history so that here, too, a fall to the
depth from which man's fate began must be expectecd. In our generation,
when the “yppounded optimism of the 19th century is meeting its bpposité
reaction, this may be an attractive feature of Krochmal's philosophy of
history. It remaiﬂnto be seen, however, whether it is also an ethically
and therefore historically creative 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 them are
& number of points at which the details of Xrochmal's historical scheme

are left unspecified, -~ although it would appear that only a detailed

analysis could meke it cémprehensible. Certainly one of the cruxes of

=
P
E.«*’M

w




82,
his theory of Jewish history is the doctrine that Israel always over-
comes its periods of degeneration and begins & new period of growth.

For a thinker who wishes to be more than an ideologist and rather a tech-
nical philosopher it would, thep, be imperative to demonstrate what the
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 Krochmeal gives, if,
indeed, it is an explanation, is that it pleases "Providence" to bring
about this re—birthu (190) This is, of course, not enough. The one
groat advantage of Hegel's_"dialectic“ of history is, after all, that

it esteblishes dynamic connections between the various periods of history,
lets them gradually flow into one another. Krochmal, on the other hand,
by merely ﬁlacing the periods adjacent to one another without even
attempting to show how one grows out of its predecessor makes out of
histbry more of a jig-saw puzzle than a continuous process. A4nd it can~
not even be said that Krochmael does not seem to have had a feeling for
the necessity of such trensitions. Iy is a striking, though not entirely
comprehensible, detaifiihe PGuide™ tﬂat wherever a transition between the
second and third periods of cycles is desecribed, wherever, thus, cultural
affluence is said to begin to decline, such a dialecﬁic relationship is
established. "Still during the second period the causes of the downfall
and perdition of the nation are created.! (191) And what he says here
Pirst as a gehgral, theoretical statement he actually tries to illustrate
in concrete history, too: for exemple, he observes that the strife among

Pharisees and Saducees caused a great deal of deterioration "toward the

end of the second and the beginning of the third period" of the second
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cycle. (192) Unfortunately, however, he does not endeavor to build 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,‘w for that there is
something of this intermittent rejuvenation in the history of Israel can
hardly be denied. Leo Baeck speeks of the Meternal youth" of Israel.
Disregafding the problematic cyclicality of Jewish history, thinking
only of the view of Schopenhaver which Thomas Mann has popularized in our
time, namely that spiritual creativity is the concommitant of physical
degeneration, omne might be inclined to speak of the miracle of Jewish
history which hag 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 Krochmal's scheme. But all this is
mere speculation and has no warrant whetever in the words of Krochmal
himself. ‘

Finally this summation of Krochmel's place in the history of philos—
ophy cannot be avoided: to be sure, he tried to formulate 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 herd to avoid

the impression that he was more a university-teacher than a philosophical

Systematizer or innovator. There is no clear and distinct line in his
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thinking. The precipitetion of Maimonides, of Vico, Hegel, Kent and
many others can be recognized in his mind, but we have seen how dif-
Ticult it is to forge a genuine unity out of this eclecticism. Perhaps,

indeed, it would be better to speak of Krochmal's not so much as a phil-
YA

AN %
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osophy of history and rather as & philosophical history. OCompared, 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 date much too great to receive the title of a philosophy of
history; that, on the other hand, his history-book does not simply aim
to accumulate facts but rather to demonstrate certain underlying hig-
torical principles, and that it, within limits, succeeds in doing so,

can also not be denied. The "Guide for the Perplexed of the Time" 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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le Scilence and History

S

Immenuel Kent's crucial philosophic feat had beon to trace back
8ll forms of human cognition to the structure of the human reason. The
principal concept on which this feat is based is really quite simples
men obtains knowledge exclusively through the "spectacles" of his in- |
tellect and senses; like the thiclkness and. tinqture of actual eye-
glasses, so also the "spectacles® of his senses and intellect determine
what and how man can see through them, - the major difference being
that he can never take off these particular glasses and is, therefore,
entirely dependent upon them for all his vision. Consequently, Kant
ressoned, the humen intellect decides the form of what man can know

and how he can know it. Insofar as form determines content, — and in

the area of knowledge this is a wide Fleld, = reason also decides

would limit the basic proposition to just this degree, neo-Kantians

what it is that men knows. In distinction from orthodox Kentians who !
|
f

go even one step further to argue that also all substance of know-
ledge is produced by the human reesson, - i.e. that the "spectacles!
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. For our purposes and at this point it is
‘f 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 thet according to eltbervinterpretation Kant conceived of
the structure of resson - which determines the form and the substance

of lnowledge either largely or completely - ag super-historical, im-

mutable and universal in time as well as extent. In other words, the
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"spectacles" were eternal and unchanging, though what was seen through‘
them might be in comstant flux. The comparison of the structure of
the human reason with a set of spectacles expresses the manner in
which Kant's fundamental concept is generally understood end usually
interpreted by orthodox Kentians. This is essentially a psychologicist
interpretation basing itself on ‘peychovlogical sub jectivity, however,
it may be gemeralized into an assumed universal principle. Neo~Kant-
lems differ from this interpretation not only by treating not only the
formﬂgyt also the content of human knowledgegbut also by deriving the
laws of thought not from the human reason and thus subjectivity but
from the factual tested knowledge of science and thus objectivity.
They reasont science does in fact argue in such-and-such a menner; such
—~and-such a manner is, therefore, the lawy of thought. In either case,
however, what thus Kant called "™the super-historical validity of the
formal laws" (1) seems to imply, and does in fact imply, an unhistor-
icality of the fundamental philosophic premise which fits well into the
essentially unhistorical temper of the age of enlightemment of which
he was the last and greatest representative. Perhaps nowhere did he
give expression to this unhistorical mood more clearly then when he
made the femous statement that the categories ~ the specific forms in
which our metaphoric "spectacles" are cast or the laws by which science

operates - are part of a logic "which has not been able to make a

step of progress since Aristotle." (2) Thus reason as well as the

sclence which deals with it, namely philosophy, are @ssentially unhis-

torical.

It is at this point of hard unhistoricity in Kant that his great
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disciple and renewer Hermann Cohen begins his neo-Kantian re-formula-

tion. This, of course, is not yvet a problem of the philosophy of hig-

tory but rather of the historical character of philosophy. Nonetheless,

1f the prime factor of philosophy is made part of the stresm 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 iteelf in spepific historiograph-
ical canons.

Cohen first of all analyzes what Kent actually meant when he spoke
of "reason.' Resson, as a fact of the humen consciousness, is, after
all, no more than a sub jective and psychological fact which we are not
entitled to hypostatize 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

jargon, in the lasgt chapter of the Critique of Pure Reason, (3) that

to think of reason as what is called "common sense" is to engage in
"naturalism of the pure reason", ~ that this is "pure misology reduced
to prineciples,® - and that it is tantemount 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,

"reason" is the resson of science. In fact, Cohen pointe out, (4) the

a very specific and historically formed reason, towit the reason manji-

fested in the science of Newton. This recognition leads directly to
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the fundamental point involved in this discussion: philosophy does not
analyze the formel structure of reason ag 8 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
meke them conscious to itself and +to sciénce, to study their validivy
or the lack therecf, and to use those that are found to stand the test
of logic for the attaimment 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 reasson
mugt change, grow and progress. "My scientific philosophy has always
proclaimed its own historical character. This historicel character I
understend 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.' (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 menifest themselves in the modifications of which the pro-
gressvof science consists, and this progress is obviously a datum of
historyi One may perhaps lay down the non~historical rule that
sclence, and therefore the humen reason, must always take form in some
categories or other, but one may neither assume that any given categor~

les of the past or present are immutably and universally human nor can

onhe necessarily predict exactly what the rational, scientific categories
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of the future will turn out to be. (7) The result of this "histor-
ization" of reason is thet, sé far as an understanding of the past is
concerned, new avenues are opened for the interpretatioh of previous
stages of sclence, culture and with them of the humen resson, - av-
enues which a'disciple of CUohen, Lrnst Cassierer, was to sxplore meg-
nificently. And so far as the future is concerned, the way iz left
open for new, better and more effective forms of the categorieg of
thought which present at least the potentiality of the attainment of
greater truth and goodness. In short, “history is the concept which
embraces both philosophy and science." (8) |

From this historical nature of philosophy two immediate conclusions
for a later philosophy of history are derived. The first is that as
8 result of the dependency of the progress of philosophy on the pre-
gress of sclence which places both of ‘them within the realm of history,
the contingent character of history is raised to a rational and nec~
essary level. Without this concept the facts of history appear to ex-
press no rational purpose but to succeed one another in an unpredict-
able and altogether sccidental 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 conditionsfor progressively bhetter
science, and the function of this progresgsively better science is to
constitute the conditions for progressively better philosophy; fin-
ally, the function of this progresgsively better philosophy is, of
course, té create the conditions of a progressively better social life

in the future. Thus the events of history are not pure accidents but

are rationally necessary for the fulfillment of an historical pur-
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pose. (9)

It is ummistakable, of courese, that in this conclusion, apart from
the already stated mutual nertwining 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 neceasity of
history - which 1ift it above +the level of contingent accidentality -
would be invelidated 4f 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 "the constant, certain course of +he gciences;®
(10) he had believed to be able to perceive in the success of 4he
glorious French Revolution and in the acceptance of its republican
prindiples by ever widening circles of people in the world the "ﬁiggg

rememorativa, demonstrativa et prognostica® of historical progress in

his own time. (11) But more basically he had admitted thet +he belief
in historical progress was not justified by any theory or accumulation
of facts but that it was a necessary and useful "postulate" demanded by
practical resson so that men can act with a view toward future better-
ment. (12) Hermann Cohen shares +this belief. As_gggiia‘describes it
very well, (13) Yanimated by an unlimited optimism, Cohen does not
doubt for a moment thet men'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 "without inner progress.™ (14) Like Kent, also Cohen feels that

he sees some "signa rememorstive in his own environment which justify
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hinm in his belief: the advance of socialism (15), the ireasing eman-
cipation of Jewry (16), etc., - though such factual progress is always
small, often undetectable and gradual. (17) But again like Kant, this
doctrine is for him more basically a postulate demanded by practical
reason for the sake of its rationality and usefulnesgs the necessary
concept of the progress of science 1s the necessary premise for the
necéssary concept of the progress of pure cognition, (18) for without
it men will forego all constructive activities in despair of their
final effectiveness.

Now at first sight this identification of history with "constant
and certain progress" appears to be a moralistic optimism neither jﬁst~
ified by the philosophic facts of Cohen's thought nor easily bearable

by a generation in which the "sirna rememorativalare not Prench revo-~
o (]

lutions, socialist advances or Jewlsh emencipation but world-wars,
genocide and the threst of atomic destruction. [&he undeniable danger
of this optimistic doctrine is only overcome, but overcome it is, by
the open, infinite and asymptotic character of Uohen's concept of
brogress. Already Kant had described the progressive humen attaimment
of' the moral ideal as "an approximation of this ides." (19) For Cohen
too, the éttainment of a progressive, higher stage in history, science,
culture and philosophy is always only the preparation for Ffurther
tasks, the challenge of new problems created by the solution of old
ones, and the 'questions raised by the answer to their predecessors. A
concept comes to solve a problem, but the concept itsell ralses new‘
problems which await a solution in the future. And as this is true of

logic so is it true of history: "Further questions, such as history will
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always ask agein, will cause new answers; not an eternal grave but
eternal birth, and not a re-birth but always a new birth," - this is
history. (20) Furthermore, this historical process of problems being

solved and the solutions creating new problems on a higher plane must

necessarily continue ad infinitum, since, as we shall further see, it

is a process which has for its purpose a ratidnglly defined ideal;
and this ideal, being absolute and perfect, can be approached and
approximated within the imperfections of human history 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 as of his germ-
inal concept of the inter-relationship between history and philog-
ophy, but it is a view of progress which, in the first place, pos-
1tively dinsures the Mopenness" and creativenecss of history and which.
in the second, by its stress on the infinity and consequent unattain.
ability of absolute morality is safeguarded srainst en easy moralism
in which historical processes would be 8imply identified with moral
improvement. "It ig an optimistic doctrine insofar as one may look at
- the constant, "asymptotic! nearing of the eurve of human history to

the axis of ethical norms, but it may with equal justification be

called a pessimistic doctrine insofar as one may look at the eternally

unbridgeable gulf between that curve and the aiis.'(22)

The second implication of immediate relevancy to a philosophy of
history in Cohen's philosophic dependency on science is the profoundly
and ex¢lusively rational character of history. This, of course, is

self-evident for a "philosophy" by virtue of its very name alone, and

the more so for the philogsophy of history of a transcendental idealigt.
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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 anything else, the inter-relationship between gcience and philogo-
bhy presents the rationale for this rationality. Science is the humen
attempt systematically to interpret the world of nature and the world
of man by the use of the human reagon, and if philosophy is the Crysge
tallization and analysis of the methods of sclence then it, too, must
put its unqualified truet in the human reason. To refer the events of
history back to some divine fiat and thus to expel . them from the jur-
isdiction of reason is either simply en admission of at leagt tempor-
ary sclentific bafflement or a malicious attempt to justify good and
evil equally as God-given institutions and thus to remove them Prom
ethical criticism. (23) By making of God a Myeall, ontological factor
in human history this is also a violation of the SBecond Commandument in
that it introduces Him into the realm of sensual nature and historic
experience. (24)

Even as the reason which treats history was itself super—hiétorical
Lfor Kant, so also the constitutive objects of nature were, in his view,
basically beyond the grasp of history - at least, in his view as in~
terpreted by orthodoﬁ Kentians. To be sure, the phenomena of nature
were in a congtant state of flux and thus may be said to have their own
history, but undeflying these phenomena were unknowable houmena, the
gubstances, as it were, which reason cannot reach because they are in-
accessible to the senses —and the senses, of course, are the only
suppliers of facts to man's reason - but which must be assumed to exist

as the unchangeable sources of sensual appoarances. The concept of the
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noumenon had to be a scandal and a stumbling~block to the radical
rationalism as well as to the radical idealisnm of Cohens from the
rationalist point of view noumene were objectionable because their ex-
istence is dogmatically asserted without, in their very nature, being
succeptible either to proof or +o argumentation; and from the idealist
point of view they were objectionable hecause they present a meta-
physical reality which is neither created by, related to, nor depen~
dent on reason. Integrating these noumena into a system of transcen-
dental rationalism was, together with his "historization® of reason
itself, perhaps the philosophic magnum opus of Ooheng He re-defines
them simply as the problem. Noumenality is essentially a transitory,
historical stage of being, though, like everything that is a problem
end historical, this transitoriness may extend into infinity. The
noumenon simply designates that about an object which is not yet known
and, therefore, constitutes the gquestion, the challenge to the humen
reasons But gince, as we have already seen, the problematic in humen
existence is asymptotically infinite, the noumenon, too, must pértici~
pate in this character, though, in this cage, it is the challenging
asymptotic infinity of the cognitional task. (25)

Now the "given facts" of history are to history itself what the
noumenon is to the cognition. A4s the noumenon is the unknown -~ as yet
unknown - and irrational material which cognition must rationalize, so

the "data' of history are the irrational facts which it is the task of

 history to reduce to their origin in the human consciousness. Higtor-

ical facts, wh&%wpeﬁi%ivistﬂsgall\ﬁgbjsgggggaépeaiity“, are thus quite

literally the transcendental problem of history of which the question
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must be askeds how do they come ahout? (26) Of course, even these
noumenal raw ﬁaterials of history in fﬁct never occur in their stark
harshness, completely untouched by the light of human reason. Current
history consists, after all, of humen experiences and has, therefore,
already gone through the brocesses of perception and rationalizetion.
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 "gs it really was" one
must, therefore, to be sure, attempt to get as close to the sources ag
pogsible in order to avoid false ordering of the raw materials. (27)
But fundamentally all history is already categorized in one way or an-

other and, therefore, human, not Yobjective", history. (28)

2. Toleolog
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 manifoldness of sensusal experience into en
ever greater unity of meaning and of purpose, Rational history must,
therefore, be systematic and tend toward unity. This implies that all
the manifold historical facts must and can be ordered actording to some
principles of direction in which their succession moves and some goal
toward which they move. (29) Otherwiae it would be neither science nor
philosophy. (30) Now such unifying principles are obviously not given

by the facts of history themselves; to the contrary, it is these facts

that require and need them. Unity is not experienced but imposed by the
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human reason, "Purply?, le@n unaerived from the senses, uvon experience,
Thus philosophy, and reason through philosophy, in actual fact creates
history. (31) Reason must and does create out of itself the principles
which organize humsn experience into history. 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 streightens out and places
in a purposeful direction all the millions of pieces of iron, exper-
iences as the raw meterial of history, which have hitherto lain about in
a meaningless chaos. This analysis, however, must be taken yet one step
further, for as its stands now it still retains a spot of metaphysical
dogmatism inasmuch as the formulation st which we have arrived up to now
would imply that, though the principles of history have their origin in

reason, the ®facts" of history come from some other, non-humen source,

and we would, therefore, still be captured by an unphilosophic dualism.

