The Religious Teachings
of
Seruel David Luzzetto (Shadel)

Submitted in partial fulfillment of the reculrements

for the degree of Rabbi at the Febrew Union College.

by

David Sherman

Cincinneti, Ohioc 1634,




The Religious Teachings
of

Samuel David Iuzzatto ( Shadsl )

Submitted in partial fulfillment of the reguirements for the degree

of Rabbi st the Hebrew Union College 1834.

by

David Shershevsky




The Religious Teachings

of

Samiel David Luzzatto { Shadal )

Submitted in partisl fulfillment of the requirements for the degree

of Habbl st the Hebrew Union College 1934.

by

Davld Shershevsky




I.

1.
2.

Table of Contents

Luzzatto and the Zeltgeist

Biographica
the Romantic Rezction

II. The Jewish Spirit.

1.
2.
Se

III.
1.
Za
S

Ive.

Practical Judaism.
Atticism versus Judaism.
Judaism as an Historical Process.

Contra:
Philosophia

Spinoza
Kabala

Torah
Exepetica

sthica
Theologica

Isreel

The Mission of Israel
The Ceremonial Lsw

Wissenschaft, Bmancipation, snd Reform

Postscript.

Page

1.

1.
4.

11.

12.
14,
17.

24,
28.
324




I. Iuzzatto and the Zeitgeist

1. Blographica

Luzzatto was & child of the Romantic Reaction and at the same
time the most thoroughly Jewish in spirit of that group which found-
ed the Sclience of Judaism. He appears to us as & man of innumerable
contradictions and curious paradoxes. A poetical spirit of no mesn
degree, he delved into the antiquities of Seamaritn and Syriea. A pro-
found scholar with a brosd philosophical perspective, he revelled in
the picayune minutiae of the Targum. With a heart of surpassing ten-
derness and all encompassing sympathy, he spent his life in ouarrels
and contentions, daring to wage war even with the great - Maimonides
and ibn Ezra, Krochmal and Rapaport, Zunz end Geiger and Jost. And
withal there shines through his life a singleness of purpose which
sets off in sharp contrast the multi-colored facets and the infinite
complexities of Jewish life.

The son of Ezekial Luzzatto, & poor though learned wood-turner,
s?fw'eala Iggrg‘:'uj in Triest{ August 22, 1800. Fis early childhood was
spent amid the tempest and the turmoil of the Napoleonic wars. As
a bar-mitzveh gift the English warships in the harbor bombarded the
city, pouring their shell almost into his home. But the wars do not
seem to have disturbed him much. Except for this incident there is
scarcely any mention of them in his writinga.l At the age of three
he was sent to the heder to learn Hebrew. At four and s half he
entered the modernized Talmud Torah where he studied Hebrew, latin,

Italian, French, German, history, geography, and arithmetic. FHe
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showed such marked proficiency tnat he was able to enter the highest
class at the age of nine.? 1In 1811 he begen towrite a Hebrew grammar
in Italian, translated the life of Aesop from Italian into Hebrew,
and wrote some exegetical notes on the Pentateuch. At this time an
unpublished commentary on the Targum fell into his hands, starting
him off on the studies which finally culmineted in his critical treat-
ise on the Targum of Onkelos ( Ohev Ger )°. At the age of thirteen
he left school and cuntinued his studies, largely by himself. It
was while reading the Ein Yaakov that he came to the conclusion that
the vowels and the cantillation merks of the Talmud were post-Talmud-~
ic and that the Zohar which refers to them must necessari}y be of
later cOmposition.4 He debated the matter with his father who was
a Kebalist and won him over. In his letters to his cousin, Lolli,
he announced these discoveries. Lolli turned the letters over to
SI. Reggio who attempted to answer the boy, only to admit himself
worsted. Regglo visited Luzzatto in 181#, and there was lsid thre
basis for a lasting and fruitful friendship.

The poetic muse came to Luzzatto at an early age. At fifteen
he was already the author of a volume of thirty seven Febrew poems -

Kinnor Neim . His first public literary appearance was in August

24, 1817. On that date the crown prince, Ferdinand of Austria

visited 'rieste. In honor of this visit the Jewish community had
commissioned Luzzatto to write a laudatory poem in Italian. The
poem wes well received and the young poet-s name appeared in the
newspapers for the first time.5 All his life Luzzatto remained &

staunch monarchist.
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In keeping with the Talmudical injunction that every man
should teach his son a trade, Ezekiel began to insist thac his
son learn a trade. But it was impossible to tear the boy away
from his books. unwilling to force him his father did, however,
extract from him a written testimonial to the effect that he had
vainly urged the trade upon him. And this document he took with
him to the grave as evidence of hsving discharged his duty. 1dhe

only way the young man could become self-sustaining was through

tutoring. But owing to his absorption in study and the lack of
contact with children of his own age, he had developed a shyness
which made it hard for him to secure pupils.®

Despite his other preoccupations, philosophy and logic soon |
ceme under his purview. Writing in the Magid’ he tells us that he

\
was charmed by the "straight-forwerd simplicity, clarity, and honesty"

of Locke which he contrasts with the"transcendental" systems of ﬁ
Plato and Leibnitz. Fe liked Condillac too, but soon made the |
discovery that Condillsc erred in spplying the analytical method
of mathematics to the other sciences. This method he regarded as
especially unsuitable for theology. At the age of seventeen he con- E

ceived the plen for a theologicel treatise with the object of strength-

ening religion. Indeed, he completed twenty-four chapters of this

Torah Nidreshet, but gave it up to pursue his grammatical studles

in the Hebrew lnngunge.B
When the Bikkure Haittim began to appear in 1525 Luzzatto was

among the first contributors. These writings won for him consider-
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able renown among the literati. Hence when the rabbinical college
in Padua was opened in 18529, Bn response to the imperial decree
that all Austrian rabbis be philosophically trained, Luzzatto was
appointed to the faculty. Besides him there was one other teacher,
Hillel de la Torre who taught the oral law - Talmud and Posekim.
Luzzatto taught the written law (Biblical exegesis,, history, grammar,
Jewish literature and theology. The institution was always in poor
financial circumstances. The salaries of the teachers were modest,
often inarrears and sometimes altogether wanting. And were it not
for the generosity of his friend) Gabriel Trieste, Luzzaetto and his
children would have known the pinch of hunger.

But all in all the year 1829 was a great year for Luzzstto. In
addition to his appointment it saw the appearance of his book on the
Targum - Ohev Ger, and the birth of his eldest son whom he named
Philoxc?ﬁs after the book. His happiness, however, was short-lived. ~
His wife, the daughter of his former teacher, Raphael Segrd, whom
he had married in 1u26, was stricken with melancholias upon the death
of a child in 1833. She died in lu4l and in 1842 he married hcé
younger sister. In 1854 he was prosthted by the death of his son,
Philoxemus, who had already attained distinction forhis brillient
oriental studies. He survived him only eleven short years and died

srev Yom Kippur, September 22, 1865.°

2. The Romantic Heaction.

Luzzatto was a man of marked individuality. But even his
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individuality can be understood only in terms of the conflicting

thought currents of his age. +he nineteenth century ushered in a
violent reaction against the rationalism of the eighteenth century,
which had grown out of the empiricism of Bacon, Locke, and Hume, on

the one hand and the intellectualism of Descartes, Spinoza, ana
Leibni$t on the other.'® ihe chief literary exponent of this ration=-
alism was Voltaire. Its religious expression was Deism which, while
subscribing to belief in God as a sort of first cause, regarded Moses
and the prophets as imposters, the miracles as fakes, and the Scriptures
as forgeries. Indeed, the notion was quite widespread that religion
was born when the first knave E*Sbieat - met the first fool. Man, too,
was taken down from his high eminence and reduced to the level of a
mere automaton.ll

But the revolt was not slow in coming. Rousseau smashed the

Homme Machine of La Mettrie, and sounded the call "back to nature”.

Life, he showed, was richer and far more complex then a narrow intell-
ectualism would admit; that our emotional nature is possessed of a
primacy and an authority which reeson dare not transcend. He told
the Academy of Dijon that man was born good only to be corrupted by
civilization.1?

Kant followed up the attack by sharply defining the limitstions
of human reason. With his antimomles he cut the ground rrom beneath |
the peists by showing that it was impossible to prove metaphysically |

either the existence or the non-existence of the first cause. Theology |

was thus taken out of the realm of pure reason and grounded upon tre

moral certainty of practical reason. God, freedom, immortality, now
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became matters of intuition and faith, rather than subjects for
cogitation and argunent.la |

Just as Rousseau's NouvelleFgloise paved the way for Goethe's
Werther and Chateaubriand's Atala, so Kant opened the sluice-gates
for Schleiermacher's fehablilitation of faith and Chateaubriand‘s
Genle du Christienisme. The romantic revival in literature found

its counterpart in the religious rebirth which spurned philosophy
as a disintegrating force and turned to faith for its organizing
pover}4 But Rousseau's exaltation of the feelings and intuitions
of the natural man were soon deflected from their originel revolution=-
ary course. It was his purpose to break the shackles of tradition
and to reconstruct social institutions according to the native needs
of man. But if one takes intuition rather than reason as the
criterion of truth, it is easy to channel these intuitions into the
traditional molds and to feel that what is is right,that the trad-
itional is natural and that changes are unnatural. ‘his was the
course pursued by de Maistre, "the great panegyrist of the execution-
er and auto da f;.“ls

But just as western Europe was preparing to give up rationalism
for & brief filesta with faith and scripture, the Jewish scholars of
Germany began to take up the cudgels for rationalism, with sll its
dire consecuences of higher criticism and reform. This, Kleusner
sneeringly remarks, is in keeping with the "tendency of Jews to take

16

u; the ideas of others long after they have given them up." Such

a statement i1is as unfair as it is evidence of a basic misunder-
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standing. German Jewry was then going through the throes of a
heartbreaking struggle for emencipation. ‘he brief tantalizing
taste of political equality held out to them during the French
occupation was brutully snatched from their hands after the Congrees
of Vienna. Thelr brief acouaintance with freedom made their de-
gradation all the more galling.

The liberating 1deas of the Revolution derived as much from the
eighteenth century rationalistic attack upon authoritarianism as
from the romantic flood let loose by Rousseau. And when the Jews
of Germany saw the romantic current harnessed to the wheels of re-
action, and witnessed the coalescence of romantic oiot? with the
cynicel callousness of a reactionary court}qthey had no choice but
to seek thelr champions in the camp of the rationalists., Rationalism
had not died out in Europe; and though in disfavor at the court,
it continued as the bulwark of popular liberties. The new pletism
struck the Jews much as it did that great rationalistic theologian
of the nineteenth century, David F. Strsus, as a "sausage of which
the meat is orthodoxy, the fat is Schleiermacher, the spice, Hegel."18
Rationalism with these Jewish scholars was not merely & matter of
intellectual conviction -~ and it was that too - but it was above all
a weapon in the fight for emancipation. ‘their problems and their
interests were predominantly political rather than theoclogical.

In Italy we find a Jewry politically less mature than in Ger-
many. Hence the problem of emancipation does not loom up with the

same compelling force. After the Congress of Vienna, Italien Jewry
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settled down quietly and m tiently to bear as best they could the
repressive measures of Metternich. The ravages of rationalism hed
not been especially marked - indeed Italian Jewry had a centurges-
long tradition ofmysticism and Kabalistic plety. Luzzatto's father
was himself a Kabalist, and there had been strong Kabalistic trad-
itions in the family. Th« brother of his great grandfather was none
other than the renowned Kabalist Moses Heim Luzzatto.

ihe early home life of the boy was distinguished by a spirit of
tranquil piety. He depicts for us the touchingly besutiful scene of
his mother sitting by the fireside in the evenings reading rsalms,
which Ezekiel, her husband, would translate for her into ltalian.
His parents used to donate at least one tenth of their meager income
to charity. And they were very well loved and honored by their poor
Christian neighbors.:®

Of the period of his early spiritual wrestlings and religious
questionings Luzzatto tells the following naive little anecdote.
His father had built & house on top of ; hill. Every morning the
lad would watch the sun c¢limb up over the hill. When overcome by
all sorts of philosophic doubts he used to say to himself "there 1is
no God, there is no God". But no sooner did he see the davn spread
its scarlet flush over sky and trees as the sun came creeping over
the hill thanhis heart would rebel against his scepticism and extort
the exclamation "There is a God!'.zc

Temperament and home influence had conspired to make of
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Luzzatto a Rousseauist even before he had heard the name. Hence
he can vell us in all sincerdty that as soon as he read Rousseau's
strictures on the artificial formelism and intellectualism of Vol-
taire and the encyclopedists he felt welling up within him a profound
spiritual agreement. But just as Chatemubriand had teken Rousseau's
natural man and enshrouded him with a cloak of Cathclic piety in
the 52515?30 Luzzatto immediately envisaged the natural man as the
equivalent of the plous Jew. He was now able to contrast the artless
simplicity and naturalness of the truth loving sages of the mishna
and the Talmud with the artificiality and dissimulation of the
Greek and Latin writers. No philosopher or scholar can approach our
sages, he declares, in their naturalness, honesty, disinterestedness,
and unselfishness. Because their teachings come from the heart and
their love of righteousness is no mere manner of speaking as with
other writers.22

His reading of Locke had led him to distrust the notion of
innate idees. But just as Locke had softened to admit the authority
of moral conviction alongside of sense impressfon, Luzzatto, too,
raised his %9 ¢/N, or soul sense, to a parity with sense impression.
Indeed, everybody knows good and evil instinctively when he sees
1t.%3 This moral certainty has been implanted by nature in the
normal human consciousness, that we may be guided by our inner
feelings. Consecuently such fundamental truths of Jewish teaching,
as God, Providence, and Immortality need no other authority than

the inner assurance of their wvalidity. Locke regards the testimony
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of Scripture as of tne highest certainty. Our faith in it leaves

no room for hesitation or doubt. But he makes one proviso - we

must be sure that it 1s really a divine revelation. Luzzatto has

no doubt on that score2? He is assured of that because we have learned
it from an authentic tradition, handed down by a chain of trustworthy
persons. Moreover, he differs from Hendei}ohn, who regards these -
Jewish teachings but as arbitrary injunctions of the divine will.

For him the Torah, including its ceremonial aspects, constitutes an
ethical Heltnnachﬁéng deeply grounded in human nature .25 Indeed, we
may say of Luzzatto‘s attitude to the Torah what Georg Brandes saild

of Chateaubriand's Genle du Christianisme: "(He) did not endeavor to

prove that Christianity is excellent becsuse it comes from God, but

that it comes from God because it is excellent."<0

The tcachings
of the Torah are therefore validated by their consonance with human
nature.

