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Introduction

What was called — according to Martin Buber an “expression of hope rather
than reality”! — already at the beginning of the 20th century the “Jewish
renaissance,” was tightly linked to an inquiry about whether it would be possible
for the Jews, or, sometimes more specifically, the “Jewish people,” to redefine their
reality. The emancipation movements of the 19th century forced the Western
European Jews to replace the self-evidence with which their lives had hitherto
proceeded largely apart from their surroundings with a much more consciously
reflected individuality. For the first time since the Spanish-Arab Middle Ages,
philosophy became increasingly important. Salomon Formstecher, Samuel Hirsch,
and Salomon Ludwig Steinheim are only three of the authors who produced
important works. In them, says Hermann Cohen, probably their most important heir
on the threshold of the 20th century, “philosophical striving is expressed seriously
and purposefully” [2. P. 115]. He adds: “The philosophy of Judaism is the essence
of Judaism; and without philosophy, this essence cannot be grasped” [2. P. 115].
Martin Buber and Franz Rosenzweig follow this thesis in different ways, even
without this extreme focus on philosophy. The one as a student of Wilhelm Dilthey
and Georg Simmel, the other as a student of Friedrich Meinecke, Heinrich Rickert,
and later Cohen himself, also belong to the history of Judaism that has become
modern, and no longer seem to find valid answers without guestions, they have
learned from philosophy.

A systematic overall view of the three authors on these few pages cannot
develop any depth of focus. Therefore, I will limit myself to one aspect which shows
the philosophical contour of our authors condensed as in a prism, namely their
relation to two basic Jewish concepts: to the feaching, i.e., to the theoretical,
theological part of the tradition, and to the /aw, i.e., to the practical, action-oriented
part. In terms of time frame as well, I limit myself to those approximately 20
decisive years, which are delimited by Cohen’s great 1904 essay on Ethics and
Philosophy of Religion in their Interrelation (Ethik und Religionsphilosophie in
ihrem Zusammenhange), already quoted, and by Rosenzweig’s 1923 essay The
Builders (Die Bauleute), i.e., his response to Buber’s newly published Speeches on
Judaism (Reden iiber das Judentum). Almost all the main philosophical works of
our three authors also fall into this period: Cohen’s System of Philosophy (System
der Philosophie, 1902—1912), his Religion of Reason Out of the Sources of
Judaism (Religion der Vernunft aus den Quellen des Judentums, 1919),
Rosenzweig’s The Star of Redemption (Der Stern der Erlosung, 1921), and Buber’s
I and Thou (Ich und Du, 1923). To think, feel and do one’s own authentically
without excluding oneself from the general culture, or more strongly: to accomplish

! All citations are translated from the German sources [1. P. 44].
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the general, even the most general at all, precisely in the realization of one’s own, is
for all three philosophers the high demand of their Jewish self-interpretation. None
of them has devoted his life’s work exclusively to “Jewish” themes, least of all
Hermann Cohen. But each of them is under the question of how it is possible to write
in German about the general human, and just in this to be unambiguously Jewish.

Hermann Cohen (1842—1918) is a thinker of teaching. He understands the
law as the generic term — based on the double meaning of the word Torah — but
then he does not speak of the content of individual halakhic regulations; rather he
concentrates almost exclusively on the duty of “theoretical instruction” [3. P. 393].
He is primarily concerned with formal, methodically determined knowledge: “The
law is intended to be valid as the foundation of the moral world. The law, therefore,
is preeminently called teaching” [3. P. 393]. The view that the appropriate action of
a Jewish person consists in fulfilling individually revealed statutes, the mitzvot, is
not the starting point in any of Cohen’s writings. This is related to a basic principle
of his philosophizing. He takes the question of truth into the hands of his thinking.
Truth, for Cohen, is never to be found directly in a multiplicity, be it revealed
commandments. Rather, it rests on a single ground that is incomparable with all
multiplicity, and so only if the thinker first rejects multiplicity he can tread the path
to insight into this ground. In Cohen, therefore, one will not find any casuistic
considerations about the observance of certain mitzvot. He is only interested in that
one, the “origin” [4. P. 79ff] of all legality and the basic principle of all ways to
truth in general, however different these ways may be in the history of humanity,
of thinking, political morality, and artistic culture.