L

"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 reason produces the principles of history, and the
principles of history produce the facts of history. Thusg the latter,
too, are products of reason, (32) though even then, integrated into the
whole of history, they still remain individual facts. (%3) Just as in-
dividual perceptions do not lose their characteristic individuality by
being made parts of a conceptual order, so also individual historical
facts do not lose their individuality in an amorphous sea of vague, gon-
eral historical ideas, Finally, it muset be clear Prom all this that for

Cohen the unintelligent and unsystematic gathering of trivia which so

frequently goes under the name of history is not history at all, but thet
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only those facts deserve the dignity of that name which are consciously
opdered with an eye toward s rational, i.e. idesal end, ~ and in other
words, those which are made to be part of a philosophy of history. (34)
;iA rational principle or goal, then, brings 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 goal, and development means
continuity to Cohen. This continuity is to be understood as a contin- ﬁ

uity of substance, not necessarily one of chronology. Thus, Ffor example,

in his chapter . on freedom in the Bthics of the Pure Will (35) the con-

tinuity of the concept of freedom may skip the centuries from Plato +o
Kant end from scholasticism to sociology, but continuity it is. This
stands in direct contradiction to the Greek belief that war, conflict
j;’ rather than progress, is the source of development. Rather it ig the
Biblical and Jewish doctrine that peace, and God as the God of peace,

creates reality. (36) More contemporaneously it stands in contradiction

to all forms of Hegelian dielectics, be it in Hegel's own formulation or

the socialist dialectics of Marx. Both are merely wmedern adaptétiOﬁs of’

the Greek belief 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 end harmony is such a principle.
In fact, one motif or = very few motives wind through history as its
unifying principle, no QlaSS“W&r or conflict of thesis and antithesis.

If the theory of dialectgcs has, it is true, enriched, deepened and nmade
more flexible modern historiography, it has also endangered the very

foundation of all rationality by shaking the Judgment of identity, the
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promise of social progress by inducing social conflict; and its possiblé
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 "aim" which
history has been shown to require for its 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 of time within vwhich it takes place,

 Obviously all of history takes nlace on the stage of nature. Ye have
already noted that the course of history is infinite fnasmuch as it is
essentially ethical, and the historical as well as ethical goal toward
which it tends ia ideal, absolute and therefore Jnreachable in time,'.
[:heached it must be, however, Cohen argues, and it can then be reached
only in infinity. This is not an infinity understood as a timeless dur-
ation in some other sphere but rather the 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, and nature

mist, theorefore, also be infinite and endless in order 1o permit the

ethical tasks of history to be carried out. Nature, of course, does

not continue endlessly by itaelf, - naturally, as it were. How the
necessary persistence of nature is then 4o be ggranteed we shall gee at
a future point. (38)

As for the nature of time, it is no more sequence than continuity
is chronology. If it were gsequence time would be primerily concerned

vwith_th@wpast and would, in fact, be born out of it, for sequence can

only exist for occurrences which have already taken place. To the con-
v N

trary, time is a series and like ®very seriss thus an act of ge

[:l‘l__
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This means that it is, in the first place, not an ontological

reality, as Kant made eternally clear, but a human actions It means in

the second place that it is primarily concerned with the future, for

serialization is an act of “stringin

[aw)

g together" individuals in a certein

direction, toward a certain aim, and aims ere matters of the future.

Time is then born out of an anticipation of the future, and the nast as

well as the present are only subsequently divided off from this future.
(39) This aimfulness brings the nature of %ime into harmony with the
aimfulness of history which we have already established, and both hig-
tory as well as time are seen to be futuristic in character. "In the
othical judgment this anticipetion becomes faith in the future as the
inexhaustible womb of historic possibilities.® (40)

We return to the necessity of a purpose for history. We have seen
that in order to have history we must have a unifying principle which
will bring system into the chaotic manifoldness of human experiences
that constitute the raw material of history. This principle must yield
8. vigion of.the progressive development of hisfory. Now develdpment
cannot be stipulated unless the aim of the development is known. One
cannot, for example, know the destination of a road unlegs one has
actually seen that destination, for to depend on the general direction

£

of' a stretch of the road which one has trod but which is distant from
the destination in order to gauge its final point would be posaibly
misleading but certainly unreliable a method, since the road might at

some further point deviate from that direction. WTherefore, past his-

tory and all empirical evidence cannot produce the aim of historical

development. Only a non-empirical or pure idea of the reeson can sate
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isfy this requirement. Such an idea may also be called a hypothesis.

This hypothesis or idea produced purely by the reason will then serve
the function of, in the first place, serving the historisn as the prin-
ciple by means of which he will order the data of history; in the second
place, it will make it possible to detect the direction in which the
movement of historic events goes; and, in the last place, it has the
normative function of challenging men to mould present and future history
g0 that it will most expeditiously approach that end. (41) Such an ldea
i1s not to be derogated as a mere will-o'-the-wisp or castle in Spain: it

I
is the actual power which, itself beyond history and infinite, oreaﬁéq ﬁ
history, its principles, direction and facts, (42) and skepticism of
its effectiveness in the name of some sort of realism merely testifies i
to the degeneration of an idealistic culture. (45)

It has already been seen that “he formulation of this history~shap-
ing idea cannot be in empirical terms. t is not a "reality" in the em~
pirical sense but an ideal or ethical one whose reality lies in the }
future. This doctrine elaborates further Gohen's arch-enmity to Hegel | |
in whose system the pantheism of his other arch-enemy Spihoza is brought
up to date, since for both the ides 19 identified with history, works in
history and is imminent to history. Cohen exclaimss "Perhaps nothing
has contributed so much toward malking philosophy contemptible in the
pre-revolutionary age than the reactionary motto of Hegel: the real is
rational and the rational is real,' (44) for it in effect justifies the
existence of everything at the time that 1t existo, be it bad or worse.

It necessarily leeds to a form of historical quietism, ond that gocial~

lsm should have followed in the Toot-steps of this great protagonist o
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the existing Prussian state is the hzight of historical anachronism.
Bthically this dangerous mistake is the direct result of the identif-

le ation of rationality with reality, for once the ideal goal of history

is believed to be already incorporated in present reality there is not @A/
way of distinguishing between the "reality" of truth and the "reality"
of a hallucination: both are real and, therefore, rational. (45) And
logically it is due to the fact that once one believes the motivating
power of history to reside within rather than beyond history, to be the
product rather then the producer of history, one is compelled to find
some ideal absolute in a given roality, for an absolute is required
either way., As we have already stated, development cannot be stipulated
without knowing the goal 6f the development; Hegel assumed development;
he camnot let himself conceive of a goal outside of history, and it
mist, therefore, be inside of it. (46) And with this "realistic devil on

his shoulder" (47) Hegel finds the Prussian state to be this ideal en—

telechy of development; oﬁhers will find it in some other absolute pur-~ : i

pose within history. (48) - E
On the same grounds, as well as on an even more fundamental 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, thersfore, formu-

late a purpose for history different in nature from history and located

| ' in the future. Yet Cohen perceives an st least unconsgclous ethical and

thus ideal stimulus at work within modern materialism which redocms it

partly and refutes its own explicit ideological formulations. Partic-
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ularly in the materialism which socialism has chosen as its contempor-
aneous philosophical undergirdings a nauvsea with hypocritical idealism
expresses itsell which revolts against the smug opposition against social
progress in the name of loftier, idealistic and intangible values on the
part of those who posscss material wealth. In the second place, this
socialist employmentbof materialistic terminology and even methods has
for its sometimes unavowed purpose the aim of showing social and morsl
inequity in the present, the occurrence of lmprovement in the past and,
therefore, the possibility of improvement in the future. Thus even the
presumebly materialistic argumentation of a Marx Tor social change in
terms of his theory of s rplus-value actually rests on a basically moral
consideration, nemely that it is "yrong" for one person to expropriate
the product of anéther. (49) Indeed, the very outery of socialism a~
galnst social injustices is obviouely premised on a distinetion between
the "is" and the "ought" and thus refutes its own Hegelian “identifica-
tion of the two with one another. (50)

One may, thus, find ameliorating factors in the practical méterial—
ism of the philosophy of history preached by so many moderns. But thig
is possible only because they in fact act on assumptions which contra-
dict their verbal professions. Were they to act in accordance with their

®
avowed principles, however, they would nol only drive themselves into a
corner wnere they‘would have to approve of any given reality, however
morally abhorrent it might be to them, on the grounds that, after all,
"what ig is rational, and what is retional ig," - but they would also,
and even more disastrously, destroy the very possibility of any kind of

rational, human philosophy of history. In materialistic terms develop-
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ment means evolution, the inevitable production of certain effects From

certaln causes which themselves were inevitably caused by previous causes

= and so ad infinitum backwards and Forwards in time. This, however, is
not history but nature. (51) In such a system men would not be actors
it suppets; the course of human events would not have a purpose but mere-
IW‘causes;Ait would not be concerned with values‘but with a super~human

compulsion. This is "historical naturalism." (52) {

This easy and optimistic identification of the "natural course of
eventa" with the progress of goodness was destroyed by Rousscau who de-
nied that neture and history were synonymous by establishing history as
the anti-natural force in reality. (53) Kant took the severance of his~
tory from neture one further and decisive step through his antinomy of

;o

freedom, By proving the rational validily of causality as well as that

of human freedom he insured the possibility of the latter within the
system of scientific 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 "the historical antinomy™ by
Cohen. (54)

Actually Cohen cannot as yot rest satisfied with the poasibility of
freedom as it is provided by Kent. In the first place, this freedom
mist be established as more than a mere pogsibility in logic or postu~
late in ethics in order to lay the basis for history; but, in the second
placg, its nature must also be defined less dogmatically and more his-

k FW torically than was the case with Kemt. For the latter, as well as for

wost moral philosophers, human fresdom is a question of the origin of

human ections, whether they are determined by heteronomous or autono~
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mous causges, whether they spring from unéonditioned volitions of man or
note In each of these two respects the philogophic problem has thus
been concerned with the "past" of human actions and with problematically
agsumed innate capabilities of man. ‘Instead of asking such psychological
questions Cohen proposes to repgard human freedom not as s human POSHEs 8-
lon, psychological trait or logical posglbility but as a methodic ideas
human freedom designates the idea that men do act and must increasingly
act according to laws which they themselves, their own reason, leglslate
rather then impelled by any non-humen, imposed forces. (55) It is then
more a normetive idea than anything else, concerned with the future
rather than the past of human actions, historical in nature itself in
that it must yet increasingly be created by man in history.

And the content of the idea of humen freedom was, of course, already
expressed by Kant in that formulation of the categorical imperative

which Cohen calls the motto of the soclialist gociety, namely that men

are never mere means but always at least also endgs-in-themselves. 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

an outside source, This is the ainbﬁ@—ﬂcvi&%i£M, and this ig alse. the -
Pinal goal of history: a society of free men, of men as ends—in—them-
sé¢lves, of ethical persons. (56) Thus history is fundamentally connected
with ethics and has for its purpose the Pulfillment of +he gthical 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 of the

L B |

4 “raw material® of history, the "facts" with which history concerns itself,
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he aséerted that nothing less than the experiences of all humanity taken
together could constitute the stuff of history. There ia only, he pro=-
claims, world-history or no history at all. (57) Fragmentary history is
not history but either chronology or nature. History as the history of
one people, for example, is sure to come into conf'lict with the history
of other peoples, to produce disunity end thus to run counter to ethicse
As we have already seen, however, to run counter o ethics is synonymous
with running counter to history end, therefore, with being unhistorical.
(58)‘It can, therefore, also not be surprising that starting out with
the actions and experiences of all of mankind as the material of history
the end-product of history must again comprise and be meaningful for all
of manlsind. in any case, however, the result is that history is concern-
ed with ethics, and ethics is concerned with the totality of mankind. At
each stage of history morality is involved, though in an "immature and
crippled" manner. (59) And the methodological conclusion of this eircum—
gtance for historiography itself is well stated by Keplan when he sayss:
(60) not the uniqueness of events in history but the systematic‘rationm
ality of ethics constitutes the fundemental 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 "suspension of the ethical® this is Cohen's rational-
istic and idealistic answer., It is also & criticism of Windelband's and
Rickert's conception of history as the discipline which deals Qith the
individual and the unique.

We began our analysis of Cohen's philosophy of history by noting tha.

his entire philosophic s gten is, in the Pirat place, a search Tor the
1 y
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principles of science. That, after all, is the "transcendental method, "
to ask whet the pre-suppositions of a certain establishgd reality are
and then to proceed to investigate the ramifications of these pre-sup-
positions. A philosophic logic of reason accordingly turned out to be
the logic in Pact employed by the natural sciences in their progressive
explorations of man's natural environment. When, in the second step of

g

constructing the system, the philosopher asks not so much for the theo~
retical bases of the cognition of reality but rather what the right
principles are according to which man ought to act, he is, as it were,
looking for "the logic of ethics.“v The major difficulty in construct-
ing such a scientific ethic always hes been that there did not seem to
be & reliable "Worwurf", 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.

3. Ethice and Higtory

In the course of our considerations up to this point we have, how-
ever, discovered what this working model of the principles of ethics
iss For two reasons bistory proves to e this needed pattern. In the
first place, it is now seen to be an ideal construction, and ideas are,
of course, products of the humen reason and have a normative function.
And normative functions are, as thelr very name indicates, ethical in
nature. This, however, might also be gaid of the natural gciences, for
they, too, must woﬁk with hypotheses, ideal constructions toward which

the scientist aspires, - if only +he last and most general of these
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L

“hypotheses y the idea of unity and of a unifled cosmos or universe. JIf

history is to be the sgpecific laboratory experiment for ethics, it nust
have a more peculiar relevancy to ethics. [But this specific relevancy,

too, we have unearthed by noting that history, if it is to be_hishory at
. s it e e 4 3T N I
RTINS B L TR ) 9).
all *migt be human, as distinguished from natural, not subject to the

o,
et

’ \ Ry , o
laws of natural causality, end, ‘therefore, dependent for.its very pos-

v
L mer s

sibility on the rondition of humen freedom. We remember that Cohen called

. - e

Kant's antinomy of freedom, the basis of the possibility of ethics and

Practical Reason, "the historical antinomy." £§£us history is the empir-—

ical reality of the ideal system which stems from the possibility of

human freedom:} Clearly, therefore, the transcendental question concern-

Ty,

ring ethics ﬁay be asked of history: what are the principles that make it
possible? Bqually clearly, therefore, as the natural sciences are to
logic so ﬁistory fg the "Vorwurf" of ethics.

In this analysis of the relationship between ethics and history one
more step must be teken. If history is to be‘regarded from the perspec-
tive of ethics, if, indeed, ethics i1s to be studied in terms of history,
then a yet more specific form of history must be found than we have
hitherto been able to determine. As it is history isg still a vast,
inchoate conglomerate of contradictory facts and tendencies from which
presumahly almost any ethic at all might be derived. As the natural
geclences, in which logic is to be discerned, have a strict, rigorous
and sclentific basis, the basis of mathematics, so also history must be
boiled down further to an objective, factual pattern before its under—

lying ethical premises cen be culled from it. This objective skeleton
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of history, around which the millions of historical date are bunched,

Cohen gees.in . lay. f}aw is the rational, systematic and concrete form
in which each stase of history objectifics itself. It may, therefore,
be said that what methematics are to the physical soéiences law is +to

ethiés, onhd what the sciences are to logic history is to ethics. (61)

In this menner, too, one of the possible pit-falls still contained

in Kant is overcome. When discussing Kant's understending of the term

L L}

reason’ we noted that it could lead 4o two opposite mis~calculationss
elther reason might be regarded simply as a psychological dttribute of
the human personality, and in “that cese we would be dealing not with an
objective, scientific factor; or, to counteract that poséibility, it
would have to be dogmatically assumed that the psychological trait of

reason is also a universal and immutable power in which all humen beings

in all places and at all times partake, and then we would be setting up

a metaphyaical hypostasis of reason which neither method nor facts

.i{
4
3
i

warrant., It has rightly been pointed out (62), for example, that, in It

line with the psychological use of the term “reason“y/it would be per-
4
fectly possible for a criminal, too, to claim that he is acting in ac-
cordence with the categorical imperativ?fand that it is not due to him
1f other people will not act according to the principles of his actions,
1

though he is quite willing to have them do so! Such a psychological and

individualistic interpretation of Kant's retionalism as well as of his

»

. othics is overcome by Cohen's insistence thei "reason", properly under--
o : stood, means an ethic of law, and that this "lay" in turn is not the ,
_}' § . product of individual, paychological personalities but of objective, hig-
1§
H
!

torical sources, towit the state. The state ls not a product of nature

% I
]
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but of the rational, free and historical contract between human beings,
and wherees 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-gtrength, it is precisely in the rational contex
of the state that man as an ethical individual, relating himself to

others according to ethical criterie, is born. The state is, therefore,

et e om0

"the obiectivization of ethical mar"; more than that, it 418 the ethical

form of historical man par excellence which produces the individual.
; - ) ot Ny W ot =

L

(63) It is "the pinnacle of ethical and theoretical culture." (64) Thus
even as the principles of history produce history so the state produces
the citizens.