In the light of these ideas, Luzzatto was now able to interpret
Judaism as the product of heart end feeling. 1Its purpose is not to
spread the eternal truths of a divine metaphysic, but rather to
teacn righteousness and ethical conduct. ‘he chief concern now is
with character rather than with philosophy. The highest type of man
is no longer the intellectual, the scholar, or the philosopher, but
the average plous Jew who believes in the rorah and follows 1its
teachings. ror this reason Luzzatto gives preference to the simple
scholares of medieval Germany and France - Rashi and hebbenu Tam and

Rabbenu Gershom, rather than to leimonides and ibn szra and their

diaciplea.27 He overlooks no opportunity therefore to set up his
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own father - good and pious man - as the symbol of the simple Jew,
againsc Iondei?ohn the intellectual Jew whose decent instincts have
been corrupted by reason of his acouaintance with philoso;:hy.28 And
when he wishes to discredit the Kabala he does not consider it cnough
to record the opposition of Saadia, Halevy, Maimonides, and ibn Ezra
but must needs drag in the testimony of Benjamin of Tudela - because
as a good and pious Jew with no philosophical tendencies, Benjamin
alone is competent to voice the authoritative sentiments of the
Jewish spirit.2® But 1t was with Jehudah Helevy that Luzzatto felt
the greatest degree of spiritual kinship. For like Luzzatto himself,
the poet philosopher, who regarded Israel as the heart of the nations,
grounded his philosophy on tradition and the burning faith in his

henrt.au

1I. The Jewish Spirit

In men like Halevy and Rashi Luzzatto finds the highest flower-
ing of the Jewish spirit. Indeed, what plesses him most in theilr
writings is the forthrigntness and sincerity of utterance which leaves
no room for evasion or misunderstanding. And he goes on to make
the claim that this same spirit of high seriousness and honesty has
always characteriged Jewish literature.since the time of Moses. fHence
his quarrel with ibn gzrs is based primarily upon the 1naiﬁ§r1ty and
the evasive ambiguity of his writings which having no Jewish models,

31

he must have learned from the Greeks. The touchstone of a writer's

integrity and worth depends therefore upon the extent to which he
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is imbued with the Jewish spirit and the manner in which he aligns
himself with the main stream of Jewish tradition. All that flows
down the main currents of Jewish thought is good and praiseworthy.
They who would introduce foreign notions and extraneous elements
bring nothing but dross. Luzzatto dares to attack even maimonides
for trying to derlec. Jewish thought into the narrow Aristotelian
channels. And he assalls the Kaballsts most bitterly for trying to
smuggle Greek contraband into Judaism.

Despite his love and admiration for &hd Spanish-Jewish poets
and ;|  scholars he cannot forgive their lapses intc Graeco-Arabice
philosophy. His defense of the German paytenim 1s characteristic.
The verse of Kalir, Rabbi Simeon, and Rabbenu Gershom may not roll
so neatly on the tongue, they may lack the elegance and polish of
the Spaniards, but they exceed them in depth of feeling and imagin-
etive power, and feeling after all is the test of poetry.32

l. Practical Judaism.

This Jewish spirit 1s an intensely practical one and its chief
concern, as Luzzatto points out with clear historical insight, has
always been ethical, never metarhysicel. The aim of Jewlish teaching
therefore is the ethical perfection of man and the world - insofar

3 The faithful Jew believes action 1is

as these are attainable.”’
more importsnt than words, and that the study of Torah without good
works is godless. Luzzatto then contrasts the feithful Jew with

the philosopher, who regards study as the ultimate of human perfect-

fon. "And in time of trouble"™ - he poses the guestion naively -




13.

"to which of these two would you turn? "°%
Like !endefﬁohn - though he arrived at his ideas independently = -
Luzzatto sees Judaism as a matter of action rather than belief.
It is a supernaturally revealed legislation, not a revelation of
any universal intellectual truthn.as And the Torah presents not a
theoretical system but a practical means for the attainment of
ethical perfection. "God is not concerned with religion because
of its truth®, he wrote to Jost in 1840, "but because of its value
in improving morals. Hence it need not be altogether true."36
Luzzatto knows no absclute nor theoreticel trutls- - only pract-
ical truths. What i1s good for us is true, what 1s bad 1is false.sv
This rragmatic point of view was more or less forced on him
by Kant. The knowledge that reason could never apprehend the
“numinl“but must confine itself to the ambit merked out by the =
realm of"phenomena" left him with a profound disrespect for all
philosophy. In 1862 he wrote to Senior sachs:>® "Metapnysical
specualtion being beyond the powers of the human mind, results in

mere nonsense and endless bickerings which are foreign to the

spirit of Judaism."™ And as & mere youth he had written in his

Torah Nidredet (Chapter VII):39 "Science though pre-eminent in
its own domain of sense impression is bound to lead us astray in
matters thet are beyond the reach of the senses." Hence, "we must
exclude frrom its purview all such matters &s do not come to us

through the senses - the doctrine of the soul, angels, one God etc.”

Nor did he find the geometric method of Spinoza any better suited
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to the investigation of religious truth. For the perfect circles,

squares and triangles that were used in geometry are but arbitrary
constructs of the imegination. Geometry therefore resolves itself
into a mere analysis of terms already given without anything new
being added. Such a method is inapplicable outcide of the self-

limited realm of mathematics.3C

2. Atticism versus Judaism.

Our metaphysical befuddlement he traces back to the Hellenic
principle, or as he calls it "Atticism". In a little French essay,?!
Luzzatto contrasts Atticism with Judaism. Western civilizetion,
he asserts has sprung from two contending principles - the culture
of Greece and the culture of Isrsel. From Greece we learn philosophy,
science, and aesthetics which are basic to our intellectual develop-
ment. From Israsel we learn religion, ethics, snd & truism, - the
love of goodness and righteousness.

Greek culture may increase, expand, and undergo changes with
the increase of knowledge. But Judaism is unalterable; its teach-
ings deeply rooted in human nature cannot change. The feelings
of the heart, to be sure, may sometimes become corrupted; for good-
ness is innate in man and evil must be acouired.

Because of its ever changing aspects, Greek culture appears
more attractive to the eye than Judaism whose ethical teachings
are always the seme. This explains the victory of Greek culture
over Judaism. But civilization cannot get along without harking
back ever so often to the basic intuitions of goodness and right

doing. And in as much as Greek culture produces no such feelingy§,
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human nature must revolt now and then against the intellect.

The Greek and the Jewish principles are engeged in a perpetual
warfere which can end only in the complete subjugaetion of the one
to the other. But this 1s impossible. For the Greek principle
will not put a curdb to 1ts ever expanding desires, and Judaism
being unalterable cannot be expected to change in any respect.
Indeed, Judaism cannot change even its apparently external form,
such as the notion of supernaturasl revelation or the amorsl
commandments ( ceremonial law ) . Becsuse if it were to do any
of these things Judaism would lose its suthority and governance
over our human feelings - which authority is dependent upon the
faith 4A its divine origin and its changelessness.

In another place42 Luzzatto identifies Atticism with the
Stoics, whom he calls "the more sincere of the Greek philosophers.”
He decries their ascetieism as putting an unnatural burden upon
man. They despised the virtues of the body, its pleasures and
desires; they regar&fthe sense of touch as shameful, and looﬁfupon
eating, drinking, and sexusl intercourse as animal matters. ‘lhey
looﬁ:down upon the masses as incapable of perfection. Kor them the
soul purpose of man wes knowledge, anc above all knowledge of
things spiritual.

The Jewish thinkers on the other hand did not degrade the
body and its pleasures. The purpose of men was not so much to
know God as to do His will. And the will of God was not the stuay
of science or philosophy, but rather justice and truth and peace.

And if they honored study, it was the study of the Torah which
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leads to action. As an example of this healthy-minded humenism
Saadla even went so far as to rank the Zaddik ebove the engels.
Herein lies the essential difference between Jewish and Greek
thought.

So wide 1s the hiatus between the Jewish mind snd the ureek,
that the Mishnic suthorities whose traditions we follow ( not those
of Philo and the Essenes ) were never influenced by Greek ideas.

Not that the rabbis were unfamiliar with thggfzhggght, but having
tested it “hey found 1; finacceptable. The Pardes in rabbinic
literature is the Garden of zplicurus. Elisha ben Abuya cut down

the fruit, ate of them, and ended up a heretic. Ben Azai and ben
Zoma heard their srguments and spent their lives in arduous study

80 that they might combat these heretical doctrines, with the result
that one ruined his nealth and died while the other lost his mind.43

thing
Luzzatto was insistent that every gocd came from Judaism,

everything bad from Atticism. in 1B47 he wrote to Steinachneider:44

"If Christianity proclaims the teachings of the Torah and the prophets

i t presents them in the filthy garments of Greece and Rome, which
are responsible for all the evil in theworld."™ He was no less harsh
in his judgment of those Jews who left the mainstream of historicsl
Judeism to coquette with Atticism. On no other basisis it possible
to account for his violent hatred of Spinoza, his loathing }%rﬂﬁi
Kzra, his dogged opposition to Maimonides, his occasional slurs

upon Handefsohn, and nis persistent attacks on Judaeo-Arabic phil-
osophy and the Kabals. But on the other hand he felt the warm glow

of spiritual kinship with those who found their place in the main
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current of Jewish tononing.45

3. Judaism as an hiatorical_grocesa.

Despite his emphasis upon the immutability of the Wasic teach-
ings of Judeism, Luzzatto recognizes with Halevi trat Judsism 1is an
historical religion. For the growth of its ever expanding tradition
is intimately bound up with the evolution of the Jewish people. With
& boundless enthusiasm for all that is noble and beautiful in Hebrew
poetry and in Judaism seen as the product of an ethical and nistor-
ical develorment he set himself to stir up a national rejuvenescence.
It was his eim to restore our medieval treasures snd at the same time
to purge them of the dross they had accumulated. moreover, the ides
of evolution had begun to seize nold of his mind just as it had done
with the other best mindsof the nineteenth century before Darwin.

He felt justified therefore in ignoring some of the earlier author-
ities and in honoringonly those who manifest the true Jewish spirit
which teaches love for humanity und devotion to Israel and Torah.
Inasmuch as Judaism from Moses to Rashi puts 1ts emphasis upon purity
of heart the writings of the Spanish-Jewish scholars must be purged
of the dross of Greek intellectualism.’®

On the 1dea of progress, however, Luzzatto's stand is rather
ambiguous. As Klausner points oug?he seems to be torn between two
loyalties. As a disciple of Halevy he accepts Judaism as the product

of an evolutionary process. As a disciple of Rousseau he must

condemn progress end yearn for the good old days. Like Rousseau he

|

|
|
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must contend that science and civilization have not made man any
better or happier. In an Italian 10tter48 he writes: "Does man
improve ? Not at all I Man becomes worse, never better. Men
perfects his tools - his instruments for weaving, printing,
building, agriculture; he improves everything - his carrisges,
his ships, his roads, hi=s laws - everything - but nevsr himself.
Man will always remain men® In 1858 he wrote to Silverman in a
similar vein;‘g 'Progresa means only teéhnical advance and the
increase of knowledge; but human nature remains as heretofore.
If anything it is becoming worse. owing to the spread of egolsm
as fostered by Spinoza."

Luzzatto thus follows the curve of reaction which transformed
romanticism from & revolutionary ferment into an spologia fo6r the
established order,and the traditional forms. Fence when in 1850
he heard thet Jost had joined the peace society he wrote him a
letter of reproot.so Therein he affirms his belief in the monarch-
ical system, and no less so in the indispensability of war. "It 1is
Utopien to speak of universal peace." 1In 1820, however, Luzzatto
seems to have been more kindly disposed to the possibilities of
human progress. In his commentary to Kohelet he attacks the
concept of a static universe which is not susceptible to improvement
by our humsn powers. It must have been foisted upon the author he
meintains by the Greek philosophers who had a notion of four

immutable elements which defied all human efforts to change them.Sl

In any event, if the path to moresl progress is barred it 1is
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the fault of Greek intellectualism which weakens vur moral fibre
despite every effort of Judaism to strengthen it. Judaism as an
historical process goes back not to Moses but to Abraham. It
should therefore "¢ known as Abrahamism rather than Mosaism. Did
not Moses himself speak of "Jahveh, the God of the patriarchs,
Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob" ( Exodus III, 15 ).

Just what the exact tenets of this patriarchal religion were
we do not know, because they were so well known at the time that
Moses felt no need to specify. Butwe may gether from his account
of their history that they believed in one God, creator of heaven
and earth, who rewards those who fear nim and punishes evil-doers.
Moreover, Abrsham commands his household to follow the way of the
Lord, which 1s justice and righteousness ( Genesis XVIII,1® ) .

And inasmuch as Abrsham was the first to reject idolatry he was
chosen to be the father of & priest-people who are to be separated
from the other nations of the world, in order that they might bring
the lightof God's truth to all men. Thus Judaism starts out from
its very beginnings with the doctrines of one God, Providence, and
Retribution and Israel the chosen people.52

The unique contribution of Moses was to transform the family
religion of the patriarchs into the national religion of Israel.
In order to meet the needs of this new national group which was
about to set up housekeeping in the promised land, Moses found 1t

necessary to supplement the religion of the patriarchs with the
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more detailed descriptions of the Torah. The purpose of the Torsh
was twofold: (1) To make for ethical living; (2) To preserve
religion, lest Israel fall into the ways of their neighbors.55
The sacrifices which figure so prominently !In the Torah had
originally been free-will offerings whose purpose was to obtain
divine favor. The Torah, however, uses them as an educational
device to impress upon the popular mind the majesty of God, in
order that the people might follow more readily !In the way of
righteouaneas.54
The Torah of Moses was expanded and elsborated in succeeding
generations by the teachings of the prophets and Haglographa. With
the completion of the canon ended the esrly creative period of
tiebrew literature which we- characterized by spontaneity and divine
inspiration. Then ensued the later non-creative and dependent
period whose authors based their writings upon the suthority of the
ancients. All that these later writers did was to comment upcn the
former and to elucidate their teachinga.55
With the passage of time, however, the conditions and demands
of life changed apace . The Soferim,who came after the canonizetion
of the twenty-four sacred books, found it necessary to enact new
regulations in keeping with the needs of the times. They did so
by virtue of the powers invested in them by the Torah as the spiritual
authorities of their generation and as the guardians of the trad-

itions handed down from Sinasi. At first they did not bother to find
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supports for their enactments in the letter of the Torsh.But when
the Sadducees ' began to question their authorities they found it
necessary to invent new methods of exegesis in order to buttress
their new laws with Scripture. 1In order to bring Seripture in line
with current notions and with the immediate needs of the day they
often had to take the text out of its context and to misinterpret it.
Indeed, Onkelos often mistranslates certain passages for the same
reason. But among themselves, the Soferim and the rabbis after
them understood that the real meaning of the Torah was literal,
and that these were only supports or asmaktot .6
These new rejulations or halakot were not recorded in writing,
but were preserved in the form of oral traditions handed down from
teacher to student. Conflicting opinions were also preserved orally
alongside of the accepted nalakgot so that later generations might
investigate and change the nalachah in accordance with the needs of
the dey¥! he multiplication of halakot coupled with thi®¢nrrent
dispersions gave rise to such confusions that HReabbl Jehudah Henasi,
out of fear that there be & thousand different Toras instead of one
"shut the gate that had been opened till his dey." Collecting and
sifting the various halakot he gave them definitive form and arrange-
ment in his Mishna. But the Mishne too, records minority opinions
alongside those of the majority so that later generations might
choose between them the one must suiltable for the needs of the day.
Luzzatto takes violent exception to Geiger's theory that
Jehudah ¥anasi recorded the Mishna in writing, end that other Tenaim