Just one splitting and thus apparent multiplicity becomes a problem here: the
necessary distinction between knowledge of nature and ethics. The ethical will does
not flow out from nature. Nature does not flow out from the will. To mix both or to
turn their relationship upside down in a metaphysics of the will was, according to
Cohen, a philosophical fall from grace already with Plato, but especially since
Spinoza on up to Romanticism and Schopenhauer. Despite this strict distinction,
truth (Wahrheit) remains the defiantly held “fundamental law” between the
existence of nature and the historical development of human morality in
“connection and harmony” [5. P. 89, 500]. Truth in this way becomes a critique of
man’s method of distinction demanded by the man himself. This distinction
between knowledge of nature and ethics is thus only “half” of the truth, but it
remains the guiding principle. Truth in the full sense is therefore in the strict sense
an “ideal” and in the progress of research and action. It can only be anticipated as
an idea of the future. For historical human beings, it becomes identical to
truthfulness [5. P. 91]%. Its inner ambivalence is a strict distinction between nature
and human action on one hand, and a view to the overarching unity on the other,

2 And passim.
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leading to the most arduous idea in Cohen’s ethics: the idea of God. Truth marks
the dividing line between philosophical thinking and religious trust. Although a
methodically clear path leads toward this idea, the succinct sentence: “this truth we
call God” [5. P. 445] — and with it, therefore, the word God — reaches the fabric
of philosophical theory only because a religious experience immediately
accompanies it. Cohen, however, speaks of this in his Ethics of Pure Will only in a
hint. Only in a late 1916 essay, the philosopher states: “If we [...] drop the
methodical distinction, ethics unites with religion in the trust in God” [6. P. 349].
This trust prevents Cohen’s idealism, which remains in open limbo, from slipping
into cynicism. It preserves a moment of hope in thinking, without which
truthfulness would lose its reason.

The religion of which Cohen speaks must, according to the philosophical
question of origin, carry a point of view of uniqueness in itself. In his opinion, only
Jewish monotheism fulfills this condition sufficiently, in order to be allowed to
speak within the realm of philosophy without turning off the methodically pure
way. To put it more pointedly: The peculiarity of the Jewish religion lies in keeping
the word God ready for the general human thinking in hermeneutically pure rigor.
Those who inherit this religion, therefore, do not follow it by starting from the canon
of the 613 mitzvot, but by formulating an uncompromisingly precise teaching about
the innermost foundation of human truthfulness in purity and keeping it alive in the
consciousness of humankind: the teaching of the uniqueness of God.

Now it is clear: this task is not an merely theoretical one, but one of Jewish
action, and therefore the /law now also comes into consideration in the narrow sense,
i.e., as a canon of mitzvot. Thus, Cohen distinguishes, entirely in the sense of
numerous predecessors, between “principles of reason (Sichliof)” and
“prescriptions of obedience (Schim ‘iot)” [3. P. 409]. The former include, for
instance, the Decalogue, the Noachide commandments, and the commandments of
loving strangers and neighbors. The “prescriptions of obedience” include the
dietary laws, the laws concerning the tallit (prayer shawl), the tefillin, etc. They
form a “fence around the teaching,” of which already the Mishnah speaks, thus
protecting the teaching from heterogeneous influences. And they are a means of
remembrance, so that the pure idea is not lost. According to Cohen, by the
commandment to look at them, the shallow threads on the tallit, for example, are
transformed into a sign of the teaching, “thereby, seeing becomes beholding by the
mind” [3. P. 398]. Thus, the approach to ‘teaching’ asserts itself here as well.

But are the mitzvot not given with the Torah and therefore removed from any
relativizing consideration? Samson Raphael Hirsch, the mastermind of the German
New Orthodoxy in the 19th century, held the view that all 613 mitzvot were directly
authenticated by an overwhelmingly large number of witnesses whom he saw—in
his view of the simultaneity of all generations—gathered at the Biblical mountain
of revelation [7. P. 17], For Cohen, the “gift of Torah” (Matan Torah) is not an
“object given” that can be pinpointed by witnesses. He asks, employing a term of
Wilhelm von Humboldt and his teacher Hajim Steinthal, for the “inner linguistic
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form” of the Hebrew word Matan and concludes: “On the communication alone it
depends [...], on the Jewish linguistic spirit™ [8. P. 640].

This means that Matan Torah is a pure movement of communication, not a
handed-down written sentence. Revelation is a pure act of productive receiving of
knowledge under the aspect of God. Only the law of this communicativeness is to
be obeyed absolutely. Philosophy as “grasping” the “essence” of Judaism, so
Cohen’s words of 1904 quoted above, is an insight into the logical conditions for
this pure communicability, the “giving of the Torah,” to occur. Cohen’s most
important source for this is the negative theology of the medieval rationalists from
Saadiah to Maimonides: nothing else can be recognizable of God than only the so-
called “attributes of action,” a theoretical expression denoting the project to design
ethics under the ideal of divine action and to provide it in this way with a “logical
substructure” [9. P. 287]*.