This is a basic distinction which Cohen makes as the deepest histor-

ical values peoples are facts of nature and biology, not of history; the

state is the quantity with which nistory deals, (65) The most +that can
be said for the concept of the people is that it is the natural pre-
condition upon which the historical concept qf the state is based: ﬁthe
state is the ethical factor in the blood~concept of +the people.“ (66)

But by itself, unsublimated into the state, the people cannot treat lay-
fully, i.e. ethically, equally, all humen individuals since it makes
pernicious distinctions between members of different clans, and a histor-
lcal mentelity which thinks in terms of peoples, therefore, leads inevit-
ably to the-"poison of nationalism and racisl chauvinism." (67) Cohen
opposes for this reason the historical gchool of the philésophy ol law
whose god-father was SBavigny and which believes thet law arises from folk-
customs rather thean from juridical decisions in early courts of law as

well as that the state is an expansion of more primitive Fforms of bio-
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logical organization, such as families, clans etc., rather than a social
contracts "The school of historiceal philosophy of law is rooted in a
neturalism which disguises and nresents itself as a form of spirituslism
in the manner in which naturalism usually does this. Only in appearance
does the "national spirit" hecome : something different in the form of
Hegel's "general spirit.%. This is the basis and the root of nateralism
in vhich the materialistic philosophy of history originates - which lat-
ter dominates the thinking of socialist circles +o the profound detri-
ment of the cause." (6 8) Clearly, this controversy between Savigny's
and Krochmal's historicism in the philoéophy of law with Rousseau's and
Kant's rationalism, in which Cohen, of course, stands on the latter
side, is merely an epplication of the same controversy with regard to
the philosophy of history as such, evolutionism on one gide and ideal-
istic rationalism on the other. And Cohen is entirely right when he
comects the historicism of Savigny with the materialism 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 mig-
understood, though even corroctly understood this doctrine may be sub-
Ject to criticism ~, Chat when he speaks of Mthe state® in this ideal,
ethical form Cohen is not exclusively or primarily thinking of the
empirical state which we encounter in hisgtory. He explicitly admits
that the actual state has been and still is "the state of the estatos
end of the ruling classes, not the state of the law". (69) The state

he is talking about is the ideal state of the future. the pure concept

of the state, which is a task to be accomplished rether than a reality

O.D

at

experience. (70) The hypothetical character of his state is further
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evidenced by the fact that he argues agalinst Savigny by claiming not so
much that the gtate is factually derived from a socialAcontract but
rather that it must be so regarded for philosophical and ethical reasons.

(71) Nevertheless, he does,state thet even this empirical and imperfect

8 et e

state represené; a rung on the ladder toward the ideal which cammot and

/

must not be skipped or sawn off if the highest level is eventually to: be

/

reached. Tho empirical state is the transitional Fform toward the ideal

state which in turn is the fulfillment of ethics. (72) Society, or in

w4

religious terminology "the kingdom of God", is the neme of the concept

e ettt emsrcmmason st s .

of the ideal state through 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 Lo be in +the form of states. The
universal establishment of +the reign of ethics will consist not of a fed-
eration of peoples, mere natural formations, but of the federation of
gtates as ethical constructions. (74) And, therefore, also the nationsel
socialism of Lasalle who wanted to work toward soclalism 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 asked why Cohen perceives so much ethical end
historical value not only in the ideal stste and in the ideal law but
even in the empirical stages of these two concepts, rather than in, say,
religion end religious law asg the unifying and rational final hypotheses
of human history. His answer to this question is that, though positive

law and the positive state have indeed often agsumed injurious forme in

history, at least in their ideal forms they can be believed to @ffect the
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similar bromides." (74)
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the stete, and eventually ths
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highest Torm of history but it also, ag we have already

ally "ecrestes" the individual az ecitizen which iz eczuivelent
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vatch Cohen apply alrost everywhere, thot

the whole, not the reverse. Thus, even ag the unifying

rroduct of
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augel of individual historical facts, 9o also here
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the empirical man, and nelther is the historical personnllﬁmpirical man
comes to be through the mediation of othics and history, and since both
ethics and history are essentially ideas, empirical men in turn becomes
ethical and historical only insofar as he partakes of the abgtract
ethical and historical man. OFf these the state and the labor union are
prototypes: in each of these two social forms, many men freely, ration-
elly 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 participation in the social
entity, the law produced by it is regarded as also his will, (78)
Furthermore, it is only in the course of acting according to such self-
legislated laws that man literally creates himself: in the state of
empirical nature men is a complicated and ununified éssembly of desires,
lusats, ambitions, reactions and fears which, to the gcientific observer,
WOuld rather give the impression of many different and mitually con-

Tlicting persons; it is only by unifying all these tendencies, by sub-

P oY ST

nomous law. that a single person is brousht ebout. "oh lord, unify our

hearts,™ (Cohen quotes from the Jewish liturgy. Again, therefore, the
abstract creates the concrete. (79)

We have, up to this point, traced Uohen's philosophy of history in
the following sequence: we studied his view of the relationship between
philosophy and history in general: we analyzed what he regarded as the

principles of history as they are dictated by a historically oriented
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philosophy of historical reasons and lagtly we co

the meterial is with which his itory deals and what besic Torms it assures.

We can now, by re~tracing our steps and talting the principlss of a philo-

sophical, rational and scientific nistory already laid down to their
logical conclusions, proceed to the next and loot stage of the conszt-
ruction of Cohen's philosophy of nistory, the wseneral and, in fact, theo~
lozical results of his system.

Throushout his entire system of thought winds ome thread across

which we, too, have run severasl tires up to this point in some crucial

connections, e thread which is also central to the fabric of Cohen's

philosophy of history, towit the distinetion between nature and ethics.
S e

4S8

Another way of saying the same thing is that coznition, man's capacity
) (97 mfwy
by means of which he copes with the reality of nature, is entirely
e, L]
separate and different from the will, his capacity for determing the
R

direction of his ections. This, indeesd, 1s Cohen's sver repeatsd
accusation against all forms of pantheism, Spinozistic, Hecelian, piet-
istic etc., that they identify the idsal with the real, the woral with
the natural, and the perceptible with the volitiona 1. ( Whenever history
is conceived of in such pantheistic TeTEs, confusimg the natural with the
historical, ethics lose their distinguishing marls of Inmwen, rational
purity and become instoad sowe form of naturalistic deter-inisw. On

the other hand, this type of dichotowmy, if carried out to an unqualified

1

and radical dezree, could obviou 18ly load to some deep

o

have absolutsly nothing to do with the actual life of wan, since this is

undenisbly a life which, in the Pirst place, partakes of the processss of




SUCHRACE VAL N

115

nature iteell and, in the second vlace, transpires in an environment ol
? B 2 £

nature; there is no human or historical 1ife which is not itself natursl

end which does not take place within neture; therefore, it misht be

"

Proposcd, an ethic which is quelitatively and unc

e

@
Q
553

romisingly different

from ndture, is so "pure! that it cammot Le practiced by living humen

beinzs. And this, of course, is an objection oftzn raised against all
(5 2 5

[RN

forms of abolutistic, idealistic ethics, whether they be réligious or
philozophical,
But this would be a complete distortion off what Cohen has to say

.

on the subjects. In line with whet is traditionally and rightly asserted

about Jewish ethics, his point, too, is +hat nature and athics ave not
L L8 o 2.HeT

Je but rather +thet the Former ruet ha subisctad by the latter,
PV ranie 9 VAL ] :

e

sorewhat as is the natural force of “he tizer by the huwan force of his

frainern Nature is the clay which man musth wold; othics is pure, to be

sure, but it must be and isg applicable to empirical reality in ordeﬁ/"to
eubrace it, subisct it, master and transflorm 1t." (89;)

-1 the second place, howsver, and more fundamentally, we have

. train of

]

already run across the other probler which is involved in thi

4

ts csoence,
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thoughts ethics is, due to its ideal character, infinite in

~ l.e. its tasks are absolute and can, therefore, never Lo completsly
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istorical time by empirical mwan. Fulfilled, however, it

L 1

must be, — that is its challenze. (81) Cﬁince, a8 Cohen hastsns 4o

i

admit Lo the uestioner,

stage of nature in which man lives, nature rust exist infinitelv in

order fow th- inPinj of gtndes to be able to take place within

@ alrsady had occasion to ztate, nature does not

it. But, again 28 we h
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nto indinity by ]
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continue to «

wlle according to the laws of birth,

growth, decay ond death - which are the characteristic laws of nature -,

it will come to an end.” uf it doss not happen nmturally thet nature

infinity, but since it rust do so on demand of the ethical

T T S VR T R
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reason, & non- n&tuw al of infinity. The naume

of "he idea of God constitutes this
P

L 'al

unity of a unique sort which consists of the independent task of unifying

truth derands and permits it."(82)

nature and morality ag

"Wature cannot deprive the ideal of +the nerfectinilit

Truth demands it.

Ethics seeks to assure itself

off the reality of its concepts within the reality of lListory." (84)
And this div ol eventual triuvmph of the zood within
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neture and nistory, tn it be delayed into im
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God means
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osopher 's enswer to the Marxist defamation of "bourccols utopisnism"s

this ig not an unrealizable e utonia, but, to ths contrary,

garanteed by God. (&B) .

By virtue of the lozisal canon wh

2 ;o e 3 3 -
1ows have already Jormul uuva

and defended in terms of Cohen's system of thouzht, that the whole ie

cauze.of its part, this enihronuﬁcnt

T
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of the idea of God at the highest peak of

completion of the pnilosophical structure

concept of God at 1te sinnacle, in ef%sct means that God - or,

]

a1

at any rate, the idea of Cod - is the "ereator" of history. For sgain

it is true that that which leads up to the entslschy would not have

come into the roalm of rational cognition, ond thus of historical

history would not

e

e

exigtence, if it were not Zor the ent=le cHJ, 1.Ca

exist but for the existence of the idea of God. It is, consejguently,

and valid in terms of roinology, that

« 7 perfectly true for
o

God 1o the basis of history: CGod is the God of history. (&)

llows from all the considerationsz which

£
f
1

have led us to this point. Truba.igh&hc name which Cohen rea-rves for

nification of

that idea which brings about the last, final and
the universzo Sinc which in infinity estab-

lishes thre sccord of reoagon, thousht and

thiceg, na

van, this is then truth. And, agalin

8 ] tod 1s Truthe. vl fay o
truly, God is Truth. (87) So Par =

1

thical adventure of mankind in history is concerned, an adventure which

. ~n
L

gimply by the name of socialism, since,

o the tninker of Marbure

., 7,

the realization of the goals of

by o M
28 Ve avc selrl, wod 148

Porrpulstion: "Because of its

roof', and bacause of itz

ration.t (82) But back in the

o
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olo~ical langus~e, even ag the ldea of God

hiztory" and "the God of Truth'

Fal

fles the names of
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8o also does it r“191n tne trenscendence and unizueness: agscrined to Him.

Transcendent He is in that Hé is neither part of thouszht or Himself
thouzht ~ as idealists tend to think - nor nature or in noture - as

pantheists tend to think -, nor is He in both, as Spinoza procleimed,
but rather He is transcendent to thought, which is rational and human,

a8 He 1s trenscendent to ethics, which is »- tlonal and human, and unifies

; them both as zubsuwptions, as it were 1durne th Him. (&9 Uni.ve He is
- L 2 5 ok Lue e

e T ot

.

in that this unifyins function, which hec been seen to make poszible the

I

i

%- . very sxistence of nature and etihlcs, is, of courese, resgerved to this

il -

i idea alone.S;This 1s the genuine and significant mea wning of monotheism,

not that there is only one rci er than meny gods - which would be a
M

et T—

merely historical nssertion directed araizdt D

zan polytheism -, but that
2 put tnat
He is unizue, unlike anything else, in the world of men or nature. (90)

fmamaa S

If we study the implications of this concent of God a little

1 Fal
S

futher in its relevancy to Cohen's pinilosophy of history, we also £ind
that a vindication of some of the more orthodox notions of the role of
God in history results, though these notions may in the process underco
a certain metamorphosis., In the sense, for example, in which God as +the
creator of the world would thereby also be laying the foundations of the

Eal

occurrence of human history, it may now be said that the "eginning® of
nistory is simultaneous with the deployment of the creative activity of

God. However, this is not to be understood in any temporal or his LOTICul
sense. To do that would imply a derogation of the unijueness of the idea

off God in that it would persamify and sctualize Him. Creation rather

means, as we already have had occasion to note,(@hat God is the logical




premise, the condition of the existence of nature. This iz a low

e s

not a temporal reletionship. Being, an absolute idea, iz the prered-

S, -

O 1

ulsite of Becomine, for if this were not so the only alternative would

Ege) 1 1

be thet Becoming is its own origin, and that in turn would again be

ot

equivalent to the pantheism of Hegel which identifies history with God.

Z?reation then not being a historical or temporal but rether a logical
relationship, it follows that it continues to characterize the connection
between the idea of God and the idea of nature 2t all times. Cohen,

therefore, understandebly prefers the term Hiddush used for creation by

the scholastics of the Jewish Middle-Ages rather than the term B'riah

employed in the Bible, for it permits him to interpret it in the sense of

"daily renewal® rather then in the sense of temporal, instantaneous

creation. (91) This may be o doctrine not completely in sccord with
normative Jewish bslie?, but, on the other hand, it will he remembered
that it coincides éubstantially with what wos taucht as the Platonié
theory of creation in scholasticism and thatfﬁgigxx‘declared it to be
perfectly compatible with basic Jewish faith.

Dxactly the same line of reasoning is employed with regard to the
traditional religious concept of revelation. (}s creation wmeans to

1

ng~into~bsing of nature as the scens wupon which ethics and

Cohen the cox
history unroll,(g; revelation means the coming-into-being of man as a
rational creature, made rational by the Deity:] Now again, Just =2s the
creation of nature does not mean the formation and shaping of matter in’

the menner in which a mazielian produczs en object out of thin air, since

such a conception would be a personalization of the idea of the unique
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logical condition of Becoming, so revelation is the logical

]

God, o also revelation does not mean that God either literse

120

1ly implantsg

the rational capacity in man or conveys to him spscifie rationsal formulae,

fhather, even as God is the creator of +he world inasgmuch ag Being is the

condition

to revelation, are true by %&evcanon of the primacy,qf the whole ¢_over

i e

for the human activity of reaszon. In uhl gggiext, then, revelation
means the assurance of the relevancy of reasgon to Qeality, = and that,
of' course, is not a metter of experienced validity but of an aspired
consummation in the infinite future. Both these statements, the one

with regard to the ereation of nature as .well as the one with recard

O

: emanating from God, come together to lay the foundations of
4+ rence of history. Lastly, it is obvious that as it rust be

this understandine of creation that it is nol a temporal or

occurrence, in fact that it iz not an occurrence at all but

its parts. In this sense created nature and reévealed reason, both

the occur-—

yul

sald of
instantaneous

a logical

relationship, so also reveletion in this int terpretation is not o his-

i

torical event at_ell but again a logical relationship, the nglationshigh

between the historically employed reagon of man snd the fulfilled and

' realized reason ae an ideal concept. (92) SBuch an interpretation of the

term revelation, unlike Cohen's signification of the term "creation",

1

could, of course, not find any historical precedent in classi

LT,

philosophy, since the historical occurrence of revelation wes

lc Jewich

SR premise of even the otherwise most emancipated, untraditional and philo-

il sophical thinkers of the Jewlish past. It does, nowever, Pind ite cotnter-

part in the doctrine of continous revslation as 1t was propounded by

Jewish reformers and liberals in 19th century Germeny.




That "Sinai is in the heart of man" (93) is o gentimont frezuently
e¢nunciated by them. Cohen merely gave this concepl a more philosophical
foundation and formuletion.

g

The most important of the religio~theological implications of his

philosedmny or nestory, which Cohen fully spells out, is,; nowever, the

-

Biblical msg

[
[l

o

identity of th ianic age with his concept of the consum-
mation of history in infinity. The Siblical prophets are actually the true

creators of history in that they turned it from what it had been and con-

tinued to be in most cultures, e record of the past with a nostale

atavistic longing for an idealized golden age of the past, 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 :

-

$ L

1 pagt. The "end-of-days" is their name for Cohen's philosophical infinity

presont toward them. And, to corplete the parellelism, what in phil-

osophy we have called "sociely" soes under the name of "the kingdom of

[ God" in religion, that ideal state which, by its always comparatively

(63

1

Ry superior character, stimulates humen action toward the improvement of
" the given state of affairs at any historical time. ol
Here, too, Cohen deals with a traditional relizious terrinelogy
which he, or at any rate :is liberal Jewish predecessors, re-interpreted.
Though he emphasizes over and over again the centrality and supreme
;’i o importance of the messianic doctrine as it was taucht by the prophets
S for the history of mankind he rejects the notlon of a personal Messiah.

The belief in such a person represents to him the same type of person~

alization and concretizing mythology to which he objects in the notion of
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& personal God: God as well as the Messish are ldeas and ideals but not

persons. This, to him, is not a lower but a “ar superior and more

powerful type of realitye On the other hand, of course, the transform-
ation of the Messiah from a person to an "age" is quite a conventional
process in the period of the German- Jewish gmancipation.