!
J
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such as Rabbl Meir and Habhi Akiba also wrote out their mishnas.
It is Luzzatto's contention that not only the Mishna but also the
Talmud were not written down but were compiled and transmitted orally
until the chaotic conditions of the Saboraim made their recording
in writing imperative for their prenervntion.sg Not only do we
have the statements of the Talmudic suthorities to this effect, but
the mnemonic devices scattered through the Telmud are smple evidence
of the fact that the Talmud was preserved orally and that these
were used as alds to manory.60

Moreover, neither the Mishna nor the Talmud were originally
intended by their compilers to be written down as codes of law fixed
for all generations. Otherwise the rabbis would never have included
items of mere contemporaneous interest which have no bearing on B w
or ethic or wen on faith. The homiletic whimsicalities, the vagaries
of opinion, the snatches of conversation that we find there could
have been included only by later generations who were sufficiently
far removed from the originals to treasure and cherish every word

of the maaters?l

Surely the Mishnic and jalmudic authorities never
dreamed that their table talk was destined to be written down. un
the contrary, "since they were not philosophers but true scholars
they did not record their opinions in writing, in order that later
suthorities might make improvements and changes in esccordance with
the needs of time and place."™ Nevertheless, Luzzatto insists that
there are certain basic principles in the kishna and in the ialmud,

indeed, in all rabbinic literature,which are not subject to
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revocation or change. "That is what I call Judaism. 52

Gelger, however, was not the first to advance the opinion
that Jehudah Hanasi wrote tne Mishna and Rav Ashi wrote the Talmud.
saimonides had preceded Gelger in this, and Geiger makes use of
his authority. Luzzatto links this view of Maimonides with nis
desire to make of Judalsm a fixed system of thought. .t is for
this reason that Maimonides wishes us to believe that Jehudah Fanasi
and Rav Ashi had settled all disputes fixed the halakot irrevocably.®®
ihis static conception of nalachah i1s abhorrent to Luzzatto. But
Maimonides has gd}e even further in his violation of the dynamie -~
spirit of the oral lav. In the MishnelWforah he records the various
halakot of the Talmud as obiter dicta . And as if there were no
room for argument or change, he records none of the conflicting
opinions as was done in the mishna itself. 1t is against this
attempt of Maimonides to suppress differences of opinion and to
produce a false sense of uniformity, that Rebed fjustly protests.
And had it not been for Habed, both Kishne and Talmud mighthave
been forgotten, and all of us subjected to the authority of maimonides
und Aristotle with no appeal beyond them.°4

After the redaction of the ralmud,the Sinaitic traditions,
upon the suthority of which the halakot were based, were forg.tten
in the confusion of the times, because they were not written down.

Hence the asmaktot which had hitnerto been used merely &s suprorts

now became all important. ihe disciples of Anan, lacking in sll




24,

historical insight and true understending of the oral law revolted
against it. <—They took the name of Karaites out of devotion to the
Bible. But the Karaites themselves found i. necessury 0 interpret
the Bible, but lacking an oral tradition they fell into all sorts
of pitfalls and extravagances. The Sadducees before tem had also
rejected the oral tradition;but with them gt was not so much out
of love for Torah as for their espoussl of Atticism in opposition
to Judaism. With the destruction of the Temple, however, the

Sadducees disappeared from the Jewish acene.65

III. Contrs Philcosophis, Spinoza end Kabals.

l. Contra Philosophia.

More dangerous to Judaism than the anti-traditionalism of the
Karaites was the influx of Atticism into Jewish thought through the
vehicle of Graeco-Arabic piilosophy. In working out his dichotomy
between Judaism and Atticism, Luzzatto finds philosophy unalterably
opposed to Judaism. Whereas philosophy attempts to adjust man's
inner self with his outer environment, Judaism is primsrily concerned
with the relationship between God and man, Judaism 1s concerned
with overt ethical sction, philosophy with eternal truths arrived
at speculatively. These two can have nothing in common. H ence it
it absurd to attempt a reconcilietion between them. Luzzattc sets

up a dnualism of ethic and intellect, of heart and mind, which cannot

-
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be transcended. Indeed he is convinced that every attempt to
harmonize these two conflicting principles must lead to religious
heterodoxy and ethical porvsrnion.ss

Maimonides as the great reconciler of these irreconcilables
must therefore bear the full brunt of Luzzatto's frontal attack.
The attemptto bring the Toreh into agreement with Aristotle is
evidence of his inability to see Judaism in its true historical
perspective; and the result is a modification of Judsism by meens
of his fixed halakot and articles of raith.sv Ma imonides is guilty
of fostering two great doctrinal heresies both of which are crroli-
aries of his notion of the soul. Pirst is his denial of the
orthodox belief in Resurrection. FHe substituted for the resurrection
of the body the immortality of the soul - and even that is reserved
for the philosopher alone. Whereas Judeism looks forward to a
bodily resurrection and individual reward and punishment he holds
out only a sort of union of the soul with God in which our individ-
uality is lost, moreover since the type of perfection which entitles
ore to immortslity is not ethicsl but merely intellectuasl, it remains
possible for the philosopher to be an immoral person and to attain
immortality notwithstanding. The leme defenee that Maimonides puts
up in his ppwn annp m indicates merely that the 1dea of bodily
resurrection means no more to him than a device to make children
and common people behave themselves.68

His second doctrinal heresy is to be found in his articles of
faith. When did the prophets or sages define the articles of faith ?
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Judeism on the contrary, judges man by his actions, not his beliefs,
and gives us considerable latitude in matters of faith. It excludes
no one from grace no matter what his beliefs, es long as his deeds
are pure. And yet Maimonides dares to tell us what we must believe
and what not. But this is a necessary corollary of his doctrine of
the soul and immortality which is not Jewish at all but derived
from Graeco-Arabic philcsophy. He regards the soul as a mere
preparation for the separate intellect, which alone, after its
separetion from the body, may attain to immortality - and then only
if it be well versed in metaphysics. Our fortunes become tied up
with this intellectual acquisition. Hence those who fail in this
respect are no better than animaels. And since everyone cannot
acouire these principles by himself Maimonides offers s short cut
to true belief in his articles of faith.®5®

If in & moment of exasperation the Talmud invokes divine
punishment upon the Gentiles, it is for their immoral deeds, never
becsuse of their faith or lack of feith. But Maimonides in his

commentary to Perek Helek would remove from grace all ho reject

his principles of faith, as heretics and unbelievers unworthy of

our wympathy - jpaich wgel oi3m, Entxaniyxix fhis intolerance of hetero-
doxy and foreign raltha}:ontrary to all rabbinic teaching . Rashi
the typicsl rabbinic Jew shows a more tolerant spirit than Maim-
onides the philosopher when he refuses to concur with those who
stigmetize Christianity as 1icdolatry. It i1s the philosopner there=-

fore and not the treditional Jew who evokes the resentment of the

Gentiles and prejudices the relation’ of the Jew and his neighbor
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to the great hurt of the former.”Y

By introducing the confused notions of Greek Arabic philosophy
Maimonices has done us more harm than we have suffered by all the
naive bellefs of our ancestors. Granting the intellectual cogency
of his protests against anthropomorphism, the banguet of the Leviathan,
the attributes, the use of cnarms and the like - but practically what
harm is there in these ? The Jew who believes in all these meta-
physically untenable notions believes also in Providence and Retrib-
ution; and in the fear of God he does justice and mercy. But the
pnilosopher in his arrogance regards himself as the special object
of God's providence whose benefits no one else could enjoy.71

Although the philosophy of the time of Maimonides is gohe and
forgotten, "modern philosophy issues from the same poisonous Greek
roots, " and 1s similarly bound to work evil. Por the Greek
philosophers were dominated by two unworthy motives - the pursuit of
pleasure and the desire for vainglory. <that is why they "ssy much
and do little."72

Luzzatto's strictures against philoscphy are not born of
igmorance. No indeed | He claims to have spent twenty-four years
in the study of the different systems of philosophy and to have
found them barren of allprofit. The philosophers contradict one

another and mislead their students. Not only do their students learn
nothing from them but what is worse, whatever good cualities of

morals or intellect they may have origdnally possessed are corrupted.
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Tae simple man on the other hand who has not studied philosophy or
logic will be saved by his common sense from the pitfalls and
confusions into which the philosophers inevitably fall. Moreover,
he knows that he does not know; whereas the philesopher thinks that
he knows what he really does not know, because he is able to confuse
himself no less than his hearers with words . Luzzatto evidently
disagrees with Socrates who thinks it is the business of philosophy

to teach men to realize that they know nothing.qs

2. Contra Spinoza.

To Luzzetto's way of thinking the greatest cause of confusion
today is Spinoza whose books, hitherto banned, are novr being repub-
lished and translated even into Hebrew and are being resd with great

r4 ‘the

avidity by Jews, 6 to the great hurt of the younpger generation.'
Jewish philosorhers before Spinoza:were in no sense original thinkers;
They merely followed the dominant thought currents of their day and
have since been forgotten. But Spinoza, the only original thinker

of them all,"strayed from light into darkness - adopting athelsm

for his metaphysic and egoism for his ethic;" whereas true philosophy
grounds its metaphysic in God and its ethic on pity.75 Luzzatto

hated Spinoza because he regarded him as symbolical of all those

who cut themselves off from the mainstream of historical Jucmi.sm.'?6
And much as Cato is reputed to have concluded his every utterance

with "Carthago delenda est”, so Luzzatto winds up every other of

his writings with an attack on Spinoza. Indeed, he hated Spinoza

80 much that he wrote to Delitzsch in 1863: "If you are a good

L T N e e ———e
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Christian you are a thousand tines dearer to me tnan those Jews who

"7
follow Spinoza." And in a footnote to nis commentary om Kohelet

he assures us that he is publishing this commentary sfter thirty-eight
years, largely because the exhortation to s life of service for others,
found in the conclusion will afford a timely antidote to the egoism
taught by Spinoza. °

When Solomon Munk in his inaugural address at the College of
rrance denounced psntnelsm as atheism, Luzzatto acclsimed him as an
ally. He sought support too, from mendelsohn's oprosition to Spinczism
as subversive of every principle of faith.”®

It was nis habit of looking at all tnings rationally, and

seeing everyuning as governed by an Iironboundé necessity which

brougnt Spinoza to deny the existence of God?O To be sure Spinoza
never denies the existence of God in so many words. On the contrary.
Wrapping himself in the mantle of plety he speaks of God with great
reverencej;but what he means by God is the universe. For every thing
came into existence by reason of an eternal necessity which leaves no
room for a purposeful creation. And this uncreated, eternal exist-

ent he calls God. Taking their cue from Spinoza some Jews have

committed the blasphemous folly of interpreting /3 as merning the

wnule of existence or the universe. Such a view of the universe

devoid of all final purpose 1is nothing more or less than ntheiam.al |
Spinoza's metaphysic, however, causes Luzzatto less perturbation

than the baneful effects of his perverse doctrines upon ethics. If

you deny Providence, and people no longer fear Retribution, the

conseguences are & letdown in morality§2 But Spinoza went even
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beyond this to cast ridicule upon that other great mainstay of

ethics, pity. He dismissed pity as the mark of the simpleton

and "the weakness of women". It is the wise man who follows reason
and suppresses his feelings of compassion. Spinoza thus enthrones
reason at the expense of man's passional nature, considering it

"the whole of man®, when in rezlity it tells only half the story.

For it 1s man's "feelings which lead him to sympathize with his
fellows, to sorrow in their sorrows, to rejfoice in their rejoicings...
anéd to love justice and righteousness beceuse he cannot bear to see

one man afflict the other."aa

Spinoza on the other hand would

have man disregard all feeling in the interests of reason, and

would exclude from the realm of human motivations even the elements

of praise and blame. It would seem that "he wishes to stamp out all

our human qualities and to convert men into £1int."®4
The individusl consecguently seeks to preserve only himself

end to secure his own interests. He will have nothing to dowitn

charity bec:use that is a communal concern, tgfiorked out in

sccordance with & well-considered social policy, rather than a

matter of individual concern. Although Luzzatto does not altogether

disapprove of sociel legislation and government support of philan-

thropic institutions, he nevertheless, regards their very existence

as evidence of the decay of the moral instinets in man. For 1if

the individuals had pity on the poor and the unfortunate there

would be no need for these institutions and regulations.85

Spinoza has tried to ground his ethic on resson, but the net
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result of this intellectualism has been a decided weskening of the
moral fibre. For if reason dictates self-development through social
living, Luzzatto argues, how can we gainsay him who wishes to develop
himself through theft and fraud ¢ Spinoza may well answer that the
only true development of the self is intellectual; But who will
listen to him ? Will not most people use this doctrine of self-
development as an excuse for every manner of self-aggrandizement and
evil-doing ¢ And 1f we do get people to agree upon the intellectual
icé=]1 and to realize that they need society té attein this goal, even
then they will act socially only insofar as it will advence them
intellectually. But how will you get them to love their wives and
children, the poor and the infirm, which love will be ohly & hindrance
to their intellectual qguest 185

Luzzatto attributes to Spinoza's teachings the decline of

marriage in certasin countries and the conseouent increase of illegit-

imate children. Whereas the netursl instincts of man would lead

him to marry end to beget children, to love and support them, the
cold peasoned calculations of the Spinozists dry up the well-springs
of love,which they consider as folly end weakness. Vence they resort
tc prostitution and adultery in order tc avetd the burden of support-
ing a ramily.av But this is a perversion of nature. For if that

love which nature implants in a human breast to make man forget the

irksome responsibilities of parenthood is an 1llusion, it is an
illusion necessary for the preservation of the apecles.ua
Luzzatto describes K in almost Schopenhaurian termz“? how nature

deceives man through the instrumentalities of instinct and desire.




Jost in 1840: "Man .... must have his illusions ... for he can neither
comprehend nor bear the truth.'gl This type of 1llusion is basic to
religion and poetry, and is more beneficiel in its effects than the
much overrated recson. "Philosophy seeks truth. xeligion seeks the
good and the right; nor 1s man altogether imtellect; he is slso poetry.
Indeed poetry is the greater part of man ... but 1if philosophy
dominates religion, then poetry and religion fade away together and

die.“g2

3. Contra Kasbala.

32.

But unlike Schopenhauer he regards this deception as beneficial in

its effects. If it drives Schopenhauer into a misanthropic pessimism

it leaves Luzzatto's optimism unaffected.’’ Indeed he writes to '
For all nis love of illusion and poetry Luzzatto remsins strangely |

unsympathetic to mysticism. It seems that he was too deeply imbued

with the halachic spirit of Jewish tradition to manifest any love

for either aggadah or Kabals or Hasidism. He had so little use for

the aggadah as to maintain that if Rev Ashl had really written the %

Taelmud he "would never have permitted the homiletic vagaries of the

aggadah to stand as they are."95 In 135 he wrote to Goldberg that #

he did not know whether to laugh or cry at the reports of the

Zaddikim in Russis - both as regards the "ridiculous miracles of the '

Besht" as well as "the humbuggery of his followers who performed

miracles for profit.."g4

Later in 1841 uron &aer receipt of a satire
against the hassidim from Isaac Erter he wrote to tell him how “delight-

ed" he was to read 1¢.95
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His Pplalogue on the Kabala completed in 1820 is so devastating

an analysis of that mystic movement that he refrained from publishing
it lest it weaken the faith of the pious. And when he finally aid
publish it after twenty-five years, it was only upon the urging of
one of his Polish students who thought it a necessary corrective
to the wicked shams of the Hassidim ( P'3'on ) in his country who
make mock of piety?s

Luzzatto's doubts as to the authenticity of the Zohar grew out
of his researches into the origins of the vowel sounds and the cant-
illation marks, which he discovered to be post-Talmudic. Kklijah
Levita had expressed the same idea in the sixteenth century. but
80 keen a critic as Assariah de Rossi dared not espouse it. And
Mendelsohn, too, had accepted the traditional view. Luzzatto tells
us, however, that he arrived at this conclusion independently, as
a result of his reading in the Ejn Y¥Yaakov .97 He points out that
by disregarding the vowel signs and the cantillation merks he has
at times been able to arrive at a better interpretation of the Bible
text. And he quotes both the authority and the practice of many
exegetes who did likewise, notably Reshi, Moses Hacohen, Maimonides,
Albo, Obadiah St'forna and Nabmanides. Nor did Onkelos in his Targum
always translate the text in accordance with vocalization. More-
over, he finds the recency of the vowel signs attested by ibn Ezra

who writes in his Sefer Tzachot that the scholars of Tiberias gave

us the vowel signs.poth David Kimchi and HayyuJ speak of the ay» yprre.
And Hayyu] also refers to the pa¥Gy ypaw « Wrile Nahmanides forbids

the use of a vocalized scroll because it is not like the one gilven
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at Sinai. Finally Elijah ( Bachur)levita in his Massoret Hamassoret

proves conclusively from the Talmud that the vocalized text was
unknown before the redaction of the Babylonian Talmud . 8

Jerome,a contemporary of Rav Ashi,who translated the Bible into

latin, says that inasmuch as the Jews rar=1ly used vowel signs they
have many readings for the same text. <+the reference here is obviously gv
not to our present system of vocalization but to the use o1 tne |
letters '/»¢ to help indicate the vocalization. <The vowel sipgns

proper are never mentioned in any of his writings. What 1s more he x
does say that he was afraid to translate Ghronicles lest he misread A
the numerous names mentioned there. ihere would have been no room ”
for these fears had the text been pocinted as we have it now, Luzzatto
concludes in triumph.g9

Since our vocalizaetion is at variasnce with thaet of both the

Babylonian and the pralestinian Telmuds, it must have been fixed
shortly after the completion of the Babylonien Talmud, or these

variations would never heve been tolerated. We have no record of [

the invention of the vocalization beceuse we have no books from this
period of the Saboraim. Since the vocalization was accepted by the
Karaites, it must heve been fixed some time before their schism or

they would never have accepted it. Hence Luzzatto suggests 500 C.E.
as the approximate date of our vocalization.lVV

Indeed the only authority that we have for an earlier dating of

the vowels 1s the ZOhaerhich takes them for granted and builds many
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of its interpretations upon the geometric designs of the cantillation
marks.'"] But even 1f Rabbi Simeon b. Johai eould have foreseen the
use of vowel signs and the birth of Mohammed(who also appears in the
zohnr)be means of the prophetic spirit, he would surely never have
ventured to advocatve doctrines utterly foreign to the spiric of the
Mishna and the Talmud. No-where in rabbinic literature, Luzzatto
points out, do we find God conceived o{ as anything resembling tne
Ein Sof of the Kabalists. This is clearly an innovation of the
pnilosophers who wish to deprive God of all His attributes. .he
Kabalists of the school of Isas¢ Lurie speak of s basic soul which

is by nature destructible. And only through the fulfillment of the
six hundred thirteen mitzvot in the case of the Jew and the seven
mitzvot in the case of the Noachite does this soul achieve immortality. |
This is & notion not even remotely suggested in rebbinic literature
but obviously derived from Arabic philosopny.102

So important a Kaballstic doctrine as the transmigration of

souls is utterly oprosed by the Talmudic dictum— 3¢ 3v k3 15 5 =

ﬁuab,nmgp;sa. Saadia categorically rejects this doctrine of trans-

migration as utter nonsense (Bmunot ve Deot, Chapter VI end). Rashi

too pretends to mo Ksbalistic lore. He explains the Kabalistie

notion of Neshomo lesera naturelisticelly, &s a feelling of expansive-

ness and peace and joy. He even denies all knowledge of the divine
name of forty-two letters, which every school boy can now discover,
if the Kabala be true. Halevy and ibn Ezra, too, have no use for

the Kabala. Halev‘t has interpreted the Sefer Yetzira in such a

manner as to leave no room for the far-fetched flights of the
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Kebalistic itrlap_'.imll:ion.m:5

when the Sefer Yetzira speaks of the ten Sefirot there is

nothing to Indicste that 1t refers to divine beings or engels.
The term Sefirot i1s used in the literal sense of nmbers - P20# =-and
obviously refers to the ten digits. The ten Sefirot of the Kabalists

unlike those of the 3Sefer Yetzira, are the ten csuses or intellects

of the Greek-Arab philosophers. Wow else, Luzzattoc arpues, could
they have learned to describe the ten concentric spheres as lenves
of an onion, one within the othrer, had they not derived them from thre
;hiloscrher8.104
The langusge , too, 1s late; Febrew and Arsmeic int-rmixed in
grest confusion. It is full of gross errcrs snc ragsn notions
of sn idcletrous charnct~r.105
Moreover, the Kabalists themselves sdmit that the direct line
of continuity between them and the Amorasim was broken. For, thelr
secrets were neot the e revesled by the sages to their chosen
¢iscirles and passed on from tescher to pupll. The line of
transmission was interrupted, and Elljah is suprosed to have
revealed these secrets to Rabbl David, ths father of Rabed, fror
whom Nevmenides snd the other Kabalists pgot them. Tre suthors of
the Ksbmls, Luzzettc concludes therefore, were neither Amorsim nor
even Gaonim but men who lived in e later generation msrked by
terrible persecution and declining scholarship., That exprlains how
extraneous ideas from Greek and Arabie ptllosophy erert in to
108

befoul the stream of Jewish tradition.

It is the opinion of Luzzatto, hovever, that the Kebals wss not
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so much a fraud as a device conceived by certain pious souls to
divert the philosophic interests of their day into more pietistic
channels. In the generation after ibn Ezra they saw the confusion
introduced into Judaism by the pot-pourri of Arabic-Aristotelian
philosophy. But Jewish interest in the corrupt philocsophy of tre
day kept mounting. ‘the writings of Saadis wers unable to stem the
tide of irreligion. Ibn Ezra himself sold out completely to
philosophy,and even poked fun at Sasdia. And by mesns of a diaslect-
ical acuteness and the wide information pervading his many writings
he waes able to influence his contemporartes and to disseminate his
ideas in the many lands which he visited in the course of his
tanderinga.107

The Ksbala was a necessary reaction agsinst the hereticel
philosopny of the day. The Kabalists felt constrained to take these
philosophical notions and to change them in such a manner as to
r-move the elements dangerous to faith, so that they might be
pressed into the service of religion. In order to gein credence
for their ideas they found it necessary to disguise their source
and to attribute them to trecition.OF

Perhaps the most noxious of the tenchings of the pnilosvrphers
was the doctrine of the soul. Whereas the rabbis regerded the soul
es an independent pre-existent substance, the philosophers and
notebly Meimonides taught that the soul was en acouisition of the
philosopher. In this respect the K:=balists also strayed from the
traditionel teachings. They followed the pnilosophers, with a slight

emendntion,that the soul is an scouisition not of the philosopher
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but of the observant Jew. They also took over the sctive intellect =~
Sechel Hapoel =~ of the -hilosophers and made of it the Shechina
or the tenth sphere. And the whole system of Kabal@stic spheres
was manifestly borrowed from the separate intellects - Secholim
Nivdolim of the philosnpharaolog

In their efforts to exalt God the Kebalists created s host of
intermediary beings; the result being not rer removed from idolatry.
On the other hand they went almost as far as Spinoza in i1dentifying
God witn the universe. BExcept that Spinoza did not believe in yod,
and used the term merely to denote the universe. Whereass the Kabal-
ists while believing in God pictured the universe as emsnating from
the Godhead of which everything was part and ]’)llx-t:el..]':l(1

Iuzzatto sums up the Kahala as little more than en smateurish
sort of philosopnhy, indulged in by people who had no training in it.
It is not necessary to believe their mystic vision to have been
deliberate fraud perpetrated in order to secure glory for themselves.
Because the mind steeped in Kabals: and mystical speculation will,
after a long period of fasting and self-affliction have dresms
concerning these speculations, and will imagine that it hears voices
and sees visions. But these half-bakec attemrts to fathom the divine
mysteries without any proper rreparation or understanding must
incvicably breed & vulgsr sense of familiarity with the supernatursal,
and concomitant thereto e disrespect for God.lll

But vorst of all in their attem ts to divine the mysteries of

creation the Kabelists led people away from the literal meaning of
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the biblical text, and substituted for it their own far-fetched
and fantastic interpretations. Hence after the Zohar we no longer
nave any grvat exegetes like Rashi, Rashbam, ibn xzre, Nahmanides,
and David Kimchi. Not until recent times when mendelsohn and Wessely
bresk away from theéZohar are we able to go back to a literal under-
standing of seripture. 7The result nss been five hundred years of
darkness and wrong interpretation of Scripture. Whatever good the
Kebala may have done in counteracting the vain speculetions ofthe
philosophers, it was more than over-balanced by the harm done
through its condemnation of the literal mecning of Scripture.112°

As to the actual composition of the Zohar, Luzzatto guotes the
testimony of i1saac of Acco, one of the first to cuestion its esuthen-
ticity. 1Isasc claimed to have visited tne widow of Moses de Leon
and to haeve leerned from her that the book was the child of her
nusband's brain; and tnat he had attributed it to Simeon b. Johal
only to get 8 good price for the coples which he wrote ocut from his
ovn head. Luzzatto comcares the Zohar to a christologicsl bock that
was similarly supposed to have been found at the same time in Spailn.
And just as the Zohar states im its preface that it was not to be
tfound fror one thousand years, so this book declared that it was not
to be revealed until the reign of kerdinand of Uastile. Surely
poses de Leon knew of this bock and wanted to do for his faith what
tne other forger had done for Christianity}la But tweniy-five years
later upon reconsidering the whole matter Luzzatto ceme to the

conclusion that de Leon was not a forger, but that he had actually
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gotten hold of a book which he believed to be the product of the
salmudic period!‘l4

IV. Tonh

1. sxegeticn.

As instructor of Bible at Padue Luzzotto must of necessicy
have busied himsell with Bible exegesis. But what might have been
an on-rous duty with another was a passion with him. Writing to
Steinschneider in 1455 concerning his commentary to the Pentatecuh,

Hamishtadel, Luzzatto says that he considers it his most important
115

work. And yet for all his passionate devotion to resesrch he
never consicered it an end in itself but eslways looked upon it

as & means toward that greater goal, the preservation of lsrsel.

"It 1s now twenty years," he writes, "that I have arplied myself to
theological dogmatics and apclogetics ... My concern with faith

and its elucidation has brought me of necessity to exegetics. And
since that 1is dependent upon grammar I must desl with that t00..."116
Kleusner, too, points out that he was interested in the minutiae of
exegeésis and grammar not so much for their own sake as for their
importance in building the superstructure of Judaism.llq Nevertheless,
it 1s difficult to believe that anyone could be so slavishly part-
icular sbout the infindtesimal detail of grammatical and literary

research as was Luzzatto, without the compensation of an intrinsic
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love for minutise.

INzzatic wes a guesr sort of Bidble critic. Fe wes able to
cozbine a specles of free criticism with a rockeridbbed fundament-
elism. PFirst he admits that scribal errors and errors cf vocel-
izetion crept into the Bible texts ( excert the Pentsteuch ), that
Solomon did not write Kohslet. But when ibn Ezre, Rspsport and
Erochmal suggest that Issiah XL ancd beyond were not written by
Isalanh, he proceeds to villify them most mercileszly. "We is the
type of critic,"” Kayserling says, "who will go so far, ané thnen
fenstically oppose ell those who would go beyond.'llg

In his preface to the Mishtadel Luzzetto defines his own
p-sition as follows: "I belong neither to the old nor to the new,

- &m neither orthodox nor rationslist, neither rebbinite nor Karsite.
I strive for truth, end teke it from whomsoever it may be, even the
=esnest of tne meen; and I will reject falsehocd though it come from
the greetest of the great."i1€

As an exesete Luzzatto tried o nmodel himselfl after Rashi
whom he admires for nis attempt to give us a literal interpretaticn
of the Bible, and for giving imretus to the peshat execetes after
nim - Rashbam, Kzhmanides, and Devid Kimchi. "The prcper under-
stending of the Torah," he maintains, "comes from a study of the
P shet - witness the helpful study of the grest Pashtenim,"l2V
Trnelr work unfortunately was undone by Maimonicdes and ibn szra and
their disciples who befogged Scripture with thelr philosophicel
ellegories. This brought on the Ksbelists who made confusion worst

confounded by meens of their mystical interpretations. More honor
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then to Rashi who in an atmosphere of aggedic superstition pursued
his studies in the spirit of free incuiry. Refusing to be shackled

by tradition he dared insist upon the literal interpretation of

scripture.121

As has already been pointed out ( p. ) Reshi sometimes disregerds
the vocalizstion in his interpretstions. But luzzatto went beyond
this, in that he was the first Jewish scholar to begin emending the
actual text of the Bible.122 In his first letter to Rapaport (1829)
he ventured to suggest a correction in the text of Isaish X,25 , to
read er: I2p Js ‘en instead of '4"{’;’.' [ But no sooner did ot™ers
begin to follow in this direction than he became alarmed and fought
them at cvery step. "The emendation of an ancient text requires great
vare," he said, "because our manner of thinking is much different,
end what appesrs strange t¢lis did not appesr so to the ancients."124
He¢ was himself very careful to meke emendations only when they
a-peared self-evident end necesssry to an intelligent understanding
of the text.}2® wuence when he saw a host of 1lliterate Galician
youngsters beginning to tamper with the text snd to disfigure it
with all sorts of uncalled for emendations, it is only netural that
he should have had his fears for the integrity of the text,126

It is intercsting to note here that his youthful rorsh

Nidreshet = an° Inoulry Concerning the Truth of the Mosalc Law -

is prefaced by a philosopnical disquisition on the science of logic.
Here he tries to elucidate the uses and, what is more important,
the limitations of reason as applied to biblical criticism. FHe

starts off grendiloocuently: "Reason is God's greatest gift to manl!"
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Blind faith 1is no way to approach religion. Po forbid reasoning
will only evoke scepticism. For if it is true why cannot we rerson
about it ? And 1f you forbid ressoning it is obviously untrue.
Indeed, faith without reason tends to degrade man to the intellectual
level of the belat}ev
Nor can we afford to distrust reason. For if you cannot trust
renson how can you trust the Torah ? Belief then becomes a matter of
mere whim and fancy. The argument that we must accept religion
vecause our fathers would notdlie to us is no more cogent than blind
faith. It would make all religions true,becsuse "their fathers would
not lie to them either." But since the various religions do
contradict each other suchn an attitude leads to absurdity. rence,
unless we are able to submit religion to the te=t of reaeson we can
have no crit-erion for true religion. But reason is a dangerous
plaything. It is a knife which in the hands of tre amateur may cut
too deeply. In practical matters too much speculation leads to no
useful results. In matters of Torah it may lead to befuddled wits
end neretical opinions. And inasmuch as every man is not fit to
examine the Torah with the scalpel of reason, it should be left to
the export.lZU
As already indicated ( p.l3) Luzzatto then goes on to point out
thet the province of scientific investigation 1is limited to the
realm of sense impression. 7"n a study of the Torsh therefore we

may not inocuire into the truth of those things which are beyond the

reach of the senses. lioreover there 1s in ell science a residue of
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uncertainty, since the order of Nature may possibly change. We

cen know the world only as it is now. But to say that no other

order 1s possible is an indication of "philosopnicel provincialism®.