If the terms "society" and "the kingdom of God" denote the samo
idea in Cohen's system, a third term can still be added as a name for
this reality. We have already noted several times that "socialism"
means both the endeavor for and the eventual reality of the p=rfect
society to the philosopher. He hes no doubt at all that the prophets
were sociallsts in a quite technicel sense and not merely in the sense
of homiletic generalities. When they identif'ied the person of the

2

lessiah with the "suffering servant", when they rebelled againat social
injustice and lneguity, when they identifiecd human evil not with death -
an identification which in religion and philosophy leads to theosophic
gpeculation and mytholgégﬂm but with poverty, a condition that can be

and nust he remesdied by ethical, social humen action, when they went so

¢ct to make "piety" and "poverty" synonymous hames, - they
evolved a religious system of socialist thought and action which stands

in direct historic coumnection with +he goclalism of modern times. (94)

S« History and Judaism

Of Cohen, who wae not only a Kentian philosopher but also a Jewish

[}

thinker, we must ask one lagt but crucial question with rezard to his




philosopay of history: what, if anything,

Isreel in this system?
e

In answer to this question the first point which muszt be clerified

is that indisputaily Cohen arrives at Judaism from philosophy; he does

not come to philosophy from Judaism. This ie 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 has had to be necessarily, that at best Judaism

can turn out to be For them an exemplar, or =zven ths exemplar, of gzeneral
H - Ex

When you begin

truths which they arrived at independently of Judaism.

with a universal, as the philosophsr invariably must do, the only way
of ending with a particular is to try to prove that the particulsr is an
bhe many diff-

illustration of the general, - and usually also there will

erent illustrations of the general, not just one. In this manner it

would appear to be impossible 1o discover a peculier or unigus value in

the specificity of the particular. Thus, in the case of the reletionship I

P=1

between philosophic truth and Judaism, the philosopher, because he is a

pnilosopher and has a primary commitment to philosophy, will insvitably

attempt to establish certain general philosophic truthe and then proceed

to inquire whetiwer these general truths are contained in Judaism; Lo the

and to the extent to

extent to which they are he will accept Judais
which he does not find them to be there contained he will also fzel free,
indeed constrained, to discard Judaism. The Jew, on the other hand,
because he 1s a Jew and hns 8 primary cormitument to Judaism, will begin

by analyzing Judaism for the truths which it contains and may, nay

usually will find that these truths also have a more gencral, philosophic

outside the theological and co:munal boundarics of Judaism. In

poaprine
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hie case, howsver, he will find general truths in the particular, and
since he has found them only and originally in this perticular he will
agcribe indispensable value to the existence of the peculiarity of the

particular.

The validity of this observatlon is also exemplified in the thinking
of Hermann Cohen. We have traced his phlloseophy of history and have
easily been able to do so exclusively in terms of his rational philog-
ophy. He begins with general cbnsiderations relating to reason, and
this is the standafd 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 substantiations in Judaism. Butipne can labor under any

doubt that it would have been perfectly and easily possible to construct
the same philosophic gystem without any such referenceas. PFurthermore,
where they were made they were only convenlent comparisons and illus-
trations. Bult without them or with other comparisons and illustrations

the philosgopher could have continued his work undisturbedly.

Thus, at best we may expect Cohen to find Judalsm e good, possibly
even the best embodiment of the general truths at which he hag arrived ;
through the methods of general, non-Jewlish philosophy, - even as is

true of most other men who followed the same course. And this is exactly

what happens. Judaism is the embodiment in historic, concrete and lived
as well as believed form of the truths which he has arrived at in an
independent manner.{{%The gources of Judelsm shall be shown and proved
to be the material in whose historical self-production the problematic
reason, the problematic religlon of reason is to produce and verify

itself.! (95)’ZThe operative.words hore are "verify itself." If the




125
philosophic truths are verified in Judaism, so much the hetter for
Judaiegm; if not, then szo much the worse Ffor Judaism, - not so much the

worse for philosophy.“ Pnl}osophy is the standard of measurement, not

» .

e only two exemples of this methods: relision must, for

o

Judaism. To ;

philosophic reasons, ideally and basically be ethics. If a relicion

g
can be shown to be in accord with this criterion then it is true religion.

It is not that if a religion whic

n is dnitially accepted proves to con-
tradict this conclusion that then the conclusion must be rejected.

Fortunately for Judalsm the latter alternative doss not happen to bs

religion and ethics Judaism is also

o
U

ty of

[_l.

applicable. MThroush the ident
subjectively proved to be the relimion of reason." (96) A d, incidentally,

1

however much he advocates the principle of the separation of state and
church for practical and social recsons, fundawentally Cohen accepts the
validity of the theocratic councept just for this reason, that in it the
religious, il.e. ethical values are conceded primecy in the establishment
of the huran society. (97) Or, to give yet another example, history is
tne progressive realizmation of ethical ideals. Jewish history then will
be history only insofar as it can be said of it that it fulfills this

.

requirement. And that is exactly what Cohen explicitly states: X}J

0]
=
He
n
et}
=

'

2
m
i

g of ethic

I

nistory, as history, that is to say insofar as it consist

ideas ..." (9%1)

Now 1t must be asked whether, even once it is admit-ed that Judalem
and 1ts history are such an illustration of the general truth of the

. . they, are . .
philogophy of hlstory,ytﬁe only ones to deserve that desicnation. The

answer is in the ne-:ative. Cohen made a special point of entitling his
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book about the sources of Judaism Relipgion of Reason, i.e. a, one re~
2Ll ’

ligion of reason, not "the, the one and only religion of reason®, and
when by mistake the article "the 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
"absolute religion® but that other religions, too, apart from Judaism,
have a right to the name of "religion of reason", though all of them, no
doubt, have earned it to a different degreeﬁ)(loo) The only quantitative aﬁ%%&%%%
between all such religions of reason, a quantative difference which turng
into a qualitative one for a reason which we shall recognize shortly and
which is peculiar to Cohen's philesophic method, is a difference of abw-
originality. In Judaism the ides of the unique God and His ethical law
originated. Here these woere, therefore, historically first and pro-
sumebly most pure because least adulterated with external, contrary in-
fluences. (101) "This originality of Judaism (as the religion of reason')
constitutes the advantage of Judaism." (102) While this "advantage" may
at first 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 & much graver factor than that.
Cohen's entire philosophic system has also been called "the philosophy
of origin.“‘The origin of reality, the realily of ideas, out of the
nothingnesé of' an uhconditioned reason, which he exemplifies in the ore-
ation of the increment of the infinitesimal calculus, determines the
purity of all "pure thought® Without such a pure origin it is despoiled
by sensuality. (103) &ﬁhe question of origin is, therefore, not a
question of temporal priority but of logical purity, of pure rationalism.

And this ie what Cohen moans when he speaks of the originality of Judaism."f

w
“

‘|

f

|
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The identity of velizion with philosophical ethics ig, howe cr, to

be understood in a strictly historical, temporal, transitory end limited

sense. It is true that the prophets first taught the doctrine of mesg-

ianism which ls identical with the concept of the garantee of the ful- e
"f’.,,'m’*!‘

fillment of the ethical tasks; it is equally true that religion first :
‘ . 1 .

taught the ethical laws which spring fundamsnteally from the rational |

i

Ral]

character of man; and it is certainly true that Judaism was the first

to proclaim the idea of the one and unique God who 1s the source as well dx4¢{m%“
~~~~~~~ e 'WZ ?A AI

&5 the realization of truth. But this relationship between religion,

specifically Judaism, and the truths of reason ie not a logical but
merely a historical one.{‘All these truths, as his own system and the
general progress of philosophy demonstrate, have aistorically risen to

ligion;

the level of human consciousness turough the instrumwent of re

basi cally, however, they are truthu hs_produced and arrived at by the

lndup@ndant human reagon. This i

w

Therefore, "the connection between rational truth and religion is to be

waintained only historically.! (104) There are certain dangers in the

perpetuation ad infinitum of this relation nship. The progress of reason

: WA

demands thet these doctrines be rid of certain and significant impurities
winich necessarily are attached to them by their religious context.
Religion, even when it propounds partial truths, so Cohen declares
distorts to a certain degree and assuredly mythologizes these truthss
already seen that the ideas of God and of the Mesgiagh

for exemple, we have

are personnified rathecr than kept in their ideal pristinzness, that

“

creation and revelation are almost invariably interpreted in naturalistic




128

ways, =tc. More important even than these faults, we have aleo seen
that religlons arc nocessarily denominational and, +the erefore, divisives

In all these ways religion, although it gave birth to the basic hig-

L]

torical and ethical truths, is, in the course of time, a hindrance +o
the development of its children. M"Therefore, for ethics as a scicnce

the motto must be: the dissolution of religzion into ethics." (105)

Only in that wey cen the rational truths attain to their corplete and

necessary clarity as well asz historical eif7e tivensscq.

)

ot ]

This entire argumentetion sounds, and theorctically is, very much

i

like the rationalism of {the Enlirhtenment, much of which snoaled in

",

- namely that "natural

2
—
[
joa}
¥

s

cllectuzl development of man for the sake

wilchi the inherited theology and powp of the historicel relizions

.

mist be scrapped. Bul Cohen is somewhat more carcful end restrainsd
than his retionalistic predecessors. He recognizes and severely cag-

tie shallow nositiviem and Yeultura which rwﬂuThu

wien the specific and rooted thoolozical and relicious foundations are

ion of corvon sense." This warnine harie

2
o
@
s
o,
(o]
=
s
(O]
o
e
o3
y

‘avor of a

anslyeis of reason with which ws be~an our studv. "Cormon
W, z J

o’
™
)
o)
ry
<
O
.

| S

sonse' is not only much worse +than scientific resson but also than the

+

historically developed forruletions of ethical religione. The snread

and cventuel dominance of the zcilentific reason which alons surpasses the

rationality of the historic religions is a

3

demending and greatly time-consumine task. | Until such a tims is rcached

the relizilous constellations of Judaism and Cirletianity must be continued
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This "historical piety" is our "responsibility to the ethical future.! (106)

ft i¢ in this intervening period, the period between our present

@

stage and the eventual triurph of gcientific reason, thet Ig sraecl and

Judeism still have their world-wide and profound historical tasks to

perforn:_,uudalbg, Luf@hgh“1ts“pfaﬁfice‘§§*wéil as teaching, must
prograss 1y purify not only itself but also all other relicions of
the slacks of mythology which they still retain. Through the mainten-
ance and administration of the idea of the one God they perform this

1, s

task in the first place. Until thies idea is accepted by all mankind

e

ts mission is not fulfilled. And Cohen mekes it quite clear in many

places, including his central Ethik, that the doctrine of the trinity

end of the divinity of Jesus for him falle within the class of harmful
mythological survivals. And, in the sscond pla Place, the statelessness,

geographical homelessness of the Jewish people, its disspora life, is 8

I ._—...._d..._._..n...‘.,._,,.u_.‘....

divinely and providentially imposed favor, for by means of it Israel

has been enabled to furt hqrmi&mwfuiﬂi11wpn+ of . this tasl by direct and

intimeate contact w1tn al] the peoples of the world sven while it was
b e e

doprlved of the oppo"tuultv to engage in the national chauvinism which has

racterized national states in history. Z?n short, "the unique

God has deprived us of our fatherland and has returned it to us in the
form of all mankind...To bring about the recognition of this unique God
in the world, this is our task in world-history." (10117

1.3

It might be objscted, as indeed it was by Achad Ha'am in his

famous essay 3lavery in t the Midst of Freedom, thet the continusd historical

existence of the Jewish people is neither sufficiently justified nor




adequately rationalized by the formulation of such an ideal task. In
the Pirst place, it is claimed, no people exists for such philosophical

and abstract reasons, and, in the second place, such ideal aims do not

=

require the existence of Israel as a spzciflc historical unit. This

objection Cohen answers as followss it is true that at first sicht it

s )

would app-ar thet even as for the universal lozic of mathemwatics no one

special social unit is required but it applies to all nations without

distinetion, so dlso the universal God would not need one parvicular

4

[}

2

nation for the teaching of His idea. But in fact the idea of God i

[0

different from the rational scicnces. In order to begueatl it in its

L3

full purity to all mankind the historical process of instruction requires

la]

& cultural, i.e. historical continuity of a spiritual people. This

people 1s still needed even after the Bible has become the common

4

property of enlightensd humanity. The fundamental ideas of truth could

1 (¥l

not survive the vicissitudes of history "arons the nations waich did

4

not produce them." The unity and continuity of this one pezopl

&
{2

iz a
telling, historical symbol of the eventuél unity of all mankind in the
recognition of the one God. "One mankind could come to Lo only under
one God. Thic one God arose only in one people. Therefore this one
people must continue." (lOB)/En this sense, then, Jewish history will

=
continue as it hes ever since its inception: "Jewish history, as history,

Fal

l.e. insofar as it consists of ethical ideas, is an unbroken chain of
huran, national misery. ...The messianic people sulfers vicariously for

the sulfering of mankind ...Thus the misery of the Jews has leveled a

harsh accusation at other nations at all times. PFrom this me+sianic
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T8 » Al

als enirma ol world-history.

point of view a theod:

tcal light is shed over t
Tortune. But another

messianle vocation.

2l

As Israsl suffers For the salse of the idolaters in the view of the

propnetic post, so it suffers to this day as representative of the inade-

quacies 2nd faults which are still obstiructing the realization of

+f

monotheism, " (109)

6. Conclusion

Is this then a Jewish philosophy of history? By the same token by
which Julius Guttmann refused to speak of a "Jowish philosophy" but

rathor insisted on a "philosophy of Judaism! 3+ would scem to be neces-

23

sophy of history as at most a

sary to speak of Herrenn Cohen's philo

philosophy of Jewish history, not a Jewish philosophy of history. At

the latter.

least methodoloszically he makes no protense at constructiz
It even seems.likely that had the suggestion been made to hir that he do
so he would have refused it vehemently. For, as we have seen, Lo con-
struct a Jewish philosophy of history would mean to construct a philos~-
ophy of history whose methods, whose caterories and whose terninology

final aims are Jewish in principle. Such a philosophical

o
[$23
h]

as well
history would not even necessaxily have to deal with the history of the
Jewlsh people; conceivably it could deal with the role of the Chincse

people without any particular reference either to Israeel or to Judaism,

2L,

and yet it would be Jswish in its menner of dealing with the nroblem that
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P

it hes chosen for itself. Such a notion, howsver, would hsve been and
was profoundly distasteful to Cohen. To him the methods, categorics,
terminology and aims of nistory appeared to soring not from any par-

ticular religious, national, cultural or revealed context but out of

ty of the logic of scientific reagon. It is trus that he

g

the universzli

s

will sometimes speak of the rise of monothelism or of prophetic meszinnism
as a "miracle" which cannot be ezplained in terms of pensral history.
(110) But in vizw of the total character of his philosophical orien-
tation énd the explicit canons of historical thinking that he laid
down for himself it must be believed that these were rather retaphoric
expressions of admiration and wonderment than technical philosophical
concepts. On the other hand, that his philosophy of history not only
included but even reached its aystermatic climax in a philosophy of
Jewish history and that he regarded Jewish history as the prototype,
universal red thread and approximation of ideal world-history cannot
be doubted. No less doubtful would seen to be the truth of the state-
ment that throughout his seneral philosophy of history, at just about
overy crucial turn of the road, reminiscences appsar, references are
made, illustrations are civen and concepts are introduced wilch point

to Cohen's groundins in “he heritase of classical Jewigh experience
fa) o \C_4 x

)

and thou-hte But, as we have sald, these strile the student not as
inteyral constructive parts of the system but rathor as the personal
element, however genuine and deep they may be, introduced into tle

o

system by the psrsonality of the author. . Jur first conclusion would,
J D .

therefore, unavoidably be that Gohen's prilosophy of history is also

& puilosophy of Jewish history, but it is not, nor does it claiw to be,




nor would it have wanited to be, a Jewish philosophy of history. No-

I
4]

where is there any indication that the role of the Jewish people is to

—
-
@

o

be judged by any other standerds than the ones which are elso app

Ao ey

to all other peoples; nowhere is thore any justification offered for
possibly thinking of Jewish history as qualitatively different from all
other particuler histories; everywhere the logical rationalism that
characterizes his entire thinking is also unmiti igatedly and unqual-
ifiedly used in terms of Jewish history.

On the other hand, this cusstion can also be approachsd Prom
another perspective. It is possible for a philosophic system 4o
couched explicitly in one ter rminology end yet in Pact to express certain
underlying tendencies of the mind which point to another set of terms. M

l
It could be argued, for example, that whereas Cohan thought of his |
methods and wanted to think of them exzclusively in rationalistic, logical !
and scizntific terms, abjurinz all specialized theological or cultural I
,

or historicel premises, he in fact illustrates in his =ntire mental

LTSRS

: k]

mode a specilically Jewish coloration of thougt wilch also affected the
1,

conceptual results at which he arrived. This would appesr to be involved
L

nt (111) "“iven sorme neo-Kantisns who

‘_.

in a statement made by Jakob Klatzki

possess in Cohen the wmost di preter and reformer used

>

circumvent their rast-r cleverly, and the more so, of course, academlc

2l 2

philosophers of other schools. The reason for such behavior can easlily

world-view of Cohen is in its fundawental principles

the worlde1cw of’ Judaism. ﬁhe CtﬂlCS‘OL Cohien eaalo" the or1n01pL

of Je ] © I And 1t is

standable that one could not forgzive an academic philosopher Tor this
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Judaization of ethics. Yhat one can detect in the words of Kuno Mascher

T w
i re

gounds like an unintentional confeszsion when he thouzht hs could refute
the thought of Cohen with the phrases wore rece than philosophy." It

would lead too far to try Lo substantisote the thouzht presurebly con-
v el -

tained, or ot least suspected by Klatzkin, in Fischer's statement, how-

|

ever one may evaluate its mworal intentions, because sht involve a i
r

t

phenomenology of the historic Jewish spirit and a close analysis of the

'

Prut

)

[N

=
i

possible relatlonship between the classic catsgories of Jewish

+

ogsophizs and those of Cohsn's. But that there is some initial proba-
bility of validity in the observation seems clear:s quite apert Ffrowm the
use of such substantively Jewlsh tzrms ss God, creation, revelation, the

lingdom of Cod, messianism, man, the unity of God, the world and man, L,

reason, law, ethics, etc., ='a number of deep-scated methodologilcal .
canons arce irplicit in Cohen's philosophy of history which might possibly

entitle it to te called Jewish. Amonz them would have to be counted

Pirst of all the basic conception of neo-~Kantlanism, the striving for

L]

unity in perception, will, the humen individual, and history; Cohen's

5 radical monism is surely in direct line with the underlying motif of
Judaism throuzh the agss not by mere accident. The thoroughly historical ;

I L

4 orientation with which he aporoaches problems ol loeic, ethics, art and

!
theolory acain is his inheritance from the spirit of the "religion of i

i

: the God of history" par excellence. That his complete confidence in *aﬂafﬁiﬁﬁﬂgé1

4
the power of reason is rooted in the rationallsm of the Talmud, in JQEBiéanﬁﬂ."'

4

which alzo the historical model of his ethic of law must be recognized, ’

he rvepeatsdly stresses by celling upon the nawe of Maiwonides. And his




_8o far as the concept of God itself is concerned, to which Cohen ascribes

ethicism which dominatss not only that gspect of his systom wihilch speci-
fically deals with ethics but which even pervades his logic and esthetics
undeniably perpetuates the fundamental emphasis of Judaism. In short,
however one may have to differ on individual historical and religious
conceptions, & good case could bes made out for the "Judaized! character
of’ his philosophy. In this sense, too, Cohen himself would not have
denied the Jewish charascter of his thinking, for he was profoundly con-

n S

vinced that he was merely bringine up to philosophical date the best in

the culture of the West, and as his book on Germanism and Judaism testifies

.

however startling it may otherwise be, he perceived the best of the cul-

N

ture of the West in the tradition of Jerusalem tozether with the purified

]

tradition of Athens.

This is not to say that at, at least, one decisive point, and pos-

bly at some other minor ones, in the system 1t 1s not necessary for us

sl
to ask critical questions. Guittmann has already ssked the most decisive
one (112)* basic to the rounding-out of the entire system as well as of
the philosophy of history is the concept of the idea of God as the

guarantee of the infinity of nature for the sake of the eventual unifi~
cation of nature and ethics. Not only is it basic in this rzspect, but

i

.

.cance, this is its entire end exhaustive meaning.

such supreme signi:
But can an "idea", however potent one way believe it to be in respect of
its normative function, really be credited with such ontological, his-

torical e¢lfectiveness? Can the God who is a rational idea fulfill the

task so expected of Him, or is it not understood tha® this is the fulicbion

H




lon can ve

of personality? fTrue, Guttmann himsclf states that +his Gues

i

answered consistent with Cohen's system only after his concept of
reality has been completely clari‘ied. Cohen ofMttimes condemns those
who speak of ideas as being "only ideas", who have an insufficient
belief in the reality and potency of ideas., He regards them asg partly
influenced by the mythologically inclined nzed of Christienity 4o prove
the personal, historical and ontolosical existence of a divine Jesus ang

partly as victims of the materialistic, naturalistic skepticism of a time

in which idealistic and ethical culture is rapidly desencrating. But

even when the validity of these fccusations is granted our problem still

remaines at this particular and decisive point we are not dealine with

the historical effectiveness or the human rilevancy of ideas we are

asked to belisve in +he Power of an idea over the fundamentas laws of nature

sttt i, ...,..,...,__..w__.-..__,.w-—.mw.....n..—,»..h-.,..-..._..._.H_._._‘__m.».«_w_.M—.....w..«wmw

and_beyond the duration of history.

It is at this point, rather than at the point of the concept of the
"ecorrelation® which Rosenzweiy execrerated in his re~-interpretation of Cohen
and which, i not kept within proper boundaries, is likely to lead to a
distortion of the entire system, that a possible extension of neo~-Kan-
tianism must be bopun from the boint of view of relizion and Judaism.

Cohen who himsclf was rightly proud of having learned from Kent and then
having ¢one beyond him would have becn the last o deny that this would
elso becone necessary for his students. (112a) And that here his own

logic leads

hir beyond the limits of his systom to the concept of the

bersonal and cven ontolozical God was rightly and cozently recognized by

Guttmann.
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But once one has, at least tentatively, teaken this step, the logic

of the step leads beyond itsslf in turn. We have noted how, in the
specific application of his categories to traditional religious ideas,

& de-personalization, idealization and therewith slso a generalization
took place. Not only God waes transformed from a person into an idea;

also the Messiah suffered the seme fate; and ereation as well as revelation
lost their particularistic character and became universal ideas; even the
Jewish poople itself was turned from a concrete historical entity into

rore of an embodiment of an idea and therefore deprived of its concrete

historical peoplehood. That all these transformations, consistent as

they may be and are with the tznor of the systém, also are carbon-copies
of the often shallow liberalism and rationalism and sclentism of the 19th
century should make us a bit suspicilous. None of these propogitions are
new with Cohen; they are without exception the common intellectual property
of Germen Reform. Klatzkin ray not have been so wrong when he exclaimed
in admiration and sadness at the same times "A spiritual glant was the

watchman over the inheritance of a spiritually dwarfed generation." (113)

Now, if the logic of Cohen's concept of God mayv demand a "re-per-
Now, Ai Xt Ay aemana a - T

i sty

sonalization" of the idea of God, the.same act becomes possilla. Lhough

gl

not necessary, for his concept of the -Messiah. "Messish" denotsd %o

Cohen the power of the idea of God to harmonize nature with ethice in
infinity. If, as we have seen, this power can be exercised only by a
person, wnat we are saying is that this function which the system must
postulate is not e natural sut a miraculous, irrational one. The point

Jo

is that the curve of an asymptote never does reach the axis, and if it
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does it can do so only in corntravention of the laws of mathematics. And

1
i

nevertheless thie is what ie postulated. Finally, once a mirscls is

) 'l % L N

postulated, whether in infinity or today, there is no more warrant %o

h i

says the miracle can only happen this way and no other; the Messaia
en ldea and an age, not a person! Actually this conclusion would also
seem to be required by the exigencies of Cohen's practical ethics: to

say that the sure promise of progress 1s required by menkind so that it

will continue to strive for improvemant and to give this promige by

e

saying that it consists of ths guaranteed approximation of reality to
the ideal inte infinity, though the approximation will never in history
o

reach the point of co-incidence, - this is a dubious promise. And hoyw

one can approach infinity is a logical question all by itself. The