As regards the "unnatural” things recorded in the Torah,the God

who made this world-order can change it to suit himself. the world

ns we know 1t 1s not necessary but only accidental. Hence science

can offer no judgment concerning events recorded in tne Bible.129
OQur only approach to a prophetic book is to ask - is it in

truth a prophetic book? Once we have established that it is

divinely inspired we have no more cause for inocuiry, - becruse it

must be true however strange or mirsculous.l3V

In the tenth chapter of the Torah Nidreshet he throws out the

following challenge: "Is thers anything in the Torah at variance
with the testimony of the sense ? If so ywe may reject the Torah I"
But he nastens to assure us that he can find no such contradictions
in tne Torah. He then spends the next forty years of his life
attempting to reconcile the appar nt contracdictions in the Bible.
But he must have found the tesk too exhausting. For he reverses
himself at the end of tnat time to declare that even if we do find
such contradiction, we may understand them sas God exyleining nis
purpose to men in such terms as they can grasp at that stage of
thelr develupment. tience no real conflict with science or philosophy
is at all possible.:"""’1

It 1s to be erpected therefore, that for all his liberal pro-
testations, Luzzatto would have nothing to do with higher criticism.
He fult so keenly on this point that when Senior Sachs edited the

eighth and ninth volumes of the '‘Herem(Hemed he refused to cooperate
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with him because Sachs nad once referred tothe German school of
nigher criticism as having"brought light out of darkness“. Luzzatto
had once sent sent his own commentary on Isaiah to Sachs in rebuttal,
and was unable to understand how it was that he could not see the
obvious superiority of his method to that of the higher critics,

wnho are nothing but blasphemers end "charlatans" .132 "Phere are

two types of Bible exepretes", Luzzatto wrote, "uncritical believers
and unbelieving critics. put Shadal joining criticism with faith

is the only one to satisfy the needs of the dny.'las

He objects
tu the use of the term bikores for Bible criticism. It occurs
only once in Seriptures ( Leviticus XIX,20 ;, and means there,
eccording to Nachmanides hefker,-irresponsibility. Luzzatto woncurs
in tnis interpretation, and believes that the type of criticism
which goes under the name of bikores justifies thesconnotation by
reason of its 1rreaponsib111ty.134

Because of Geiger's well-known sympathies with higher ericicism,
wzzatto received nis overtures for friendship in lu4: very codﬂj.
But he soon ovurcame his inicial prejudice,and a very fruitful
correspond-nce ensued. But this relationship coula not last, and
was cut short in 1857 with the sppearance of Geiger's Uhrachrift.155
although luzzetto, in his own somewhat radicel commentary to
Kohulet, had daved it as post=-exilic, he found the thesis of the
uhrschrift far too redicel for him to stomach. He was ready to
admiv of certain self-evident emendations in the non-Pentateuchal

portions of the Bible, but the Pentateuch itself was sacrosanct,

and not to be touched by profane hands. nence he rose in fury
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apainst Geiger who would tamper with letters and words in tne
pentateuch as well as in the prophetsi® 1In view of the extreme
cere used in handling the text it is hardly credible that later
suthuricies would have dared to touch it. Indeed even the errors

were preserved as sacred tnough the correct Keri was known and

indicacted. Moreover, the Sadducees snd the Samaritans would.nave

been cuick to seize upon any tampering with the text by the Pharisees
and to point them out.ld’

Luzzatto is especlelly fanatical on on: point - that isaish XL
and beyond 1s of one piece witn the rest of the book, and was written
by Isaiah himself, in palestine and before the exile. re tells us
tnat ne was very much hurt when one of the great scholars ( presumably
Krochmal ) refused to agree with him on this score, and penned
vigorous attacks on him. All his life he was engaged in bitter
controversies over the authorship of these chapters. One of the
cnief causes of Luzzatto's lifelong opposition to ibn Ezra wes his
suggestion tnat this portion of Iseish wes written in Babylon. It
was the cesuse of his repeated cuarrels with Krochmal and Raparort
end Jost.13®

In his own commentary to Issish (LVI,% - LVII,13 ) Luzzatto

points out that these seventeen verses asre not by Isaish but the
lament of & contempcrary on the death of the prophet. But to

attribute Isaieh XL and beyond to an another eguthor is far more serious i
then to extrude seventeen verses. In the second csse these verses !

crept in by mistake and were not intended to fool anybody. In the ﬁ

first case, however, it would be a deliberate frresud; because the

contents would then appear to have been written as if uttered by an
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earlier prophet ( see XLV: 21, XLVIII;3,5). And he cannot bring

himself to belleve that for two thousand years Israel has been comfort-

ing itself with forged documentt%sg

To be sure,the first and second half of the buok describe diff-
erent political conditions. In the first Babylon is politicelly
insignificant, in the second, all-powerful. But this offers no
difficulty to the true bellever. Why cannot t-e prophet foresee the
shift in the political complexion of the later days of which he
writes? Luzzatto was firmly convinced that Isaiah wes able by means
o f the prophetic vision, to foresee #l1l the changes that were to
take place and to write of tliem as a contemporary.

Luzzatto was not to be shaken on this point becsuse it involves
the entire concept of prophecy. He is himself a confirmed believer
in the orthodox notion of prophecy. In e letter of Jvly 26, 1u3@
he asc=ails Jost for denying that the prophet foretold the future.

He takes strong exception to Jost's view that the prophets partook

of th: holy spirit only in such a manner as did Homer and Viegil.

Anéd as for tne prophetic writings, Luzzatto was convinced that what-
ever the prophets spoke concerning the immediate future or wrote

down for the very remote future has come down to us in its entirety.
If not in its original order and chronological secuence the text at
least has not been tempered with or changed as Geliger would have 1t}4u

Krochmal who does not deny prophecy altogether,would 1limit it

to broad general st atemerits about the remote future without any
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specification of names, places, or events. But Iuyzzatto wes in
no mood for compromise. He pointed out to Krochmal definite

prophecies of a speciric nature. The prophet from Judeh ( I K.XIII:1)

specifies /e ek 3 pak iﬁ:;a. The blessing of Jacodb
(Genesis XLIX ) specifies places. Joshua's curse ( Joshua VI: 26 )
specifies events etc.141 :
In his letter to Brecher (1851) he is pleased tc agree with 'i
Brecher thaet"there is nothing in prophecy that is oprosed to Nature". \
For men even today have evinced powers approeching prophecy, "although
true prophecy is of a higher rank than mere natural clsirvoyance.“142
But in the cese of Kohelet no such issue as pro-hecy is inwvolved.
Hence Luzzatto is able to permit himself free range in his criticism. |
Here is & book attributed to Solomon which casts doubt upon the

notion of immortality,and tends to Epicureanism. "How could the

wisest of men ever have written such nonsense which contradicts
everything he wrote in Proverbs." The style too 1s different. ‘he
classic simplicity and the short pithy senterces of Proverbs form

& strange contrast to the involved countradictory statements of
Kohelet. Kohelet alsc abouncs ihA Arsmsicisms which would definitely
preclude its having been written Before the time of Ezra. Its post-
exilic authorship 1s further attested by definite marks of Greek
influence. Luzzatto concludes therefore that the book was written
by & post-exilic author named Kohelet who attributed it to Solomon,

the son of David. When his contemporaries discovered the fraud,

they crossed out the name Solomon and substituted Kohelet; but they
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kept"ben David" in order to make fun of the muthor. 1In later

generations the reason for retaining "ben David" was fgegotten - i

hence the conrnuion.l43 i
His first reaction to the book was to dismiss it as a bit of I

superficial sophistry abounding in contradictions and inconsistencies i

which no real thinker would tolerate. The essential theme of

\
Kohelet that all is vanity - havel havalim - is utterly foreign to "

the optimistic spirit of Judaism. And as for the concluding verses
where he speaks of the "fear of God" as being "the whole of man",
they merely expressed & conventional sentiment which is altogether

at veriance with the real intent of the book - havel havalim.“'4

this judgment of Kohelet was penned at the age of twenty, when
in the heat of youth he rcbelled against the futility implied in
ey 52 erad Je ,rn [5» pJos I»s It seemed at the
time to negate every aOtivistic impulse of his being. But thirty-
eight years lster he changed his mind completely. Looking back on
his life he discovered that it was this very dictum that has meant
more to nim than all he ever leerned from other books. A maturer

interpretation of havel havalim has become the actuating principle

of his later life. Properly understood it teaches us that a life
of selfish indulgence is vanity; and the only life which 1s not
vanity 1s one of service to others. And the exhbrtation to socisal
service found in the conclusion of the book he regards as a timely

entidote to the egoistic ethic of 3p1noza.145

He has come now to regret his derogetory comment on the last

verses of Kohelet which he had stigmatized as expressing merely
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conventional sentiments. They now apreared to him as a brief
summary of the author's religious philosophy. To wit: "If in
reading this book you have falled to understand it, or doubts have
arisen in your mind, know then that the fear of God is the end of
wisdom, etc.™ He now beldeves that the book was written in the
letter days of the first Temple. The idea that Kohelet was influenced
by Greek philosophy is preposterous, beceuse the book is saturated
with the belief in Providence. It begins and ends with the fesr of
God. The apparent deniels of Providence are merely expressions of
doubt that arise trom time to time as a result of the prosperity
of the wicked. But in the main the book is grounded in the belief
in Providence. He loves this book now and regards it as the first
attempt at a Jewlsh philosophy of religion.146

Why Zunz or anybody else, should want to date some of the Psalms
as late as kaccabean times, Luzzatto could not understand. In the
first place the creative pericd of Febrew literatur: had definitely
been closed with the cenon. That snyone would dare to add new
writings to the canon is hardly credible. If the-e Psalms were
truly Maccabean why should the author fear to mention Antiochus,
Maettathias and the rest, especially since it was the Jews who had
triumphed ? Why all the secrecy and the mystification on the part
of the Psalmist, since the contemporary records in Greek do not
hesitate to write of these events in great detail ? The latest of
the Pselms Luzzatto believes are still pre-exilic. vhe very lang-
uege of the Psalms in question proves their anticuity. <the idiom
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is difficult and involved, unlike the simple style of ben Sirach

and the 11turgiata.14?
In a letter to Berish Bmmenfeld (1831) he takes him severely

to task for post-dating the Book of Job. Luzzattois attitude here

is characteristic. He would not be so much concerned for the

antiquity of job were it not for the fact that those who post-date

Job do the same with the prentateuch. ‘that Job is similar in style

to the Psalms and Proverbs does not necessarily prove that yob was

modelled after them but may mean conversely thst they imitated the

style of Job. And even if Job were contemporaneous with rroverbs

and psalms it would still have been written four hundred yesrs before

the exile. He believes that most of th- Psalms are pavidic, and

that Proverbs was written by Solomon. ‘fhe Arsmaicisms prove nothing.

in poet

"0cius<"{t 1s a common trick of poets to use foreign and unususl
words in order to heighten the atyle.148

The eppesrance of Satan proves not lateness, but that the author
was not & Jew. Bectause the God of Job was not the merciful father
of Israsel but & stern tyrant whose only answer to the agonized cry
for justice is to overwhelm poor Job with His might. Fifteen years
leter, however, Luzzatto changed his mind again. F¥He had mis-
interpreted Job. The conclusion of the book proves its Jewish
suthorshir. If Job and his friends were not Jews, at least the
author was because he wrote to justify God's ways with man, and
to teach us tnat if God afflicts the righteous His graclous

o
Providence requites their suffering in the end.14"

-

z_-.




52,

Luzzatto bent all his efforts to prove the authenticity of
the Torah. He regards the divine origin of the Torah as the cen-
tral principle of Judaism. For upon it hinges the existence and
unity of God, His Providence, and the Messianic hope. WHence any
one who denles the divine origin of the Torah is a Kofer B'Iknr.15°

In 1819 Luzzatto sent Regglo six proofs for the suthenticity
of the Torah; -151

l. We have no documencs which contradict Moses.

2. He tells his story in great detsil, with amazing accursacy
and without any inconsistencies.

3. He reveals everything frankly and impartielly, end makes
no attempt to conceal unsavory incidents, such as Rachel's
theft, the selling of Joseph, the adultery of Reuben, etc.

4., Ptolemy, King of Egypyt had it translated into Greek be-
cause he and the other ancient people believed 1t true.

5. Consentium Gentium - Jews, Christians, and Moslems believed
it true and suffered martyrdom for it.

6. Josephus in his Contra Apion mentions some early books
which confirm the Bible account. ‘these books are now lost,
but he would nevor have dared to mention them if they had
not been extant and authentic.

Once we have validated the authenticity of the Torah we have
three proofs that Moses was a true prophet of God: -
1. He ssys so himself.
2. Heo performed miracles of & public character, which cannot
be explained away as mere sléight of hand.
3. His prgg?ecies came to paess either in his own lifetime or
after.