point of infinity is thet, having gone toward it a certain distance, one

11l as far away from it as one was to begin with - it being infi-

o

L I .
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nitely away! Here again, tharefore, the promise,gggwgnly be the promise

of a miracle. Orthodoxz Marxists mey scorn that this is not only utopian

e

socialism but positively miraculous socialism. But if it is not that it

is not socialism at all.

The only alternative would be +to dispense with the promise all to-

gether. That would mean also to dispense with th: idea of God in the

system. It would in fact seem that, if one does not wish %o take the

ontolosical zteps which have just been outlined, - if one wishes to

rewain strictly within the framework of Cohen's own rationalistic
limits, - that this would be the preferable and sven necessary attitude.

Frow the point of view of a transcendental monist, a logician who rejects




the method of psychology and sudemonis sm, what, after all, is the neeg
for a promise of success? TIs not the logical and ethical recuirement
for goodness sufficiently compelling? Is not the assurance of eventua),
triumph a form of eudemonism? And exactly why is it true thet lozic
demands the reality of ethical idess within the reality of nature? The
mich more rigorously ethical answer, and very possibly the true one in

Fal

terma of philosophy, is the statement in the Sayinge of the Fathers:

"Wou cannot finish the work, but you are not frce to leave it undone.®
It may well be that we ought to answer the historical cock-surensss of
"scientific socialists" as well as the messisnic optimism of Cohen by
sayings we are socialists beocause we wish to be soclalists, not because
we are sure that socialism is zoing to winl! On the other nand, the
suspicion raiscs itself that this added super-abundance of hopefulness
which Cohen adds to the system was due more to the desire for a concept
God and for the lastly Jewish legitimacy of the system than to the
logical requirements of the system itsclf. (114)
About this optimism one more and last word needs to be said. But
first of all a further implication of the poss izility of a "re-per-
sonalization" of the concepte of God and the Messiah wust be indicated.

If the God of the systsm must be a personal God alter all equivalent

alterations would ensue in the inte rpretations of the concepts of

creation and revelation. The creation and revelation of a neraonal God
would be different from the creation and ravelation of +ths idea of God.
Without entering into the detailz, it may very well turn out that under

such auspices the two would re-cain some of the historicity and temporal

particularity which they had lost. Angd finally it must be said that all
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these strictures, however radical they are in terms of specific, subge

e
tantive concepts, would not otherwise interferc with the coLsistezcy,

validity and srandeur of Cohen's systern.

As to the aistorical optimism itsel?, 1t is not as optimistic as
some of 1ts detractors cleim. The sccusation of "Patuous millenarienism

.

iversally leveled at 19th century thinkers nowadays is

-
=
il
,_J
L.‘ .
[
]_3 >
4]
(63
o
o)
ju)

fied in the case of Cohen, and, as we heve alre cady stated, the
much abused anecdote told by Franz Rosenzwelz, that Cohen mey not have
expected the messianic age within £ifty but aurely within a hundred

years, is not really s serious ar-ument. VYo be sure, it is optimism to

o’
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it can bz claimed with equal validi ity that

form of skepticism to declare that thig progress will never, nsver reach

its destination or even come perceptibly closer to it. And, of cource,

(T'

both propositions are enunciated by Cohen with one breath. Surely one

s 4 [ P ) e gy de
1z the othor and moderatsg
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Althourh it must be adwitted that

Kant's reliance on the slrna rememoretiva, demonstrativa et procnosgtica

.t 1s a particularly profound

n
L

o
of republican principles as well as Cohen's relisnce on +he progress of
soclalism in his time does as wuch honor to their ethical zreatness 88
it was both psrhaps over-confident and a dangerous pracedent for less
auspicious timzs, such as oure
3

sut 1t would seem that the really objectionable asnect of C(ohen's

ptimism is his Taith in the positive state and positive law. Under:-

e e e ettt ares b, e e

tendably he was afraid, for philosophical as well ss social reasons,
of the overwheening demends for primacy on the part of +the peovle's

blood and of the denomination's “ruth. In contras he saw othical

the essential goodness of man in the French Revolution and the spread

n constant and certain prozress. But, from another perspective,




value in the state and in the lay even vwhile regarding them og transitory

stages through which one had +o pass on the wey towsrd the Tingdom of

God. But, pra acticelly epeaking, the positive law and the positive state

jo

seem to have done everytl ng they could to frustrats such conf fidence in

our time. It is no lonver true that "man's metabolism functions throuch

Hy

the orgzans of the statel; if anything the contrary is trus. Cohen hirgeld
1,

said in the moment of his sreatest patriotic loyalty and in that most

assimllationist of nhis writin ngs, Germanism and Judaism, (llB),that, con-

trary to the logic of his rhilosophy and theolozy, he would he a Zionist
1f' German peoplechood ever demanded +he sacrifice of his Jewish faith and

P an_ .o, .
adherence! But poszibly he ht eanswer thet this is only tmpirical

argument drawn from a passi ing historical situstion. Is it, however, legi~

timate to point to the hiztorical divisivenesz o

.

ziong and, disre-

1

rel
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garding their ideal unity and their practical proselytism, to raise-th

[N

7y

ilstorical feature to the level of an innste anti-messianic trait, even
wirile disregar rding the historical divisiveneas of' national states and,

instead, to use their philogophical indifferentism s an indew of their

messianic usefulness? Ts 3¢ not, to the contrary, wuch more true to the

.

canon of historical continuity and philosophical wonism to rerard religion

and religious law as the historical, empirical Vorwuerfe out of which
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extracts the road-signs to the future? Much more reason, and cer-—

tainly much more worality, has been discovered in Judaizm and the Halaohah

in our time than in the state and its laws!
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IV. A CONTRAST




In terme of philosovhical wethod it i1z not iscorrect to observe that

1

Nachman Krochral and Hermann Cohen begin in the sare way and end in the
same way. We have noticed that both of them build the foundations of
their respective philosophieé of history on the corner-stone of episto~
rology. And this is, of course, only reasonable. History is a form of
huran knowledge, and before the characteristica can be specified which
distinguish it from other such forms what they all ﬂave in comson, namely
the substance and structure of human knowledge as such, nust be defined.
But the similarity, in fact the identity of Krochmal's and Cohen's
starting-out points coes further than this mere formal approach. They
both not only recognize in thsory that evistemolozy must precede all

other activities of the human intellect, but they alsgo in practice follow

in the epistemological foot-steps of that path-finder of modern, scilentific

o~

cognition, Immanuel Kant. I+t has been demonstrated (1) that Krochmal's

theory of lnowledge is not only derived but at least in the sietehy

form in which he presents it even talken bodily from the work of Kant, and

he uses this theory of knowledge to apply it to his chief desideratum,

the spiritualizetion, what he calls the "ou
(2) And the third and last step which he takes in his employment of
Kantien epistewmology is to declare that the purification of religion can
be brought about only in the manner in wialch all intellectual purification
takes place, towit by weans of nn ever increasing conceptualizetion of
history. (3) From this point onward he plunges into hie own theory off
history, havine laid the foundation for it in Kent's philosophical

.premises. - Cohen, on the other hand, also berins with Kant, - and this,
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of course, ils seli~evident for the great restorer of the philosopher of
Koenigsberg. He does not so much apply his teacher's epistemology by
way of analogy, as does Krochmal, but rather analyzes its own inherent
principles and then proceeds to extend these principles into new areas.
a0
L.L

For him epistemology itself is a historical phenomenon due to its inter-—

twining with the historical progress of scientific knowledge. (4) This
having once been established, historical knowledge 18 conceived of by

g e

Cohen in exact analogy with sclentific knowledge: it beginsg with a
conclusions. ~ Thus, despite certain differences 1ln utilization which
direct the two thinkers at a small angle away from one another -~ and the
two lines that form this anpgle of divergence belween them at the outset
will, like all non-psrallel lines, put evser more distance between them

s they get further away from their point of convergence -, Krochmal
e D

and Cohen both begin with Kant. Actually, this is not a very surprising
disco¥erys where else can rational thinkers begin since 18007

In a manner of spesking, it may also be said that the tﬁo_end at
the same point. God is the climas of the system of each. To be sure,
in Krochmal's language He turns up usually under the designation of the
Absolute Sp;rit, - and this designation carries its implications for the
vast differences which seperate their respective conceptions of God.
Nonetheless, when one considers the spzucific functiosn, or definition,
attributed to the idea of God by the two men the similarity is really
quite striling: in Krochmal's system God, or the Absolute 8pirit, is He
who“gyarantees the cternity of Israel; in Uohen's system God is He whb

sl

guarantees the eternity of nature for the sake of the eternity of the

N

"”‘“m
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etnical task. Thus the traditionally prime aspect of the nature of God
in relizion is preserved by both, Hig eternity, unChanEG&bility, SUPET =~
mundeneness, and His promise of men's eventual triuvmph.

Comzcted with this basic similarity of their conceptions of the
Tunction of God is the similarity of their interpretations of His
creative relationshivn to the natural universe. We have coms to the
conclusion (5) that Krochmal accepted in all its essential aspects the

, ,

neo-platonic definition of creation as not an instantansous act in time

but rather as a constant and, as it wsre, loziesnl relationship between

necessary being and continient being.  This is also what Cohen BaYyS
about God's creativity, that it is the necessary condition for reality,

not its mechanical cause. (6) The reason for which these two philosophers
arrive at this same conclusion is formally the same but substantatively
different. For neither of them is God a person; for Krochmal He is the
Absolute Spirit, who, we have reason to suspect, is irmenent to the hig~

i

torical process very much in the pan-historical wey of Hezel; and for

5]

In sither

[0
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Cohen He is an idea, trenscendent to the historical proce
case, however, the result is the same insofar as the problem of creation

ls concerned: a God who is not & person cannot act in specific ways within

time; He can only have a non-personal, i.e. lozical relationship to

o .

existents outside of Himself,

Thus 1t happens that we may state that Krochmal ond Cohon both besin

and end their philosophies of history at the same poin
But thoese are, of course, very formal and even superficial simil-

arities. In the first place, even these similarities differ es much as
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they resemble one another, - as we have already initially noted: Krochmay g

Kantian epistomolozy is quite sketchy and enters into his philosophy of

history only by way of analogy, while Cohen's is technical and all-

embracing; Krochmal's God ig a Hezelian dogme., within history and yet

N

ruling it, while Cohen's is a Kentian idea beyond history as well as

nature. More sipnificantly, the eplatemolocy and God are the extreme

ends of the systeme, one at +hs bezinning, the other at the end, - and

Iy

they are related to the historical systems perhaps in the manner 4in

PR

which birth and death are related to life. Life itself conslsts of what

happens between them, oven as history consists of the intellectual

structures suspended between the premises of knowledge and the last

attainment of knowledze. And insofer as thelr conceptions of history
proper are concerned, Krochwal and Cohen could not possibly differ ﬁore
than they do.

Their basic difference has already been extensively noted in the
conclusions of +the 4wo chapters dealine with them. (7) For Xrochmal the
Foremost problem is Israel; from it he starts out, to it he returns,

A

for the sale of

]

ca définition of its nature he undertsaies to study history
8s &8 whole, and he derives his fundamental pPrinciplss as well as facts
from its experiences. For Cohen the fundamental problem is knowledoe

il

as such; he beginz by analyzing it, and only at the end of his consider-—

ations he also weirhs the role of Terac] in the scheme of history as he

has constructed it rreviously. It has also been noted +hat this basic

difference is essentlially the difference between a philosophical, rational

approach on the one hand and what rey be called a "phenomenolocical"

approach on the other, and the respective advaniawes and dilsadvantaves

of easch have been estimated. The former accords wmore with the demands
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of logical, scientific thinkin- but consequently lacks a certaln amount
off "life-like" vitality and must perforce deviate from hitherto accepted
1,

notions of Jewish self-assesament. The latter possesses {the traits whose

in the former, but with their possession also «oss the

k-

absence is el
terrible danger of natursliem.

In addition to the detailed consideration of the merits of each
approach that we have presented in the precedine chapters, one mors
example mﬁy here serve to illustrate the abyss thet opens betﬁeen Cohen's

fundemental philosophic outlook and that of Krochmal. Ws concludszd ‘that
Krochmal's orientation way richtly be called a biolozicist one as over
against Cohen's rationalism. This is another way of saying that, whereas
for Krochmal the arch-type of thinkine seems to be smbodied in the

biological science, for Cohen this arch-type is to be found in methe-

wmatics. It is no happenstance that Krochmal's typical analozy for

lstory is a biolowical metaphor: historical nationc grow and die like

B

oy

human individuals, ~ i.e. like biolozical orsanisma. (8) Cohen's funda-
mentel analory, to the contrary, is the analogy between the relationship
of mathematics and logic on the one hand and ethics and the gtate on the

other. (9)

.
53]

It is for +this very reason that literally what Cohen attaclks
propounded by Krochmal, - although it was, of course, not Krochmal that

Cohen was thinkinz of but rather Begel. The preople is not yet a historic

1, LAY

datum for Cohen; it is a blolosical, natural one. With the zlorifs

al

of the people as the operative unit of nlstory o - so he declares and

*

warns ~ o plutocracy, chauvinism and recialism. Only the state is the
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objective form in which a people can enter into history, - the state ag
the non-natural, volitional and therefore ethical creation of man. Thig
doctrine of Cohen's can be brought into a short but entirely accurate

Pormula: history is the aistory of states. Now for Krochmal the sxact

rother to state it in

opposite is true, so much so that he does not sven
90 many words but rother proceeds to construct his historical schems on
1ts presurably self-svident assumptions history is +he history of peoples.

1

The units whose life~cycles he describes are invarieily peosles, And,

quite in accordance with Cohen's own reasoning, it is obvious that thig
difference in their evaluation of the data of history is baseq on their

v

30

difference in the fundamental philosophic orientation: Peoples are the

units of biology; states are the units o

£ huwen creation. - This is no
mere speculative came. The respsctive philosophical positions of the

two men manifested themselves imrediately in Guestions of practical
] I

olitics: as Horwitg! epitanh on Krochual proves (Iziyun lenephesh Rabbenu
4 - o Ry ol

Nachmen Hekehen), and as contemporary essays still proclaim, Krochmal

bacame the carly hero of Jewish nationalism and Zionism, -~ due to hig
emphasis on the "national spirit.™ Cohen, on the contrary, was in his
time the outstanding Germen-Jewish exponent of anti-Zionism and is so
remembered to this day.

Thus the difference betwecn people and state may be taken as a
symbol of sverythings thet divides the two men. It is a symbol, for
example, of the difference between Krochmel's cyclical scheme of history
As over against Cohen's insidence on the essentially uni~lineal cnaracter

of history. (lO) And again, of ciurse, this ie the difference between
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biology end mathematicss the life-cycle is a biolosical concept, progress
an algebraic one. |

iven the difforence in their conceptions of God must, in the lagt
analyeis, be ascribed +o the named principal diverzency of fundemental
orientation between them. In Cohen the idea of God enters into the system
at the very end. He is the product of the svstem, The system ig first
congtructed without resort 4o Himy but by means of the reason alone.
And when He does enter ity or rather: when He comes to "round out" the
system, God is not in any manner or shape a substance; He is a rational

ldea exclusively, As for Krochmal, on the other hand, the idea of God

is not derived at all. He is duite dogmatically stipulated at the begin-

"operates" with Him as

&

ning of the historical chapter VII, and Krochumal

£

if His Pfunction had been proved for the purposcs of history. (This is so

=N

unless one is ready to concede that the piece of historical reporting on
the dispute betwesn Maimonides and Galen in Chepter V (11) constitutes
Krochmal's deduction of the concept of God.) Furthormore, it must be
conceded that, althouzh in mome respacts Rotenstreich's sirictures on
Krochmal may be too radical, he is uniuestionahly right in fsgerting that
Krochmal's God, or "Absolute S8pirit," has some of the blological substance

-

to adhere to all of his basic concepts. (12) Or as Guttmann
puts it: Krochmal did no+ guite avoid the pantheistic dangsrs of an iden-

-

tification of God with the world. (13) And this is, of course, the pihllo-

'

In this writer's view the fundamental question +thus resolves itself

to this: there are, for an attempt at a philosophic construction of

it ‘
JerSh hiStOl" in DEil"tj_CUlE‘LI‘ and COl’ll]@C"C’:)‘d Wi'tl.,g
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of universal history
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Maimonides, Cohen and mdern rationalists on the other.,

149
in zeneral, two alternatives one of which any philosovher wust initially

1,

chose: he may, like Cohen, begin with the fundamental assumption of all

rationalism that all forms of human knowledge, and therefore, all exper-

lenced reality, cannot but he rational in nature; if

also Jewish existence must be subsumed to the uni-ersal laws of ration-

ality, ~ though it may, in the process, lose some of what it has hitherto

regarded ag ite peculiarity.

1

Or he may bezin with the equally fundamental
assuwption that the Revelation which has made Ilsrael and its history the

speclal and unicue factors that they are is not subject to the human laws