When Geiger began to heap ridicule upon these proofs for the
anticuity of the Torah, Luzzatto wrote to him in exasperation: "How
can 1 continue to cooperate with the man who is trylng to tear down
everything that I am trying to build up ? Because everyone who

strengthens the hands or the rationalists I must regerd as seek-

B L S
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ing to destroy all the Jews. Indeed, our very existence depends
upon our faith ... ror if we permit our faith to waver ... who
will protect our children from the missionaries3® o2

Althoughthe brunt of the rationalist attack was directed against
the belief in prophecy, Messiah, and miracles, Luzzatto refused to
be budged. We have already seen his attitude towards prophecy
(p+¥6f). The belief in the Messiah he regards as one of the corner-

stones of our f'ni.!:.h..:'“s:s

In his letter to Abba Xsak (1847, concerning

the AbysSinian Jews he asks with great concern whether they too

believed in the coming of the Messiah to redeem Israel.l5% and as

for miracles, not only does he accept the Biblical miracles but

also the miracles recorded of the rabbinic wonder-workers . He

believed that "God fulfilled their wishes because of their pilety

end rightecusness. Hence whatever entered their minds was auto-

matically carried into effect... bessuse of God's great love for

them."155 Although he aquestions the esuthenticity of the contemporary

Yassidic miracles he has no doubts concerning the holy men and won-

der workers of ancient days. They were not like these hypocrites,

{ P'aonpN ). They did not amass treesure by praying for their

brethren, but were all poor men who earned their livelihood

through patient toil.l™®
The srgument that the Torah could not have been written three

thousand yesrs ago because the art of writing was then finknown,

proved a formidable one for Reggio. But Luzzatto disposed of it

by referring him to Clemente of Alexandria who speaks of a phonetic




54.

alphabet that was used by the common folk in Egypt, and was
introduced by Tot a contemporary of Abraham. And in his second
book, Herodotus describes a pillar bearing phonetic inscriptions
which was erected by Sesostri, a contemporary of Moses. Surely the
art of writing was alre: dy known before the time of soses . 157

The antiguity of the Torah is further proven by the fasct that
we know 1t to have been written originally in Hebrew script, and
to have been later displaced by the Assyrian script. We can prove
this change of script from internal evidence. Becsuse certain
scribal errors in the Bible can be traced back to similaritles
between the letters of the ancéént script where thnede are no
such similarities in the new script. For example, Tzadil and icod,
while dissimilar in the new script are very close in the old script.
In Isaiah XI: 15 we have /M p'ya., Obviously the yod hes been put
there in place of the izadi, for it should be In> pdva . qhis
correction has been accepted by Gesenlus and others. <vhe rcason
for changing the script Luzzatto suggests was to differentiate the
suthentic scriptures from the spurious Samaritan versions which
nave retained the old script. In this manner Luzzatto hoped to

prove the Mosaic authorship of the Torah.

2, Ethics.
The problem of the divine originof the Porah wes no mere
academic matter for Luzzaetto, bvt e livingburning issue fraught

with immediate ethical consecuences. He regards the Torsh as the
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guerantor of our ethic and religion. <0 be sure, he grounds his
ethic psychologieally, making it flow from the instinctive feel-
ing of pity which 1is innate in all men. But unless nurtured by
the teachings of the !brnh.the feeling of pity tends to weaken
end to fade away under the bludgeonings of man’s rational mature.

Pity is the first great principle of the Torah. It is the
source of love - hesed - and rightdoing. Altruism can have no
other incentive either natural or supernstural. The cuality of
mercy conteins its own reward. #or the merciful person suffers
at the sight of his fellow's pain and he cannot rest until he
has done something to help him. Even the proud of hesrt and
the unrighteous try to avoid the sight of suffering and pain,
because it makes them feel bad. Pity i1s also the cause for our
love of jutsice and our hatred of injustice. ror the sight of
injustice hurts us no less than the sight of aufforing.159

the feeling of pity alone would be enough to mzke man choose
good and reject evlllﬁo were it not for the rational feculties
which are at war with our humen feelings. Man is by nature a
creature of thought and feeling |( (L /uvhJ. In the early
stages of human or national life the feelings are s2ll-powerful
end the faculty of thoughtis weak. In the course of time as
thought grows stronger mma the feelings tend to diminish, becruse
the dominance of the rational faculties tends to weaken the

feelings.lel This is nothing more than a restatement of Kousseau's
dictum that men is by nature good and was corrupted by civil-

ization.
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Luzzatto believes that every attempt to establish right
conduct upon any motive other than the great soclal instincts
of pity is bound to fail. Witness the tailure of the various
schools of philosophy . This failure is attributable to the
following eight fallacies: -

l. The fallacy of Stdcism - the knowledge that the pursuit of

pleasure does not lead to lasting happiness is not enough to
enable man to subdue his passions. w~uman temperaments are so '
veried that it 1s impossible for all men to choose the ogulet
life of the philosopher. 93 b
2. The fallacy of "enlightenedself-interest”- The individual
may very well admit that it would be better if ell men were
righteous. But in a community governed by selfishness, he might
still argue that it 1s suicidal to be the only righteous man.
Furthermore, in a commuhity where all are righteous, certain
individuals may find it very profitable to act selfishly, if
they can “get away with it."™ Morality therefore must proceed
from feeling, not from any people to self-interest.

3. <v1he fallacy og?ﬁcategoricnl imperative" - The nction that
ell men are of eousl worth and that you should not do to them

what you would not have them do to you, is & fine sentiment for

those individuals who can feel this stern sense of pflicht. But
unfortunately most people do not feel this sense of pflicht. i

I
Moreover, there is nothing to prevent anyone from reasoning that H

he i1s stronger and wiser than his fellows, and what he does no=-
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body else can do to him.163

4. The fallacy of the "social motive” - to avoid disgrace and
court pralse. Such an ethic can apply only to externals and does
not involve any internal improvement. Fere again what appeal can
it have for the person who thinks he can "get away with it",

5. The fallacy of "rationality" - That man as a rational being
ougnt to do good and shun evil. Evidently most people do not

feel the urgency of this argument. Klse why 1s there so much evil
in the world?

6. The fallacy of the "inner light" - The argument that good and
evil are both irrelevant, and that the wise man and the seint alone
cen attain happiness. It 1s en argument whose cogency is lost

on most men.l64

"« The fallacy of the "nsturalistic argument” - That man is by
nature a social creature and as such sught to seek the welfare of
his community. But the evil man may say - I am by nature bad and
ought to do what my nature commands.

8. The fallacy of the "mystics" -~ The only good is communion with
and knowledge of God. This too has a very limited esppeal, And
those who follow this path usually become insufferable prigs wno
despise all men.

None of these Luzzatto concludes can motivate right conduct.
they may be all right for some few individuals - philosophers,
ascetics, and the like - but they have no appeal for the common
men; because they are not based upon any natursl or instinctive

foundation in man.155
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the ethical education of the young involves the develop-
ment and the strengthening of the innate feeling of pity by
means of word and deed. Just as showing the child deeds of
cruelty and praising them tends to make nim cruel, so by accustom-
ing him to deeds of mercy and charity and by singing their praises
we strengthen the feeling of pity.l6®
But the most effective agency for screngiltienin, the feel-
ing of pity 1s the Torah. The Torah teaches pity by means of
the laws of pkat, an3t, (al, the prohibition of usury, the
injunction to return the pledged garment st sundown, etc. ‘he
philosophers would surely say that the creditor was within his
rights in not returning the pledge, but the Torsh enjoins pity.l8”7
The way of the Lerd, as found in the Torah, is not the middle
@ th of calculated reason as taught by Aristotle and the philo-
sopher but the path of love and kindness whose purpose is the
welfare of others and the plessure of God. Herein lies the
difference between the selfish ethic of the Greeks end the altruistie
ethic of Judaiam.lﬁa
The Torsh excels in its humene provisions for the trestment
of slaves. It gives us the Jubilee Year which eouaslizes rich and
poor by providing for the resoration of patrimony - this is pity
for the poor. It gives us the Ssbbath rest out of pity for man and
besst. 169 1t also enjoins kindness towards snimals, forbidding
us to muzzle the ox during threshing.And the purpose of |p» nile

is not to penalize the mother for having shown pity for its young,
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and thus giving man the idea that pity does not pay. He quotes
Meupertius ( Letter no. 6 ) to the effect that aside rrom the
wrongness of causing pain to the animel the person who accustoms
himself to be cruel to animals, will soon find himself able to

kill and to torture human belngs without overmuch concern. ‘he
effectiveness of the Torah in tesching pity 1s proven by the fact
that the Kings of Israel were known as Melche Fesed (I K. XX:31 J%TU

Sc important is pity thet it is used for the thirteen sttributes
of God,in order to describe His essence. WHence he who fulfills
the teaschings of the Torah with regard to pity may be seid to
wslk with God. That is, he may actuslly imitate God through deeds
of altruism. Plato, too, Luzzatto points out, based his ethic
upon the principle of Imitatio Dgi. But to imitate God is meen=-
ingless unless we know Him truly - unless we know what kind of
God we are imiteting. The encilents tried to imitate their gods
through adultery, theft, and murder. But ours is a different
kind of God.l7}
Jeremiah sums up the Jewish concept of Imitatio Dei in one
verse (Jersmiah IX: 23 ):  +ux v1 ¥ fsta Alopun [l ares orc s

oN ¥ YN e s
> phy, n30n shea v Srwe apade Gasw yon au '

These are the three princip es of Jewish ethlics, hesed, mishpet

and zedakah. Love - hesed - is absolute perfection. But in
an imperfect world it recuires a certzin amount of cuslification.
Because to love all men whether good or bad would tend to encourage

evil-doers. Hence the need for justice - mishpat. Because there




60.

are times when pity for the wicked may result in cruelty to the

righteous and injury to the innocent. But strict justice on the
other hand may provide no reason for inconveniencing oneself for
the sake of others. Hence the need for cha#ity - zedskah. This

means sacrificing one's own interests for the sake of others.

This is the principle of altruism.172

3. Theologica.
The Torah presents God not only as & model for imitation but !

as the very source and authority for the ethical life. He watches
over all His creatures to mete out reward and punishment in
accordance with their deserts. The doctrine of Providence with
its corollary of Retribution reinforces pity as a powerful modive
and sanction for right-doing. Becsuse the man who has no pity

for his neighbor will, if he is sure of a speedy retribution, be
very circumspeet in his actions, out of pity for himself’.lq:5
To be sure, the Torah does not expressly enjoin bellef in

Providence. But that is because it had already become sn establish-

ed belief since the time of Abraham. Moses nevertheless does

illustrate God's providential guidance by recounting the exper-
iences of Israel in Egypt. We can now understand that the spoil-
ing of the ggyptians was not an immoral act but an instance of

divine retribution upon the wicked oppressors. Nor was the
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extermination of the Cansenites enything less than a divinely
crdained punishment for sin. The command to destroy Amalek
is another instance of just punishment for perfidy. Divine
retribution is of two sorts - communal and individusal.
Communal for sins committed in public, individual for secret
ains}74
Not the Torsah and the Prophets alone, but the whole vast
range of Jewish literature comprised by Mishna, Telmud, and
Midrash, are literally saturated with the principles of pity
and retribution - Pae ﬂmu #n). ‘hese form the only true
besis for social living and religious fnlth,175
Firmly convinced of God's providential care and nis just
retribution, Luzzatto felt it incupbent upon him to work out
some justification for freedom and the existence of evil in
the world. If God is just in rewarding the righteous and run-
ishing the wicked, man must have free-will. ‘his problem 1is
recognized by the Torah. For God pardons those who err unintent-
ionelly, e.ge. the girl who 1s criminslly raped and the man who
commits murder unwittingly. Hence man's actions sre not det-

ermined, Luzzetto wrote in his Torsh Nidreshet.lve

Inasmch as Kohelet presents the arguments for determinism,
Luzzrtto wrote a commentary to that book in order to combet these
pernicious views.177 this commentary resulted from a series of
discussions with his cousin, Lolli, on freedom and determinism.
Lolli presented his own as well as the arguments of Crescas egainst

freedom. Luzzatto tried to refute these arguments. After Lollil
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left Trieste in 1ulS, Luzzatto wrote three poems ( »?a» ) on
freedom. A lengthy correspondence ensued between the two cousins
and Luzzatto wes finally forced to admit defeat. He conceded that
everything is determined by previous causes, either external or
internal, which all go back to one first casuse. But that would
make God the cause of evil. Hence he scouted the suggestion of
the Kuzari ( Ch. V, sec. 20 ) that although all things go back to

one first csuse - siba rishona - they are not all derived from the

vriginal Purpose -~ kavena rishona. Although events may be determined

they are not fatalisticelly pre-determined. But finding this
explanation unsatisfactory, he turned to Plato and Gersonides who

pesit a primal matter - homer kadmon- which is the source of all

evil, because it could not be purified of all its defects. He found
it hard to swellow the doctrine of a primsl uncreated matter. But he
was reassured upon the authority of nslevj, Maimonides, ibn szra,
and Gersonides that it wes neither inimicel to Judaism nor contrary
to the teaschings of the Prophets. By means of this primal mstter,
the bearer of imperfection, he hoped to absolve God, the #irst
Cause, from all responsibility for evil.178

Forty years later (1860) after reading an English writer,
Clarke, he decided that it was no longer necessary to posit e
primal matter to explain the existence of evil. Ior every created
thing must have a purpose, and purpose implies def'iciency which 1is
the roct of all evil. Here is a concept highly suggestive of

SchOpenhauar.lvg




63.

In this voluntarism he sought a solution for the dilemma.
For whenever we act in accordance with our desires we are free,
and subject to praise or blame. And if our desires can be related
back to previous causes - what of it | Indeed, if there were no
cause for our actions we would be crazy. But inasmuch as everything
cen be related back to a First Cszuse, Who in His infinite wisdom
has foreknowledge of all that is to ensue, determinism is also
true. Hence evil 1s not accidental but actually purposed by
God. For without evil there can be no good.lﬂo

in the fevered hest of youth, Luzzatto tells us,he could not
be so pnilosophicel about this matter. But after forty years of
patient investigation and suffering he has come to accept both
freedom and determinism and to see the justice of evil in the

world. unlike the Stoics he cannot cunsider physicsl evil as a

mirege but as a living reality. Evil is meted out to man in a

-

measure, not haphazardly but according to the '1adom:; beneficent
rrovidence.

But Providence notwithstending we must not tall down in our
striving for goodness. Beceuse the good tnet 1s decreed comes only
through such means and such intermediary causes &8s are depenaen.
upon ou. efforts for thelr perfectlion. NOor may we on any account
fe:ist from offering up prayers and supplications, as if there
were no appesal from the verdict. For the Pivine Providence has

181
ordasined that only the humble end the suppliant will be saved.
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Luzzatto was especially perturbed by the problem of evil.
His own faith having remained unshsken despite a life bordering
almost on martyrdom - with its poverty and 1llness and the premsture
deatn of dear ones - he considered himself particularly well-

qualified to Jjustify God's ways with man. In the Torah Nidreshet

he tried to justify the punishment of the sons for the sins of
the fathers, and scouted its possibilities as s solution for the
suffering of the righteous. It 1s inevitable, he argued, that
the fathers should leave their sons. the bad as well as the good.

Moreover the knowledge that his sons will be nrunished for his sins

should deter the father from sin. And if it does not deter him,
the punishment cf his sons will at least be sn object lesson to
othera}ua

Just sbout this time Luzzatto began to develop the idea of
compensation which exercised & peculiar sort of fascination over
him throughout his 1ife. It is interesting to note that gmerson,
toc, was interested in this idea; but there is no indicetion in
any of Lugzzatto's writingshow he came upon this ﬂdttqdﬂgaforo he
was eilghteen he elaborated this solution for the problem of evil
in his poem - Ir:m' ,\fn: !\:ﬁ_u =1§l

q_)“h r? e faf Inle Mpw
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In 1850 he wrote to Joseph Lebensohn affirming his faith in
Providence and dismissing the problem of "why do the righteous

suffer and the wicked prosper”, as an illusion, more apparent
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than real. In 1857 he wrbth to Rfross that it 1s a mistake to
speak of the unegual distribution of good and evil in this world.
For, if we were to examine men's lives carefully we would always
find the joys balanced by the sorrows; the greater the joy the
greater the sorrow. And he offers his own hard life as evidence

of the equal balance between the happy and the sad. Luzzatto was

—
T

so0 pleased with his solution for this problem that he even tried

=

to derive the very name of God » » from »', a shout of joy, and
» a cry of anguish. And the name of God thus compounded he takes |
to indicate that God is the source of all things, both good and
bad.185

It makes no difference whether the world wes created ex-

nihilo or from some primal stuff, becsuse we hsve abundant evid-nce,
Luzzatto believes, for a World-Artificer. If the neture of the
Creator and the creation are above human comprehension, why worry?
It is enough for man to know that he and all the other creatures
were shpped by God's wisdom and handiwork. Because the intelldgence
and purpose revealed in nature are apparent to all. Like Kant
Luzzatto was very much impressed by the teleological complexity
of the universe.® Hence if God cannot be metaphysically proven
with apodictic certainty Luzzatto was willing to rest his faith on
the evidence for teleology, or whet Ksnt calls, the physice-=
theological argument.lee

Luzzatto is willing to compromise on the natuee of God and

¥ Kant though fully conscious of the dignity of this, the oldest
argument for God, nevertheless, cannot approve of its claims to
apodictic certainty. Moreover, even at best, it can only posit
2 World-Artificer, who is not necessarily the World-Creator.
(Ml1ly: A History of Philosophy, p.416 .
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creation, but he draws the line at purpose, which he regards as

the irreducible minimum of religious faitn.187 In 1862 he wrote

M

188
to Senior Sachs, an admirer of Spinoza: "What 1s essential to

Judeism end common sense 1s purpose. This Spinoza denies, thereby
denying both Judeism and common sense."™ He therefore resents the

attempt of Sachs to link the ideas of Gabirol with those of Spinoza.

-

| —

"It is the belief in final purpose,” Luzzatto maintained,®which

-

marks the difference between the thelst and atheist. Belief in

final purpose involves belief in Providence and Retribution.

=

Gebirol believed in these, Spinoza did not." Hence Gabirol could

in all sincerity compose the Keter Malkut and other poetry full }

b o—

of deep religious feeling; wherees Spinoza's writings are full of

}
E

blasphemy and cantempt for religion and morslity. Thus by their
fruits do we know them.l8? And in his letter to N. Keller (1865
Luzzatto points out that Mseimonides and Mendelsohn slso believed
in finel purpose.190

1the place of. man in this scheme of things 1s no mean one.

The Torah tells us that men wes created in the image of God =~

tzelem Elohim. The plursl use of the word elohim Luzzatto takes

to indicate an all-inclusive unity in which are combined all the
powers that be. Hence man who is made in the image of God 1s
also possessed of a plenitude of p wers.1%l Whereas the animals
are limited to certain instinctive functions, man shows grester
plasgicity, in that he can attain to a vaster range of capacities. ﬁ
Like God man is possessed of the whole gamut of power - that he may
have dominion over fish and birds and beast. But most important of

all is man's God-given freedom to choose whether he will rise up
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on high or descend to the depths. No animal has any such chl&co!gz
In 1842, however, Luzzatto found it necessary to quelify
this high estimate of our human capacities. As a result of his
many sufferings he hag come to the realization that our human =
powers are o1 no avail before the superior might of God. He laughs
to scorn the rationalist who put their trust in human understand-
ing. ‘he sorrows laid upon him by God have taught him that it is
not within the province of learning or wisdom or counsel to bring
sugcess or to save us from misfortune. That rests with vod's
providence alone. Hapniness can come only through good deeds of
mercy and love. For nothing can rob us of the ﬂeasur; of doing
good for othorn.lgs
In his later reconsideration of Kohelet, Luzzetto comes to the
conclusion that the purpose of the book is to teach that a life of

pleasure and excess 1s vanity. But Luzzatto is no ascetic, for real

happiness comes from teking care of ones normal needs - such as

eating and drinking - and satisfaction with one's lot. One's lot
here refers to oneis wife. Luzzatto thus interprets Kohelet as
preaching the joys of the simple life.194

As for those who live only for the pursuit of pleasure, thelp

life is mltogether wanity; and it would have been better had they

never been born. Not so those who live to do good. They have a
worthwhile purpose in life. Neither health nor wealth should be |
regarded as goods in themselves, but merely as the instruments

which enable us to be of service to others - "Por this is the purpcse !

of man - Torat Haadam,"195 |
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Concerning the meaning of life, Luzzatto wrote to a friend
(January 12,1841) advising him to accept the world and to accoflodate
himself toit. To avoid introspection and excessive specuk tions
of the mind. Yo accept responsibility and to lead an active life.
If he follows this prescription he will find both joy and sorrow =
and these two in equal measure; hence he will find the sum total
of life to be good. He should not hesitete to assume the responsibilit;
dictated by nature - love and friendship. Let him not despise

men as fools; let him rather consider that he cannot live without

their love. But to gain love one must give himself of lova.]'Q6

to be found only in Jewish litersture - Torsh, Yelmud, and Midrash.

~
This true ethlic of service and love, of activism end hope 1is 1
|
Neither Spinoze or eny of the other philoscrhers can give it to us.197

Not only does philosophy, especislly of the modern type, fall to

meke its students any wiser or better, but it also fuills to msk
them happier. On the contrary it converts their netural good
spirits into pessimism. It overwhelms many fine young men with
melancholy, and fires them with an insane hatred of mankind and
self, leading some even to the brink of suicide.198

Luzzatto tells the story of one such young man who later beceme
e student of his. He found the young fellow plunged in deep
melancholy ez a result of his philosophic @tudies, end actuslly
contemplating suicide. Luzzatto took him on long malks through
the markets and the fields, and by restoring his feith in Judeism .

wes eble to make him see the world in happier perapective.lgg
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We heve nothing to be ashamed of in our Jewish tradition
Luzzatto concludes. For with all its lack of system it prepares
us to face life with a sense of hope and optimism. Fence if we
give our Jewish youth a solid grounding in Jewish trsdition before
exposing them to modern scientific ideas, then the latter can do

them no harm.euo

V. Israel

There are certain aspects of Biblical legislation wnieh do

not seem to have any obvious ethical imylications, nor do they

appear at first glance to grow oub-of any flowering of the religious

spirit. But unlike Mendelsphn, Luzzatto was not willing to leave
them a~s the incomprehensible injunction of a divine fiat. ne
set out therefore, to provide a rationale for the ceremonial law
in terms uf its preservation-value for lsrael as a distinct
national end religicus group.

l. +t1he Mission of Israel.

That Israel is the people chosen by God to carry His teaching
to the nations, Luzzatto regards &s the third great principle of
the rorsh, worthy of beinghanked with the principles of pity and
providence. ‘his 1s not to be confused with the idea of the
ancients that each people 1s under the speeéisl protection of its
own particular deity. DBecause the God of Israelis no tribal deity,
but the Father of all nations and the Lord of all flesh. indeed,
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the Jew showed no such chaubvinism as did the Greeks in calling

all others barbarians. And despite the privileped position of

Israel, the yorah teaches one law for the stranger and the home-
born and makes no distinction between Jew and Gentile in matters
of striet justice and equity.*zo1

If Israel was singled out by God it was not for their own
benefit, but in order to bring light to the gentiloa.202 Nor does
it mean that we were given certain metaphysiecal truths indispens-
able for salvation. oun the contrary, everybody 1s born with the
power to do good, and tofhereby attain salvation. isreel was
chosen only to assume certsain duties and obligations which will

make them an example for other peoplss.‘os God chose Abrsham in

order that he and his children after him might preserve those

good teschings which are known as the derech Adonoy - that is,

Justice and righteousness. Hence if our nation stands after the
full of mightier nations it is in order to preserve these teach-
ings for the sake of humanity. "Though all men turn to atheism,
Israel must remain a2 priest-people,”™ Luzzatto wrote in 1865,

"because theyhave been preserved in order to testify to God's

k

wonderful purpose and power."2U4 But "when Isresel apes the weys
of its neighbors in order to find fsvop in their eyes, they tumble

down from the rank of & chosen people, snd being of no further

use to the world are no longer fit to erist.'205

# Luzzatto does note four instences in which & distinction was made
between Jew and gentile; but he justifies them as pertaining only to
matters which are ;'3 paen pual 8 8) & Jew may not take interest
from a8 Jew - he may from a gentile; b) he mey not collect debts atter
the seventh year from a Jew - he may from a gentile; c¢) only the
Jewish slsve i1s freed after six yeers - not the gentile; d) one may
not take revenge from & Jew, i.e. refuse to lend to him as he refused
you - this does not epply to the gentile. (Mechkere Fayshadut,p.32)
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When Ludwig Philippson's book on Judaism appesred, Luzzatto
wrote a scating review (1858). He declared the author's attempt
to meke of the mission of Isrsel our sole reison dietre utterly
abhorrent to him. For the Jew who believes in divine revelation

the answer is simple - Judaism exists becsuse it is the will of

God. Only a non-believer could make the preservaetion of Judsism
contingent upon the mission idea. To reduce Judaism tothe

single abstract principle of monotheism, and then to say that
Judaism must continue,only to teach this belief,which will bring
about the r#ign of universal peace and the mornl perfection of
man,is ridiculous. The Bible has been transleted into all languages
and is now available to all who care to learn about monotheism.

And what is more the very people who are to preach this truth do
206

not believe in it themselves.
gven the faithful Jew who believes in the millenial prophecies
of Isaish is not so arrogent as to imagine that humen beings will
become angels through eny action of his. If the millenium does
come, it will come only as an act of God, never through the efforts
of those who preach this new "mission of Israsel”., Because the moral
perfection of man involves more than cen be schieved through human
progress. It predicates a complete change of human nature, sfreater
even than that contemplated by the Prophets "in the end of days”.

The mission idea of Philippson is but & futile dream which will

only cause the Gentiles to hate the Jews for their arrogsnce, and |
will only coffirm the heretics in their diabeliefa.zuq l
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2. The cermoniasl law.

The Judaism of the Reformers shorn of its mitzvot and grounded
upon abstract principles is little better then Spinoziam.zoa The
ceremonial law is important not merely becsuse of its divine origin
but because of its national and social significence. 1t beautifies

humen conduct and brings Jews together in spirit in order t¢insure

the everlasting existence of the nation.209 1In addition to this 1t
has a twofold ethical function: 1. It acts as s constant reminder

of God who in His providence ordeined these mitzvbt thus deterring il

man from siny 2. It disciplines man in abstemiousness, than which
210

there is no better training in self-control.
By separating Isrsel from the gentiles the mitzvot foster

nationel unity and preserve us as & priest-people. ‘lhe purpose of

the dietary prohibitions 1s not so much to promote hygiene as holiness.

The Sabbath wes given to Israel not merely for rest, but in order

that national feeling might be intensified when all Jews some

together for rest and prayer for one specified day. And the holidays

e en more than the Sabbath makes for national feeling. Circumecision,

too, was divinely ordained to prevent the Jews from mixing with

their idolatrous neighbors. Luzzatto points out that the Egyptian

priests practiced circumcision as a symbol of separation from the
common herd. We may suppose therefore that the Israelites took
over this rite to indicate tist they were & priest-people. But
if we regaprd these mitzvot as symbols of natlonal unity we must

211

not ‘orget their divine origin.
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When in 1843 the Reformverein of Prankfort drew up their program

and declared that they did not consider the rite of circumecision
binding, the Rabbi of Frankfort, Solomon Abraham Y'riers, addressed
& circular letter to a number of scholars asking for an expression

of opinion. In his answer to Rabbi Triers, Luzzatto expressed his

horror and indignation. The divine origin end obligatory charscter
of circumeision 1s Indisputable (Leviticus XII,3 ; Exodus XII,48).

Hence how cesn anyone be a Jew without this distingulshing mark on
12

his fleah12

What shallbe our attitude towards the man who refuses to have
his son circumcised? Such a man Luzzatto belleves 1s to be regarded
as denying the whole Torah, and should be expelled from the 1life
of the Jewish community. As an Aplkoros we must guard our children

from contact with him.. He may holu no office of authority in the

community. We mey accept no money from him for communal or charit- 1

gble purposes, elthough we may accept it from & sentile. But 1f he

is poor we mey give him charity. If he comes to the synagogue he

should be admitted honorably, even as a gentile. But he may not

be counted for the minyan, nor celled up to the Torah, except on Q

the desth of his father or mother. If he repents on his deathbed w

he is forgiven, and mey bz buried in the Jewish cemetery. If he |
213 |

does not repent he must be buried in a separate plot sll by himself. |

The members of the Reformverein are to be treated in s similar ‘

|
manner, becruse they reject the Torah and do not conform to Jewish |
|

practice. Rabbis should refuse to serve in commun:ties where these
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Reformers are in control of communsl nffair3.214 "Although other
nations may exist without religion,"™ Luzzatto wrote to Rapaport

in 186V,"Israel dispersed to the four corners of the earth, can live
only by its faeith. If we cease to believe in divine revelation

we will c=ase to exist as a nation and will be fused with the
gentilea.'zlin order to preserve Judalsm we must revive belief in

the Torah, and dismiss all neretical preachers and teschers. Children
should be taught Hebrew so that they can know the Bible in the
original. And we must be tighten up on Sabbath violation and dletary —
laxity. MNnder such conaitions it is inevitable that the hereticsl '

Reformers will have to scparate themselves from the Jewish community.

For inasmuch as they do not believe in the Torah why should they

court the martyrdom and the loss of privilege associasted with the

nume Je'ozls .

3. Wissenschaft, Emancipation, and Reform.

-
ror all his love of learning Luzzatto loved his people more.

He never considered his wide learning as anything more than a means

for the preservetion of the Jewish people. He Insists agein and

again that he has but one aim - to raise the dignity of Judaism {

among the Jews themselves, to defend the faith, snd to revive our

w217

"netional pride. He was convinced that the more sews knew of

Jewish literature and of the principles of Judeism the more they
would respect themselves; end if Jgews would only lesrn to respect

themselves the preservation of the nation would be asaured.21u
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When in 1529 Regglo praised the Lehrgebaude of Gesenius very highly,

Luzzatto tells us that he felt his national pride touched to the
ouick. He thereupon swore a solemn oath to redeem our national
honor by writing a better bock on Hebrew r!_‘;gm;ﬁu

Fe was especially concerned with the preservetion of rebrew,
as the bond of unity between the scattered members of isrsel. uf
the entire Science of Judaism group he was the only vne wno wrote
most of his works in Hebrew.zEI "Hebrew is a passion with me," he
wrote to Geilger, "and the revivel of its literatur- the most beauti-

ful dreem of my 1ife."222

During the course of the Spinozs contro-

versy Senior Sachs wrote a pamphlet lampooning Luzzatto. His only

enswer was to admire the beauty of his opponent’s Hebrer style, end

to express the hope that more bocks would be written in such excellent

!!ebrew.223 _
Hebrew 1s much more than a mere language for Luzzatto; he lom_

upon it as a means of ethicsl inspiration. The only redeeming festure

in Spinoza's 1life, &s far as Luzzettc was concerned, was his love

for Febsew. This love for Hebrew may be inferred from the fact

thav Spinoze wrote a little book on ¥Yebrew grammer. %Yence Luzzatto

concludes, thaet Spinoza was able to live s moral life despite his

anti-morel teschings becsuse he had studied Hebrew in his youth.