of reason but only to the divine lews of God, - that these laws carmot

necessarily be cast into the limits of rationality, -~ and that he must,

in by studyine the cold, hard and perhaps irrational facts
3 Jing ¥ I

pertaining to Israel, draw his conclusions from them and endeavor to test

their applicability as widely as possible. This is a rutvally exclusive

alternative; you cannot have the ons and the other. It is also a closed

alternative in the sense tiat no third choice is possible. Around this

issue most of Jewish speculation has revolved throughout the centuriess

this may be regarded as the bagic problem over which rationslists and

dogmatists quarreled in the Talmud in the matter of the "reasons

d
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commandments;" this is the tasic contention hetween the retionalists of

rediseval Jewish scholasticiam on the ons hand and their orthodox oppo~

nents on the other: this is the dividine line bitween men like Yehuda
k] e}

Helevy, Krochmal and contemporary cxistentialists on the one hand and

This lssue

separates the partics not only with rerard 4o their philosophies of
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hilosophy in

history but also in the mich wider ficld of religious p

v

general.  This iz 2 choico which 8ces us today as much rs it did
Erochmal and Cohen.

It would cle carly appear thet no in- apably compulsive rea Bons can
be put forward which would prove that either initial essum nption is valid
and the other demonstrably false. Revelation i a rationally unproved

basic agsumption, ~ but then, zo ie the rationality of the univirse, or

aven the Succeptibility to reason of the universe. But, thouzh no defini-

tive argumentation way be possible for either side, it would still seem
tnat some sound reasoning can be followed which will ctronsly weish the

avor of oue ag over azainst the other s

This ruch of Cohen's train of thought can herdly be denied: if there

*

like historv at all, it consists of the frec sctions of men.

[ N
w
jav]
-
)

Qj.
<
e
S

e history were anything but that, either the actions ol unfres nen or
no actions at all or not the actions of men, it would not be
either biolozy or fate. free actions of men, nowever, ere the field of
ethico. History iz thus indubitably the arena of sthics. It follows

then that any philosophy of hist tory must validate itself 4n terms of ethics.

n

Cohen ig therefore rizht beoyond all quibbline that the philosophy of
history is really a sub-division of moral philosophy.

The qusstion for +the prhilosopher, as to winlch of the two initial
alternatives 4o choose, must conce tently also be considered in torms of
their respective etlical results. And once the question has been framed
in this manner, also the answer would appuzar to be quite clears. Ve

I}

have had ocecasion to note (14) that the raw-matsrials of historical facts

TR T
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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, pe

#arranged in many different seriess they can be arranzed in a line of uni-
linear, uninterrupted progress, or in ecyeles, in other systematic orders
or their orderliness may be denied altogether.‘ This depends eX01USively
on the hypothesis with which the historical facts are approached in the
first place and eccordingly chosen from among their colleazues. That they

Jp-A
can be so differently arranged in itself proves nothing against either
their "arrengeability" as such or against eny specific arrangement.
Cohen makes it abundantly clear that the validity of any such arrangement
mist be weasured in terms of the ethical cogency of the hypothesis accor-

ding to which they arranged. RBthics i

(03]

thus not only the Judge of history
but also the judge of the philosophy of history.

And what must its Judgment be? In answsr to +thig question, ca

n
5

Cohen's fundawental criticisms of all forms of naturalistic philosophies

of history be refuted? Once either Yohuda Halevy's or Krochmal's defi-

nition of the selection of Israel in terms of an innate, substantial and

o

initial differentiation between it and the rest of auranity is accepted,

there can never be a unification vetween these two types of human existence.

Vegetables cannot become animals and have, in fact, little in common with

1

them. This describes the situation quite correctly for the Kuseri. And

in the Guide everytning tends to show thet the choice of the "Absolute

Spirit" in coming to attach itself to Isracl i

)

en irrational, irrevocable

and unbridgeable fact. On such grounds, how can the accusation which
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Cohen levels at neturalism be invalidated, that it invariably epdg in
chauvinism? Or, to cite another illustration, 1f the cycles of history
are as autoﬁatic as Krochmal presents them, ir they come and 20 without
any csgential relationship to human des eds, what is there to stop men
from.throwing up their hands in gquietistic Patalism and abandon theiyp
ethical tasks? Is Rotenstreich then not entirely correct when he
declares (15) that the Absolute Spirit leaves no room for the humen wil1?
And, still as a result of the theory of the‘cyclicality of history, it
would surely appear that +he historical pessimism of Ecclésiasﬁes, the
Greeck philosophers who thought in terms of ever-recurring aeons; and of a
Spengler is unavoidables 3P the waters return to +the sea, why bother, if
yéu can help it, to leave the ged in the first place?
On the positive side, Cohen's rationalism certaihly, for one thing,

seems to pass the test of practical life, as does the rationalistie history

Kant himself's the dangerous dead-end alley of Jewish chauvinism in
Tsrael is recognized today even by some of the carliecst Zionist propo-
nents, and Spenzler predicted the "decline of the Occident;™ Kant, on the
other hend, greeted the dawn of’ the French Revolution no l=ss enthusias-
tically than, for example, its Jewish beneficiaries, and Cohen, despite

his bourgeois background and environment, ceme forward sng & pnilosovhical

teacher of ethical socialiam « (1¢) And theorétically, too, much conmzends
the ethical cons sequences of Cohen's rationalistic philosophy of h istorys:

freedor as well as pProzress becore under his hends nelther sure and sraug

Eal
L

g
<
f4x]
6]
o]
&
2}
He
o
=]
w
s}

men nor illusions of incurable optimists; rather they are
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ideals which must b: and can be acouired by working for them. Thus con-

ceived of aistory is not the record of the dead rast or a hopeless present
but the challenge of 2 possible and Finer future. Can higher ethical
recomrendations be given to a philosophical choice?
If, then, of the two alternstives the rationalistic one must be
o

chogen, from the point of view of a philosophy of Jewish history the one

great proslem is left, how to defins, 4if at all, the election of Isracl,

m

The modern liberals are not rlzeing, of course, who are psrfectly willing

to discard that doctrins and its historical docuuﬁntstion completely.
But Xrochmal as well as Cohen ere sufficiently conscious of Jewish facts
as well as Jewish theories never even to entertain that extrere pos=ibility.
Between thew they seem to have exhausted the possibilities of interpreting
that doctrine philosophically without serepping it: the election iz either,
as Krochral would heve it, an—- as it were ~ physical fact from which
everytiiinz else lssues forth. PBut this interpretation we heve heen
forced to reject. The only other choice then is the one which Cohen
makess Israsl 1s elected in the ssnse not thet it is substantively at all
different from the rest of humenity but in that it isc an exemplar of
religious and ethicsl truths for the sake of which it lives and which it
must teach to all other men, - these truths in turn velng rotional truths.
(17)

Against this interpretation vairy valid objections have been raised

n

: 1) it is Patuous to

&

by Jewish theolozians of the existentialigt typ

assumnc that Israel ie either capable or in a position to "teach! mankind;
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this is a rather condescending, didactic form of superiority not in con-

sonance either with the focts of J

(4]
=
=

&)

sh 1life or the possibilities of

“social life in general. 2) The dissemination of ildeas, or even the

disseminatibility of 1deas, does not constitute election; it may be ati-

‘ributed to many other cultural forces in human history, for one thing,

and it does not reprecent a correct expression of Jewish self-conscious-

negs of election, Por another. Thus thie interpretotion which has found

much favor among Jewish liberals in the last two centuries cannot be

endorsed.
We venture +to suggest an interpretation which doss justice, on the

one hand, to the ethical demand of humility and rationsligtic univey-

salism and, on the other, to the facts of Jewish history as well as to

traditional Jewish dootrine. That there is somcthing special not only

to the ideas of Judaism but also to the nature of Isresel the facts of

Jewish history would ssem to substantiate suffficiently. But why must

thi

w

special character bs explained in terms of either numan superiority

or the unfathomeble decreec of God who acts throuch biological diffsren-

tiztion or idealistic emanations? DNoes it not stand to reason much mere

thet history itself ig the agent of election? If that were 80, then,

history heving been shown to bz both retional end divine (in the Cohen-

nian sense), the election would in turn be a ratisnal fac and yet a

God-ziven realily. Israel's ideas ag well

as its character would have

shaped by the historical forces which have been at work on it, and these

forces would be the same forcaes

that work on all other beoplzg but, of

o
[
a
o]

oo
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course, not through the sams events. Let it not be objscted thet such an
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explanation of the occurrence of ideas denie sponteneity of hunen
thought and is, therefore,.naturalistic, for, aPter all, his story itself
hes bezen demonstrated to be a humen and jdesl creation.

What this would mean specifiically may be illustrated by means of a

well-known and generally accepted fact of histopvs: the universality of

o
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the Jewish spirit has frequently, and rightly, bosn o
experience of homelessness since 1t Pirst arose on the humen gesne, from

Abrahen, through Mosges, Babylonian and modern exiles; surely this expsr—

e

ence hss shaped the unnaturalistic character of +he Jewish people, its

complete indifference to "hearth and home™ and to "blood and gsoil;" this

has caused the recognition of the lmrmorality and uselessness of military

institutions and heroism. IPf this, for example, is true, then the
immense emphesis which the biolowicist Yehuda Halevy places on the

holiness of Palestine as ovaor azainst the rationalist Maimonides ! relex—

£

ation of the ban against living outside of Tsrael is no accidental

!.._5

contrast,

In short, Cohen's rationalistic history may bs employed not only to
oxplain the facts of Judaiem but also the facts of the Jewish people
And thus his ethical universalism can be brought to terms with Jewish
self-consciousnsss, No wmore could be asked; perhaps also no lsss should

[SR&]

be accepted.

to Israsl's
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1o Footnotes to Chapter I

Crf. Simon Rawidowicz, Kitve R. Na.chman Krochmal, Berlin 1924.

Of. Zunz, Introduction, Guide of Lhe Perploxcd of the Time, Wy
1894, pp. III, V. -
For Krochmal's wider pedagogical intentions, cf, pp. 10-12.

Nachman Krochmel - ®Ein Hegelianer, Berlin 1904, pp. GBF.

pe 285. All references to The Guide are according to the Rawidowicy
edition; cf. Ffootnote 1. OF, ibes p.209, about the danger of such con-
fusions. -

Cf. abowe, p. 8.

On the disputed title of. Rawidowicz, Zunz' Notes on the Guide of the
Perplexed of the Time, p. 368, n. 1, and &, Kregel, On the Name of
The Guide of the Perplexed of the Time.  — -

pp. HT, -

pp. 43P,

About Krochmal's pedagogical bias cf. Rawidowic®m, op. cit., pp. 100,
107, War Krochmal Hegelianer?, pp. 569¢. T

P 7-

p. 8.

pe 9. = In view of the disputed Hegelian influence on Krochmal, one
must notice here the Hegelian predilection for Priads as well as the
relationship between theses and antitheses. As we shall sgee, however,
Kroclmal's resolution is not so much in terms of a dialectic synthesia
a8 rather the removal of the problem to an entirely different level
which 1s unconnected with the level of both thesis as well as anti-
thesis. Nonetheless, Landau connects these distottions with Hegel,
Op. citsy pp. 20f., whereas Rawidowicz aseribes them +to Kant, cf. War

e it s i sttt

Krochmal Hegelianer?, p. 581,

pp. 10T,

pe 11,

p. 289.

pe 12, :

Cf. Kant-Lexikon, R. #isler, Berlin 1930, article Vorstellung, p. 588

"a conscious berception is cognition. Cognition is either an Anschau-
ung or a concept. A concept is either empirical or pure (" from out-
side of the soul or from the soul itself"). A pure concept, insofar

as 1t has its origin only in reason, is a notion. A concept of notions
which transcends the possibility of experience is an idea...' "}
concept is a reflected Vorstoellung."

Ppe 285-287; cf. Lendau, op. cita, ppe G4=69. In order to accomplish
this identification of Kent's with Ibn Bzra's epistemologlies Krochmal
mwst, of course, disregard the vast difference between Ibn Hzra's
Aristotélian—Platonic,,scholastic realism and the rationalism of Kant's
epistemology. Cf. also the doctrine of noumena p. 296 and enother
outline of Kentian epistemology in one of his letters, p. 421.

Cfe pa 1.

Little wonder that, believing in the full equivalence of philosophic
and Jewish terminclogies, Krochmal hotly defends the Jewish authenticity
of mediaeval scholastics like Maimonides and Ibn Ezra who espoused the
same view when these were attacked by Luzatto's anti-Hellenistic dia-
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25,
26.
27.
28,
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tribes. Cf. in his letters p. 435. OF. also Guttmenn, Hephilosophia
shel haYahadut, Jerusalem 1951, pp. 29184t "Phorg con be no doubd
that Krochmal sees the whole truth in the metaphysics of German idea-
lisws While Formstecher and Hirsch adopt the system of Schelling ang
Hegel only within definite limits, and endeavoy to contrast the con-
ception of the personal God of Judaism with their pantheism, Krochma]
S6es no opposition between idealistic philosophy and Judaism but rather |
stresses time and again that the teachings of M he new philosophers®
agree completely with Judaism....,cIndeed, there is kernel of historic
truth in this view: Ibn Bzra, the Rambam etc, derived from the same
Aristotelian«neo~Platonic, emotionalist pantheism from which elsc Ger-
man idealisw derives.!

ppe 15, 15. ’

pp. l4f. It is hard not to recognize a Paulinian as weoll as a Rousseau-~
esque strain in this remark: lust and the desire for the forbidden are
the product of permission, i.e. law, and "the human heart was perfect! |
in its pre-civilizational state.

ppe 16f. Katsh, Krochmal and the German tdealists, p. 89, n. 14, ie

wrong in asserting thet Kroochmal advocated the mean between extremes

as the right path. '

ope cite., po V.

ppe 162k, 26f.

Pp. 25~27,

cfe ppe G4PF. One might elso ask whether Krochmal correctly represents
Maimonides! position, for the latter, after all, in accordance with
several classic Talmudic Midrashim (c¢f. Gen. R. VIII, 5 and B. Erub.

15b.) argued that in the last snalysis no purpose can be ascribed to
man's existence; it Just has to be accepted as a fact. Cf. Guide of the
Perplexed, III, ch. 28.

cf. pp. 18F.

By this ingenious explanation Krochmel killse two flies with one strokes

L. he eliminates the traditional stumbling-block to Jewish philosophy

of the anti-rationality of the Talmudic diétum he quotes, and 2. he

uses a classic, even orthodox Yewish doctrine to support his somewhat
dering proposition. :

Pe 29,

cls pp. 157,

pPpe 30f. :

¢’ Benedetto Croce, The Philosophy of Gilambeattista Vico, N.Y. 1917,

pe 92. "

cf's Kuno biSChGr, Hegels Leben, Werke und Lehre, Heidelberg 1901, PP
972-996. -~ /
No doubt dibur ( 72722 ought to be emended to davar (  7.%) in

the text. ' T

P. 51,

.E]::l?....

pp. 274-277.

Unrelated Being - God the father, Being-for-others ~ God the son, Being-
for-oneself - God the gpirit. Landau, ops cit., p. 40 recognizes this
Christianizing fector.

D 22,
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43,
L4,

45,
460
Ly,
48,
Lo,

50,
51,

59.
60,

61.
62,

63.
6h.
65.
66,
67 L]
8.
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Man as the social animal also occurs in Vico; cf's Rawidowlcz, War -
Krochmal Hepelianer?, Ppe 543,

pp. S4F.

Guttmann, Foundations of Krochmal's Thought, p. 279 suggests Plausibly
that ruach is the netional fragment of the universel rucheniyuth.

Ps 55, :

ppe 350

pe 37.

A literal translation of the Kentien term.

ppe 37-%59. It is worth noticing here the first statement of the trans-
cendent religious significance of the Babylonian exile, - a view which
Krochmel will often reiterate and which accords with that of later
Biblical criticism.

Cf. Horwitz, Memorial +to Krochmal, pp. 39, 43f,

A view which Krochmal wiil later, cfy p. 66, state in the neme of Ibn
Bzre.

Kuseri, I, 95, etc. About the "physical",“terrestrial“ character of
Krochmalls "national spirit® of. Rawidowicz, Introduction, p. 106.

Jehuda Halevy, Oxford 1947, Pe 23. Rawidowlcz on the biologism of
Krochmal, cf. Nachman Krochmal als Historiker, p. 60, War Krochmal
Hegelisner?, pp. 546, 561,

Uroce, ope cite, p. 104. -
Abe, po 109, )
4Bes Do 92. OF. also Mertin Buber, The Gods of the Netions and God, in 44 .
Israel and the World, N.Y. 1948, pe 197. “
Helnemann, ops cit., p. 37s "God made manifest to the people that He

is in connection with them."

One is almost constrained to ask whether "the spirit of a nation" has
anything in common with that spirit which, in Krochmsal's Kantian episte-
mology, is the organ of conceptualization. The answer to that question,
however, would seem to have to be in the negative: the former is an al-
most physical cause of objective, historical events, the latter of in-
tellectual abstraction alone. The homonymity of the term must, there-
Fore, not lead to any confusion of conceptss: Krochmal's Kantian episte-
mology is quite unintegrated with his Halevyan 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 history. Cf. Guttmann, Hephi lo-
sophia, op. oit., p. 295, T

p. 58. Cf. also Buber, op. cit., p,200.

The last phreasc statcs its own biological premise clearly: the nation

is Zhe biologicel macrocosm of the human individual.

pe 40,

ib. Notice the clear stotement that history will be told only for philo-
sophical and pedagogical purposes, not for its own sake.

Vorlesungen, I, 18; cf. Rawldowicz, War Krochmal Hegelianer?, p. 555,
Mheistische Theologie, in Kleinere Schriften, p. 282,

pe AL,

Pe A7,

pe 49,

There is a slight discrepancy here between the dete of the end of the
First cycle and the dete of the beginning of the second.
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p. 59.

pa 02.

PPe 82, 112,

p. 112. Again notice the pedegogical import of historys: Yao that we
can learNeeesocesss!

of. p. 3h.

100th Anniversary of N. Krochmal, in The New Judees, Iondon Sept. 1940,
p. 198, &leo, op. cit., imtroduction, ps 124

Cfs pe 36. Llso on p. 255 he refers to his own time as "™he depth of
the end of days, i.e. our own time." (1)

Cf. Filscher, Hegel, op, cit., vol. 2, p. 784,

Cfe pe 37,

pPps 50L.

e 60,

Krochmal and the German Idealists, op. cit., pp. 91f,

ib.

pe hb, \
Pe 277

Chapters XII, XV, XVIII.

CP. p. 75

op. cit., pp. 126-1%2.

Compare this to Krochmal's divine supercession of the laws of growth
and decline in the case of Israel.!

Notice the indecisiveness of Croce's interpretation!

cfe pp. 25, 27.
pPp. 441f.

pp. 51, 56,

p. GO,

De 73

pp. 91-92.

ps 167.

Do Loy,

pe 574

pp. 47, 91, 147,
pp. 58, 71.

Use of LXX, pp. 125, 175; lipuistics, cf. p. 141; occurrence of the