For the Hebrew lenguage is pervaded with a high ethicasl coloring in

which the concepts of mercy and justice predominate.Z ?

Luzzatto stinted himself and his household of food in order to

buy rare books &and costly menuscripts. But no sconer had he gotten

hold of them than he procleimed their merits broadcast. Not only
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was he ready to lend these manuscripts, but would even copy
hundreds of pages with patient care for anyone who would promise
to publish these lost records. In this way he furnished such
scholers as Zunz, Rapaport, Geiger, Jost, Brecher, and Michael

Sachs with the basic materials for their research. Zunz could

never have published his work on synagogue poetry without this
help. Luzzatto's influence extended even to Helne whose Jewish
poems were inspired by Michael Sachs translation of the poems of
Jehudeh Halevi which Luzzatto had¢ uncovered. And the crowning glory !
of Luzzatto's own life was the publication in 1864 of a portion of

the Divan of Halevi, to which he had given the last two decades

21"
of s 13t

When Zunz ventured to sugrest to him thet he mightbe giving
of his light to the worthy and the unworthy indiscriminately,
Luzzatto answered: "If Satan himself were to come to me today and
ask for a manuscript to publish in hell, I woulé kiss his hands
end give 1t to him. Do I work then for my own profit or ambiticn?"
Indeed nol For he often received but scant acknovledgment for
the help so greciously given.228

Although one of the fathers of the new Science of Judaism,
Inzzatto nad little in common with the other co-workers. Krochmel
and Rapaport, not to spesk of the rationelists, Geiger anéd Jost,

were separated from him by an impassable ideologicsl gulf. Krochmsl

a9
1
|
1
:
b

was 8 disciple of Fegel, Luzgatto an anti-philosopher. Krochmal

and Rapaport admired Msimonides end ibn Ezra. Luzzattc bitterly

attacked the last two as expressions of the"Attice" spirit in

opposition to the Jewish spirit. What Krochmel snd Repaport admired
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in these men Luzzatto condemned as inimicel to Judeism. Nor did
he hesitate to express his resentment when Rapaport began to
associate with Geiger and Jost whose radical views he regarded as
dang=rous to religion. And in an access of picue he once wrote

to Repaport very bitterly, "What cen one expect of & man who defends ‘

227
ibn Ezral® a

In 1540 he told Jost pointblank thet the German-Jewish scholars
who write treir works in Germen cause Hebrew to be forgzotten, weaken
Jewish national feeling, and ceuse Atticism to prevail.®2® In 1860 !
he wrote to Repeport that the Jewish Sclence of the German scholars
cannot endure, because these men are not intercsted in Judeism for

its own sake. Jewish antiquity means no more to them than Egyptian,

Assyrian, Babylonian, or Persian antiquity. And they plow this
field not out of love but for the sake of s&ence or *'.onor.229
Moreover, they regard these studies as a meens whereby to
raise the esteem of the Jew among his neighbors and to bring about
the much desired emancipation. They trz:feluded as to permit their
brethren to imegine that their salvation depends upon their being
considered the equals of their neighbors. They lack the religious
faith and the national pride to discern that the welfare of our
people depends not upon emancipation, but upon the 1l ve they bear
for each other. Such studies cen heve no permenence,for once the
deliverance comes they will no longer have any raison-d'etes. And
with the death of the present generation of scholers who studied
Torsh in their youth when they still believed in God and moses,

there will be no one to carry on the work , 230
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®he Jewish science which will endure is that grounded in faith -

which interprets the Toreh and the Proyhets as the word of God. ]
It must understand the special significance of our history: the |I
perpetual conflict between the divine spirit which is our lepacy '
and the forelgn secular spirit. 1In ell generatioﬁ?the divine spirit ’1‘
must predominate; for if at any time the secular spirit were to
prevail Israel would cesse to be.231

rhe abandonment of everything Jewish, the divorce from the
Jewish past, and the denisl of Isrsel's future is too great a i
price to pay for emancipation. Long before Gabriel Hiesser, .
Luzzatto was the first to declare that we must not make the slightest
compromise in our Judaism for the sake of civic or roliticel |
liberties. 1Indeed we must refuse them if they will lead to the

destruction of the integrity of the Jewish people.632

In an Italian lettur to R,grio he warned of the dangers to
Judsism from rationalism. It pives rise to & contempt for our

people and everything Jewish. It belittles those of our great men

who have shown the truest expression of the Jewish sririt. It
refuses to see in Judeism enything originel or cheracteristic: it !
is all outlandish and imitated. Everything - ideas, customs, laws =
all were borrewed from others. he one desire of these rationalists
is to see the Jews become like their "civilized" neighbors. To
model Jewish studies after Ohristian theology. 1o convert their
synagogues into Protestant"Tem;les“. And to imitate the Christians
in waelk and in speech, in life and in death. %33
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These Reformers are as school boys compered with our ancient
sages. The latter derived their tradition from Sinai and from
Judaism and established it on a firm enough besis to withstand

the howling gales of persecution. Whereas these Reformers, under

the influence of Greek thought, caused the defection of many souls
from Judaism. "Our sages prepared people to begdgele confident in
bad times. ‘'These men overwhelm our people with melancholy in good

timaa:234

:he universslism of the assimilstionist writers snd scholers
who follow the lead of Philippson he finds utterly repugnent. How
rificulous and naive their prediction thet the Gentiles will give
up their false bellefs, end the Jews their separate customs, and ell
will live together as one people. If they hope toc grin their
emancipation thus they ar« misteaken. ror they lack the perspicecity
to understand thet the wrath of the gentiles is directed not agsinst
the faith-ful Jews, but ageinst the hypocrites who, nelther jews
nor Christiens, spreed hercticel doctrines in religion end politics.235 :

It is a misteke for the gentiles to wean the Jews awasy from the

Telmud, which teaches us to desl rightecusly and justly with sll men, |
end to believe in Providence and Retribution. For the Jew who departs
from the weys of the Talmud inveriebly f=lls intc the net of

Spinoze, who teeches that cen's only duty is to seek his own v-1lfere.
Incdeed who mekes the better citizen? - The Telmudic Jew who believes
in God snd Judgment and Kercy, or the Spinozist who ssys there 13 nc
Judgment and no God, who despises pity sand love, sand believes that

might is right 2236
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The unbelieving Jew who excises all national references from
the prayer-book is thereby stamped as an opportunist who cen be
true to neither king, nor country,nor people. But the feithful
Jew who weits upon the Lord 1s & good citizen who seeks the good
of his city as bidden by Jeremish (XXIX:7) and the 1almud (Ketubot 111)

Nor does he slander the religion of his neighbors, nor sttempt to

weeken their fesith - for he nas no mission to spread his religion

emong them.->! yhus Luzzetto believes that he has cut the ground '

frum under the xeformers by shoring t'at the believing uvew hase

better srgument for emancipation than the Jew who is lax in fsith

i
i
!
]
!

anc observance.

VI. Postscript

Unless we can see him in the light of the romentic 1desls of
an-Bxile® or better still of an"Atsla", Luzzettc rust remsin to
us en enigmetic mess of inner contredictions. The idesl man thus
visuelized, expresses himself in terms of the laws of his own
neture. ¥Ye excels in e goodness of heert end in an inner plety
which 1e¢ born of neivete snd inncorence., And he menifests an over-
weening concern for his originslity sné unircve worth es an tritvidusl?

Fence Luzzatto tells us thet he likedcertsin books not hbeceuse they g

e

revesled new truths to nim but because they were in apgreement with
the icdecs latent in his own heart.239 It was cherescteristic of the

Romentics to assume thet nothing they learned wes reelly new to
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them. For if they found eny idea appesling, that was ample evidence
of its heving been lylng dormant within their own inner consciousness.

Luzzatto often exceeds the bounds of good taste in speaking of

his love of truth, his dlsinterestedness, his singular character,

his originality and genius. Yet there 1s nothing of the poseur

about him. He repestedly calls Jost and Zunz to task for their

false modesty. Truth, he scolded them, despises this type of
modesty no less than 1t‘frowns on arrogance. And in typical romantie
fashion he proclaims to these rationalists: "Nature requires that

we express what we £ee11"%%0  such was his self-assurance that he
wrote to Schorr, December b, 1838; "I will write down my thoughts
and 1f they won't _lease my contemporaries, I will lesve them for

a later generation to hear fruit."

Profound as was his acmirstion for Rendeléﬁhn, he did not
hesitate to damn him as wantin;?that great Romantic desideratum =
originality. "He (lendeld%hn) found his century in alignment with
himself. I, on the contrary oporoce the century, the world, the
universe. I have few eolleagues in my lifetime, but that is not
my feult ... who knows what will happen after my death. If Judsism ‘
is to continue =~ and it will continue - where will it find anchorsge |

if not in my writings ? Surely not in Hendelaohnhﬁ?4l

This Romentic impulsiveness was also translated into his
personel relations. Shocked by the rationelism of Jost's history
he wrote to Repaport (1831): "I hate Jost and will always hste him."

And when Rapaport refused to breck off his friendship with Jost on
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that account Luzzatto became very indignant. Rapaport thought
it a bit of calculated arrogance on the part of Luzzatto. The

breach between the two widened over the guestion of Deutero-Isaiah

as well as the Maimonides and ibn Ezra controversy which continued
over & period of years. April 15, 1839, Luzzatto sent Repaport a
declaration of eternal divorce , which lasted only two yeers. For
sll his violent languege he could not Lete very long. No sooner
did he become associated with Jost as & contributor to the
Israelitische Annelen than he buried his antipathy towards the

free-thinking rationalist and a close friendship resulted.242

Of his character and influence on his students we have the
rcmarkable testimony of Samson Gentilommo, a student who left the
college in Padus because of his disinclinetion for the rabbinate:
"Without preaching moralshe tasught morslity, His students clung to
him with love and devotion. They considered themselves his children,
and he their father. They asked nis counsel in sll problems of
life and confidec in nim sll thelr troubles ... Ask all over town

and you will hear that he i1s callec by everybody - the fether of the
pc43

poor, the friend of truth, righteous and unselfish man.
Taking for nis motto: "Judaeus sum, Judsici nihil & me alienum
puto”, he set himself to sifting the diversified ores of Jewish f
lesrning, to refine them of their dross, snd to rresent them in |
their brightest lustre. Under the stimulus of Rapsport he began to

cultivate the fallow fleld of Jewish history. It was through his
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efforts that the literature of the glorious Spanish period, hidden
from the eyes of the Inquisition in Italy, was uncovered and
published. That is why Graetz says of him: "If Krochmal and

Rapaport are the fathers of Jewish history, then Luzzatto was its
245
n

mother.
Under the influence of the Romentic Reaction he tried to
provide a rationale for Jydaism in terms of the irrationalk of
instinct and faith. These are the r-alities of which reflection
are bht the faint shadows; and their justification is pragmatie
rather than metnphysical.z46 But if he took his cue for the

interpretation of Jewish history and religion from Romenticism,
he knew how to justify it from and how to subordinate it to the
demands of Jewish tradition. That is why he went to such pains to
purify the Jewish spirit of those foreign and extraneous elements
which he called "Atticism". He spent his 1life exposing and
combatting the "Attic" spirit whenever it crops up in the varying
forms of medievel Jewish philosophy, Ksbela, Spinozism, rstionelism,
and higher criticism. Fe had the historical insight to realize

that the Jewish genius has ever been strongest on the practical

or ethical side. For in metaphysical acumen the Prophets cannot
compare with the philoso;hers of Greece and India.24?

Luzzatto is right therefore,in condemning as a lapse from

!

tradition Msimonides' subordination of ethic and nis ignoring of- ]

ritusl in the attempt to establish Judaism as an intellectualistic
system. ©Nor could he logically approve of the Keballistic reaction

which tries to establish Judeism as a mysticsl intellectualism

grounded on ritual.
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As Bloch puts 1§Tguzzatto regards Judeism as s‘;oralism
based upon feeling supported by faith and traditl.a‘: 1therein he
is even more one-sided than Maimonides, who for all his intellect-
ualism gives morality e high place in his system, making it a
perquisite to the atteainment of intellectusl perfection. Luzzstto
on the other hand throws out of his theory all intellectual values.

Looking upon religion only as an avenue to morsl action, he takes
no cognizance of its other and no less significant aspects, such
as the intellectusl striving after God. Pity and Love, combined

with the fesr of God, subsume all that is of velue in his religion.

Although we are becoming mor- end more inclined to develop our
ethic today upon the substratum of instinct we must seek a broader

base for it than the single emotion of pity®. If re showed rare

discernment in pointing out the importent role of instinct, he
broader

falled to recognize the/complex of socisl instincts which we must

teke into consideration infdny ethical discussion. Tre time has

passed when we csn spernk of any single principle of ethical motivation.

Because of the very verlety of humen temperament snd the complexity

of human circumstance which Luzzatto himself refers to the basis

for ethicsl motivetion must be eclectic. Eeth one of the ethicel ]

principles which Luzzstto rejects as fallacious has its peculiar
apresl tc cartsin types of peorle end sll of them together must be

woven into the motivation pattern of our ethie, .

& 3chopenhater elso reduces e11 morellty to s derivative of plity. ~
(see Whittaker : Schopennauer, p.73 ; 1nilly : A ¥istory of
Pnilosophy, r.489).
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With all his keen in=ight and brilliant observations Li:zzatto
was wanting in speculative and systematic power. Strong in the
attack, he lacked the energy to carry his point through to its logieal

consequences. If a deep inner faith gave him the impetus to vhult
over every chasm of contradiction,he could not always take others
with him. He did, however, prepare¢ the way, for a proper under-

stending of tne ethical empnasis in Judslism, its moral weltanschaung,

and above sll the fundamentsl meening of pity in Seripture. Iif for

Falevi the Jewish peop'e were as the heart among the nations, for

Luzzatto Judaism was the conscience of humnnity.ﬁ‘g
Though many are content to _resch better than they practice, .

|

Luzzatto was not the man to permit sction to lsg behind prineiple.
that Luzzatto lived the type of Judeism which he taught 1s evident
rrom Rabbi Simche Pinsker's fine tribnto?sg "He 12 one of the very
few survivors ...who numble themselves for the seke of learning

end become themselves its servants ret er than mske le rning serve
them. #e 18 ever-ready to sicd assist ell who mey esk him, without
weeriness or complaeint, with & willing heart snd a checrful spirit;

peceuse he is esger to do the will of Wis Msker snd to clesve Lo nis

wayS <.." !

.
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