hypothetical figure of a "redactor" ("R"), ™the last scribe", p. 1363
Samuel 1s ascribed to later writers and this agcription is subastan-
tiated, p. 46; attitudes toward progelytism are explained in terms of
political and cultural developments, p. 57; Deutero-Isaiah is crystal-
ized, ppe 114-117; Daniel is dated in the Hasmonean era, pp. 61, 133-
135; close analytical attention is given to Talmudic criticism, cf. e.g.
p. 72.

p. 142,

pe 174,

pp. 240, 242,

pp. 1497,

Of. eopo pp. 207, 209,
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115,
114,

115.

116.

117.
118.
119.
120.
121.

122.
125,
124,
125,
126.
127.
128.

129.
130,
131,

152,
155,
134,
135,
136.

157,
158 a
159,
140,

160,

pe. 210.

p. 215,

Cfe pp. 152, 158, 202¢F.

Cf. pe 27.

Cfe p. 15,

As before, in places where crucial transitional steps are taken in the
construction of his continuous philosophic system (cfs p. 27), they
are taken by implication. In fact the comparison between conceptual-
izatlon in general epistemology and conceptualization in historical
knowledge is nowhere explicitly steted by him.

pe 88; of. also pp. 41, 59, 191, 202 etc. He did not think too highly :
of Josephus enyway and calle him "a writer of pleasant fiction, not
en historian," p. 116. !
For another remarl on the importance of cultural history ef. p. 71 and
the philosophical interpretation of the issues between Pharisaism and
Saduceeism cf. pp. 740,

Cf. ppa 357,

op. cit.; po. 33-40.

ib., p. 238,

ib., p. 2453, :

Wer N. Krochmal Heselianer?, pp. 548, 561, 569f. Rawidowicz does not
seem to notice that his own deccription assumes an ideal co-incidence
between individual life and collective life.

op cit., p. 95. But is an "evolutionary conception" not a posteriori?

Gﬁf”ijiso-115

pe 114. He is talking ebout the existence of a second Isaiah.
Cf. e.g. pp. 140, 143F., 200, 246pF.

pe 202,

Pe 2090

As indeed we have done and is done further by Katsh, op. cit., who

rightly prefers to speak of the general influence of Gorman idealisre

Cfe esg. Horwitz, Memorial to Krochmal, p. 38. Against that N. Roten-
streich, Absolute and History in Krochmal's Theught, p. 333.

poe. 170y 172 etc.

ibe, po 170.

Cfs Kuseri, I, 67.

p. 186, Rawidowicz (ig.) points cut that Krochmal's summary of Philo

is a verbatim Hebrew translation from the German book by Neander. On
the other hand, in view of the roformist, world-missionary, pedagogical
funetion in hisgtory which, together with his German-Jewish contempor~
ariles, Krochmal ascribes tc the Jewish people, 1t 1s worth noting that
in the above excerpt from Neander the phrase "Por the sake of all human-
ity" is not to be Found in the original but was inserted by the trans-
lator.

p. 187.

pp. 259-205, 265, 269. : ‘
DPe 262, |
ib.
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165,
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165.
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169.

170.
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When we have pointed out that there is a great resemblance between the
scholastic theory of the "conjunction" of the humen spirit with the
Active Intellect on the one hend and Krochmal's theory of the Absolute
Spirit in Israel on the other, then we find en historical justificetion
for thie parallelism at this voint, for it was, of course, from this
neo-Platonic theory of a direct contact between men and the Absolute
that the scholastic theory of donjunction arose.

Cfe pa 15,

pe 271,

p. 287. Though this is here presented as Ibn Hzra's, not Krochmal's
belief, Krochmal himself draws an interesting and Maimonidean con-
cluslon from it: the eternity of species is garanteed by their essen~
tial, ideal nature; the eternity, ie.o. immortality, of the individual
1s not so garanteed, since individuation is a result of materiality.
Individual immortality is, therefore, a doctrine of faith, not of logic,
and it 18 promised by CGod only as a symbol of the unperishability of
the spirit which also inheres in the human individual. Cf. pe 433,

Pe 5050 :

p. 306, Re this, cf. Neumarck, Toldoth HaPhilosophia beYisrael, vol. 2,
ppe 280f.

ibe

Ppe 327f.

P 290.

P. 313,

D522,

Cf's Pe 51&

PP 289, 522n

p. 299.

pp. 314,

pe 314,

p. 315,

P 520,

Cf. p.73

Pe 275,

Cfe pe 51,

Cfa ps 65

ope cit., pp. 3390F., 342, B4k,
o p. 48,

Cf. pe 19.

pp. 274F.

ib., p. 275f.; of. also Lendau, op. cit., pp. 39-45.

Ib., p.276; Landau, pp,45-47,

This is, of course, the beginning of later idealistic developments to
which Landau correctly alludes by speaking of this as Identitaetseinheit,
Idealitaet der Unterschiedenen. &nd Maimonides arrived in the 8ame wey
at divine infinity, by the negation of negatlons.

ib., p. 277; Leandau, pp. 47-50.

Landau, pp. 50-52,

ib., pp. 52-5h.

Guide, p. 279.

ibe, p. 280; Landau, pp. 54-58,

p. 281; ib., pp. 59-62.
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Only Gutimann, op cit., pp. 295, 298 and Krochmal's Fundamental
Thoughts, p. 269 intimates, in connection with Ibn Ezra's emanation-
alism, that it is really Krochmal who speaks through these ancients.
é:}?*-, Pe 270. V

ops_cit., pp. 301, 30%, 315, 517, 320, %23.

ibe, pp. 321, 332.

Cf. p. 31,

ib.

Tt is, thereflore, characteristic that Halevy was more conscious of the
lmportance of history than eny other mediaseval Jewish philosopher. Cf.
also Guttmann, op. cite, p. 303.

This problem is part of the general problem raised by Guttmann in the
preface to his DiePhilosophie des Judentums, whether there can be a
Joewish philosophy or only a philosophy of Judaism.

Cfe op. cit., p. 92.

My teacher Semuel Atlas, too, though otherwise an uncompromising neo-
Kentian, at this point finds hKis rationalism overpowered by the facts
of Jewish history and stipulates the "miraculous' nature of Jewis
history and its unsucceptibility to lawful treatment.

Krochmal's Fundemental Thoughts, p. 281.

ope cite, pe 50,

Cre pa L2.

Cf. pp.150-153

Cf's Rawidowicz, Introduction, p. 99.

ibe

Pa {2
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Footnotes to Chapter IIL

cf. Slmon Kaplan, Das Geschichtsproblem in der Philosophie Hermenn
Cohens, Berlin 1930, p. 7. ‘

dbes p. 14; Kont, Kritik der Reinen Vernunft, p. 12.

ed. by Albert Goerland, Berlin 1922, vol. 3, p. 570,
Cf«qKaPlan’.QE;mﬁlﬁg: pe 14f.; Cohen, Kents Theorie der Brfahrung,
Pe 406,

F. A. Lenge, Geschichbe des Materialismus und Kritik seiner Bedeu-
tung in der Gegenwart, /th ed., Biographisches Vorwort und Finlei-
tung mit kritischem Nachtrag by H. Cohen, 2nd ed., Leipzig 1902, p. X.
Uohen, Deutschtum und Judentum, Giessen 1916, p. 5%; cf. also Lange,
_op« cite, pp. 443, 450,

cf's Kaplan, op. cit., pp. 14-18; Cohen, Logik der Reinen Brkenntnis,
p. Xf.

ib., pe 21; Kents Theorie, op. cit., p. 9.

Cohen, Religion der Vernunft aus den Quellen des Judentums, 2nd ed.,
Frankfurt a/M 1929, p. 7; cf. also Kaplan, op. cite, p. 22.

Kaplan, op cite, p. 12

Streit der Falkultaeten, 2, 3-7.

Rezension von Herders "Ideen", Pt. 2, VI, 46; Fortschritt der Meto-
physik, II; cfs also Atlas, Zur Rrkenmntnistheoretisohen Grundlegung
der Geschichte, in Archiv fuer systematische Philosophie und So~-
ziologie, vols XXXT, nos. 3f., pp. 169, 172.

ope cite, p. 3.
cfs Bthik des Reinen Willens, p. 508.

cf's my monograph The Social Philosophy of H. Cohen.

Deutschtum, op. cit.,

Cohen, Ethik des Teinen Willens, Berlin 1904, p. 430; Lenge, ops cit.,
pe ALII.

Logik, op. cit., p. 396; of. Kaplan, op. cit., p. 15.

Geschichte in weltbuergerlicher Absicht, VI, p. 5.5 cf. also, Altas,
loc. cit.

Cohen, Logik der Reinen Erkenmntnis, 2nd ed., Berling 1914, p. 387.
cf’s Kaplan, op cite, pp. 45, 45, 77

In line with this understanding of Cohen's concept of progress, the
anecdote which Franz Rosenzweig made femous, that Cohen expected the
advent of the Messigh if not in fifty so at least within a hundred ye
years, if to be believed literally, must be taken simply as an ex—
aggerated, paradoxical appercu. For Cohen the Messiah would, in
fact, only come in infinity ~ however optimistic he may otherwise
have beend

Cohen, Juedische Schriften, ed. by Franz Rosenzwelig, Berling 1924,
vol. I, p. 48, ,

ibay vol. III, p. 202, )

cfs Kaplan, op. cit., p. 1.

Abes pp. 238., 274

ib., p. 86; cf. Religion der Vernunft, op. cit., p. 272.

ib., ppe 27F., 37.

Religion der Vernunft, op cit., v. 292

Logilk, ope cits, p. 586; cf. also Kent, Geschichte, op. cite., p. 187,
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1. Kents Theorie, op. cite, p. 8Fs; cf. Kaplan, ops. cites De 37
52. Kaplan, op. cify; p. 33.
3% ib., p. L2,
54« Religion der Vernunft, op. cit., p. 43 of. also Kaplan, op. cit.,
pp. 38, 100. T
35. ch. 6.
56. Keplan, op. cit., p. 100.
57. Logilk, op. cite, pp. 113F., 117.
58. cf. Keplan, ope cite, pps 45, 72-78.
59. Logik, op. cit., p. 154,
50, ib., p. 454,
1. cf. Religion der Vernunft, ops cite., p. 9; Keplan, ope.cit., p. 488
Atlas, op. cit., p. 2213 Bthilk, op. cite, p. 26,
42, logil, ops cites, p. 6.
45, Juedische Schriften, op. cit., vols 111, p. 197F.
L, Lange, op. cit., p. 465,
45, Logik, oD. cite, p. 495.
46. Ethik, op. cit., ppe. 40P,
47. Togik, cp. cits., pe 416.
48, Lange, op. cit., p. 516; Logik, op. _cit., p. 388; cf, Kaplan, op. )
) Sites p. 53
49, cf'e Atlas, op. cite, pe 232; Walter Kinkel, H. Cohen * Tine Einfueh-
rung in sein Werk, Stutt-art 1924, p. 241. :
20« Bthik, op. cit., pp. 57, 274-276, 279, 294-296; Lange, Ops cites o }

IX; cf. also Kinkel, op. cit., p. 168.
51. Bthik, op. cit., pp. 39, 4%5; cf. Keplon, op. cit., p. 52.

trarmor s ot

52. ibs, po Z120

5. Ib.

54. cf. Kaplen, ovp, gite p. 26.

55. Bthik, op. cit., pp. 297-305.

56. cf. Keplan, op cit., p. 54; Lange, ope. cite, pp. 532F.

57. ib., pp. 24, 29. T

58. cfs Benzion Kellermann, Die Philosophische Begruendung des Judentums,
in Judaica, Festschrift zu H. Cohensa 70. Geburtstapge, Berlin 1912, De
781,

59« Bthik, op. cit., p. 36.

€0« op. cit., p. 55.

61. Bthik, op. cit., p. 63; Logik, op. cit., p. 495,

62, Kellermenn, op. cit., pe 90F,

63+ Belipion der Vernuntt, op. cite, pp. 12-15.

Ghe Bthik, op. cit., ps 2573 wf. Keplan, ops_cits, p. 3l

65. Bthik, op. cit., p. 34; Kaplan, op._cit., pe 30.

66s Bthik, 0p. ¢it.s pp. 32, 241, -

; 67. ib; this is the philosophical root of “ohen's amti-Zionism (et

) : ngigion und Zionismus, Antwert en Dr.-Buber, in Juedische Schriften,
ope cite, vols II) which he regarded as the nationalism of Jewish
peoplehood, although he also opposed Jewish statehood for other
reagsons; cf. below.

684 .Bthik; op. cit«, pp. 238f.; here appears the fundamental and in-

surmounteble chasm between Krochmal'ls and Cohen's philosophic orient-—
ations of history. That nationalism in the philosophy of history




69
70,
71.
72.
75
Th.
75
76.
77

78.
{9

SOC

81.

82,
85'
8h.

85.

165.

ends in folkism in the philosophy of law, or possibly the reverse, is
still testified to by Rav Tzair, The History of Jewish Law, (Hebrew),
M. Y. 1944, cf. particularly vols. L, ppe 124-136.

ib., pe 615; cf. Kaplen, ope.cif., p. 85.

cf. Kinkel, op. c¢it., p. 197.

ib., p. 198.

lange, op. cit., p. 5297,

ib.; Logik , ops cit., pp. 202-204,
cF. Kaplan, op. cit., pp. 6l-Gh.
Kinkel, loc. cite.

[

Religion der Vernunft, op. cit., p. 15; Aesthetik des Reinen Gefuehls,
Berlin 1912, pp. 35f., 49; Ethik, op. cit., p. 5; etc.

Bthik, op. cit., pp. 69-Th.

Logik, op. cit., p. 300; Kaplan, qp. ¢ite., ppe. 530,

Bthik, ope. cite., p. 391,

“his point will be gone into further in the critical postlude to this
presentation. But even here the question imperiously raises itself;
why? What philosophical or historical or ethical compulsion is there
for a "garantee" of the resalization of the norm? Is not, to the con-
trary, the point of a norm that it is nolt realized, in time or eter-
nity?

Ethik, op. cite., p. 462; cf. Keplan, op. cit., pp. 69-78.

Ethik, op. cit., pp. 426-428, o

Lenge, op. cit., p. 520.

i g SV RS

cf. wy monograpih op. clt., - When I wrote that study I had not seen
the reference which Chayim Greenberg, The Inner Eye, p. 264 makes to
an actual personal encounter on the field of socialist controversy
between Hermanmn Cohen and Lenin. I have seen no other proof of its
veraclity, but the character of Greenberg as well as the internal ver-
isimilitude of the story commendd it: Lenin wrote that CUohen's demand
for the tesching of higher mathematics in the last years of German
high-schools was a bourgeoils attempt to befuddle and divert the

minds of young adults Jjust whon they are ready to become associated
with revolutionaery activities. (!)

cf's Kavlen, op. cit., p. 82.

Roligion der Vernunit., op. cite., pe 490; of. Kaplan, ops_cit., p. 80.
It will be remembered that also Cohen's dissident disciple Rosenzweilg
reserved the name of truth for God al the highest point of his system,
only in that case He unifies the knowledge of truth as it is under-
taken by Judaism and Christianity separately in history.

cf. Kaplan, op. cit., p. 527.

Kaplan, op. cit., p. 79; Religion der Vernunft, op. cit., p. 41,
Kaplan, ops.cites, p. 88; Religion der Vernunft, op. cit., ib.

Religion der Vernunft, op cit., pp. [4-78.

ibe, pp. 82-98.

ib., p. 98.

Juedische Schriften, gp..gite, vol. I, pp. 313-315; vol. II, pp. 171-
175; Religion der Vernunft, op. cit., p. 305.

Religion der Vernunft, op. cit., p. 5; cfs Kaplan, gpe.clbe, p. 99
Reliplon der Verrmunft, op. cit., p. %0.




166G

97. ib., ». 500

98. Ib., p. 512

99. ib., p. 25

100. ib., p. 39

101. lb., De 12

102, of. klnkbl, oE;_c1t., p. 255.

105, c¢f. Logik, op. cit., pp. 31-38

10k, lange, op. olt., p. 513 :

105. ib., pp. )ll 516 - It is true, although this was vastly exaggerated
by Rogsenzwelg in his Introduction to the Juedische Schriften, that in
his latest and particularly in his posthumous work, the Religion der
Vernuni't, Cohen ascribed a more independent role to religion, namely
the granting of salvation to the individual outside and beyond the
process of history. (€f. 0uDOCI&llJ’Q¢4_Q$_;, ppe 2%-25) But this
ig by definition outside the =zcope of our considerations.

106. Juliug Guttmenn, Die Philoscphie des Judentums, Munich 1933, p. 353.

107. of. Kinlkel, op. cit., pp. 255, 26%4.

108. Religion der Vernunft, op. cit., pp. 294£f.

109. ib., p. Dl2f.

110, Lb., pe 284

111. Hermenn Cohen, Berling 1921, p. 12

112. ops cit., pe 351; c¢f. also my monograph, on. cit.

112a. of. Atlas' paper: "Maimonides - and Beyond Maimonides"

l]). op. Lt., D ll

- W-mm«

lelne unii 1catlon of nature and othlo is a dogm&tlc absunptlon,
then also the noumenon at the end of thought, rather than behind
the phenomens, is one and should be eliminated.

115. opa citey po 58




Lo
2o
Be
4o
Os
Co
7
8.

10,
1l.
12
1%
14,

He
16,
17,

IFootnotes to Chapter IV

cfe Do 16
cfe Do 24

cfe pe 25

cle Pe 88

cfe pPpe 63=65

cfe Pe 11¢

cfys Ppe 75-80, 131-1325

cfe pe 32

cfe po 107

cfe ppe 97f.

cfe Ppe 19=21

O1e C"i,‘_'_tiog Phe 359f,

The Fundamental Thoughte of N, Krochmal, pe 283
cfe Pe Hh3

Qs Cikey Do 339

cf. my monograph The Bocial Philosophy of He Cohen

cfe po 128

167




168

1. To Chapter II.

A. Works by Krochmal

Simon Rewidowlcz, Kitve R. Nachman Kreclmsl (Hebrew). Berlin, 1924

Nachman Krochmal, More Nevuche Hasemen (Hebrew). Warsaw 1894

B. Works about Krochmal

Judah Loeb Landau, Nachman Krochmal - Bin Hegelianer, Berlin, 1904

Simon Rawidowicz, "Nachmen Krochmal als Historiker," (Festschrift zu
Simon Dubnows 70. Geburtstag ). Berlin, 1950

Simon Rawidowicz, "War Nachmen Krochmsl Hegelianer?", (Hebrew Union
Colleze Annual V). Cincinnati, 1928

Simon Rawidowicz, "100th Anniversary of Nachman Krochmal," (The New
Judea). London, Sept. 1940 -

3imon Rawidowicz, "Reshimol Zunz lehotza'at More Nevuche Haseman!

(Hebrew), (Kenesset VII) (Hebrew). Tel-aviv, 1942

Solomon Schechter, "Nachman Krochmal and the 'Perplexities of the
Time!'", (Studies in Judsism I). Philadelphia, 1896
Martin Buber, "The Gods of the Nations and God", (Israel and the

OJOfld) . NQY. ] l()l"rl

Yomtov Lippmann Zunz, "Hakdamat HaMotzee Le'Ox", (More Nevuche
Haseman) (cf. sbove) (Hebraw). Warsaw, 1894

Julius Guttman, Haphilosophia shel hayahadut (Hebrew). Jerusalew, 1951

Julius Gutimann, "Yesodot Hamechashavah shel Ranek", (Kenszsset VI)
(Hebrew), Tel-aviv, 1941

Abraham I. Katsh, "Nechman Krochmel and the German Idealists", (Jewish
Social Studies VIII). N.Y., 1946

cman' lesif'vo shel Renak®,

my 1940

G. Kressel, "Al hashem 'More NMevuche Has
(Kiryat Sefer XVII) (Hebrew). Jerusale

P. Lechover, "Nigleh venisteor bemishnato shel Ranak", (Kenesset VI)
(Hebrew). Tel-Aviv, 1941

Nathan Rotenstreich, %Muchlat Vehitrachashut berishnato shel Ranak',
(Kenesset VI) (Hebrew). Tel-Aviv, 1041

8. Binlovlotzky, "Em lamassoret haperush vehahalachah", (Xenesset VI)
(Hebrew). Tel-Aviv, 1941

Horowitsn, Tziyun lenephesh Rebbenu Nachwan hakohen Krochmal, (Hebrew).

Warsaw, 1087




169

Trude Weiss~Rosmarin, "Nachwman Krochmal', (Jewish Spectator),
N.Y., Oct. 1951

G. Rosenmen, "MNechmen Kroclmal", (Jewish Encyclopeedia, vol. 7).

Jeinrich Graetz, Geschichte der Juden, vol. XI. Leipzig, 1900

David Neumerck, Toldot Haphilosophia beyisrael,'vol. TI (Hebrew).Phil. 1929

Max Nussbaum, "Nachman Krochmal®, (American Jewish Yearboolk, vol. hh).
Philadelphia 1942
1

3. Jewlsh Backeround

Julius Guttmenn, Philosophie des Judsntums. Munich, 1925

Aaron S. Steinberg, "Die Weltanschaulichen Voraussetzunzen der Jue-
dischen Geschichtsschreibunz', (Festschrift zu Simon Dubnows 70.
Geburtstas). Berlin, 19%0

Franz Rosenzwels, "Atheistische Theologie', (Kleinere Schriften).
\ . =)
Berlin, 1954

Fritz Bambersér, "Zunz' Conception of History", (Proceedinzs of the
American Academy for Jewish Research, vol. AI). N.Y., 1941

M. Slouschz, "Abraham Krochmal", (Jewish Encyclopaedis, vol.7).

Alexander Merx, "Zunz! Letters to Steinschneider!, (Proceedings of the
Amorican Academy for Jewlsh Research, vol. V). NeYes 19)9/74.

D. General Rackgzround

Kuno Fischer, Hecels Leben, Werke und Lehre, 2 vols. Heidelberg, 1901.

James H. Stirling, The Secret of Hacel. Edinburgh, 1898

Samuel Hirsch, "Hewel", (Jewish Encyclopaedisa, Vol. £)

,&.:"‘ e e -
Giambattista Vico, The New Science. Transl. by T. G. Bergin and M. H. ¢

FiSCh. _"C.h&OE}., N.Y' s 1946)0

Be etto Croce, Tne Philosophy of Giambattista Vico. N.Y¥., 1912

Benedetto Croce, What is Living and what iz Dead of the Philosophy of
London, 1915

Renedetto Croce, MUsber Meine PPlicht!, (Der Monet). Berlin, Dec. 1950.

Benedetto Croce, "F. Meinscke's Geschichtsphilocophie", (Der Monat) ,
Berlin, June 1951.




@)

IT. To Chapter I1I.

A. Vorks by Cohen

Hermenn Cohen, Lozik der Reinen Brkemmtnic. 2nd ed. Berlin, 1914.

Hormann Cohen, Rthik des Relnen Willens. Berlin, 1904

Hermenm Cohen, Aesthetik des Reinen Gefuehls. 2 vols. Rerlin, 19l2.

Hermann Cohen, Religzion und Sittlichkeit. Berlin, 1907.

Hermann Cohen, Beligion der Vernunft - sus den Quellen des Judentuns.
ond ed. Frankfurt. a/M, 1929.

Hermann Cohen, Juedische Schriften. 3 vols. Ed. by Franz Rosenzwelg,

Berlin, 1924,

Hermann Cohen, Deutschium und Judentum. Glessen, 1916.

Hermsnn Cohen, Kommentar zu Immanuel Kants Kritik der Reinen Vernunit.
3rd ed. Leipzig, 1925.

]

Priedrich Albert Lengs, (eschichte des Materialismus. 7th ed. Einleitung
mit kritischem Nachtras, H. Cohen. Leipzig, 189&.

<

B. Works aboult Cohen:

Simon Kaplan, Das Geschichtsproblem in der Philosophie fHermann Cohens.
Berlin, 1930.

Walter Kinkel, Hermann Cohen -~ Eine Rinfuehrung in sein Werk. Stuttgart.
1924,

Benzion Kelleruann, "Die philosophische Zesruendung des Judentums®,
(Pestschrift zu Hermenn Cohen'ts 70, Geburtstage). Berlin, 1912.

Julius Guttmenn, Philosophie des Judentums. Munich, 1955.

Jacob Klaltzkin, Hermenn Cohen. Berlin, 1921.

0. Background

Tmmenuel Kent, Kritik der Reinen Vernunft. Ed. by A. Goerlend. Imwanuesl
Kents Werke, vol. 5. Berlin, 1922.

Rudolf Risler, Kant-Lexikon. Berlin, 19%0.

Wpenpst Cassierer, Kents Leben und Lehre. Immanusl Kents Verke, vol. 1T,
Berlin, 1923,

Samuel Atlas, "Zur erkenntnistheoretischen Grundlegzung der Geschichte",
(Archiv fuer Systemetische Philosophle und Soziolozie, XXXI, Isecues

5, H)

16DETO




	Schwarzchild 1
	Schwarzchild 20
	Schwarzchild 45
	Schwarzchild 70
	Schwarzchild 94
	Schwarzchild 119
	Schwarzchild 143
	Schwarzchild 166