The individual mitzvot offer no guideline for this. Cohen appreciates them as a
historical and for the time being also as an indispensable way of the knowledge of
God; however: only in the meaning of a symbol. The /aw has “no value of its own,
but this is exactly the value of a symbol, that it can awaken the genuine value”
[3. P. 430]. Thus, the law is at least indirectly connected with the truth, with the
“genuine value.” For it to unfold its symbolic effect, however, it must be possible
to establish a direct reference to the truth at a central point of its wealth of action.
Specifically, in the law’s canon, there must be a fundamental law, under the light
of which the totality of the mitzvot becomes a fully valid symbol. This innermost
commandment, which “flows through” the “whole chain” of the 613 mitzvot, is
prayer, without which, as Cohen pointedly says, “worship would consist only in
sacrifice.” In prayer, therefore, lies the “entire content of the worship of God”
[3. P. 431]. And this total content, in turn, condenses in the Sk 'ma Yisra’el of the
daily liturgy: “Hear, O Israel: the LORD our God, the LORD is one” (Dt 6:4).
Speaking and hearing this teaching on God’s uniqueness during prayer is Israel’s
basic duty of obedience. “Whoever calls the Shma“ is called a Jehudi” — Cohen
reinterprets into positive terms the Talmudic provision “whoever denies idolatry is
called a Jew” [10. P. 104]. This, and only this, is his answer to the question: who
is a Jew?

“He who prays his Shema* Yisra’el with all the ardor of his heart, with
trembling and quaking, he, and he alone, fortifies his Jewish self unshakably in
spirit and soul” [11. P. 219]. Hermann Cohen writes this sentence in 1916, and he
does not mean it in an edifying way at all, but as an attack contra the new movement
of Zionism, which has become unmistakable. He considers it a “betrayal”
[12. P. 118] of Judaism, when the communication between God and man is diverted
to an interest in the realization of natural-vital national forces. He senses something

3 Italics by the author H.W.
4 On the “Attributen der Handlung,” cf. [3. P. 109—115].
5 Babylonian Talmud, Megilla 13a.
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like that in certain currents of Zionism and thus comes into sharp conflict with one
of its advocates.

That advocate is Martin Buber (1878—1965) who, in his counterattack, takes
up Cohen’s emphatic confession to Hear, O Israel, ironically “confessing” for his
part that he had not found many such prayers “in the places of worship of liberal
Judaism” [13. P. 291]. This mocking reaction to Jewish liberalism, to which he also
ascribes Hermann Cohen, is not a return to Orthodoxy, however, but a rejection of
confidence in the historical power of the idea. Buber also bases his conception of
Jewishness essentially on feaching and not on law. Cohen’s view, however, gives
him the impression that, as he notes, the “nourishing, begetting, indissoluble
element of religion, the secret of its super-rationality,” is reduced to abstract
dogmas and moral commandments; as if Judaism here were only

a whimsical, circuitous, historically at least unavoidable detour, but now
heartily superfluous to these modern philosophical topics, for instance, to the
idea of God as a postulate of practical reason, or to the categorical imperative
[14.P. 132].

Cohen is not named personally at this point, but it is clear: What Buber also
finds inadequate in Cohen’s thinking in those years, too, is the “lived and to be lived
life” [14. P. 133]. He observes an “alignment with the occidental dualism” of
“spirit” and “life,” “with the attitude of the contract” [15. P. 89]. And therefore it
is time “to reflect on the fact that the attitude of the contract must now be replaced
by that of realization,” [16] “Not” God’s revealed name “I will be alone, but the
whole life of Moses, not the Hear, O Israel alone, but the whole death of the
martyrs” belong to the “truth of the unity of God in Judaism” [14. P. 132].

Martin Buber is one of the personalities who, against the background of the
19th-century philosophy of life, added a new direction to all previous ways of
considering Judaism in the German cultural sphere. The methodical core of his
presentation is a philosophizing sharing of existential experiences — be it in
Buber’s early years of those of mysticism, be it later — beginning around 1912, the
“faith experience” of what he will call the “in-between” of dialogical existence. His
great meditation on the “basic word I-Thou” [17. P. 79] is such a conceptual
narration of experiences of encounter. His social science, up to where he juxtaposes
the “socialism of Moscow” to the “socialism of Jerusalem” [18. P. 992], has its
specific attraction by dint of a narrative confession. Philosophical logicality and
inner freedom from contradiction are indeed necessary. But it would, according to
Buber, be a mistaken claim that such philosophical claims could establish the reality
of experience itself. He warns that the “faculty of thought,” although
“indispensable,” must not sacrifice to its logical “consistency anything of that
reality itself which the experience that has happened ordered to pinpoint”
[19. P. 1112]. Almost all of Buber’s work has a rhetorical impulse. He is concerned
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with the foundation of an immediate binding force between personality and
religious tradition. Personality here is not an ethical principle of will in the sense
of Kant’s Critique of Practical Reason, but a “conviction,” an “affirmation of the
whole human soul” [14. P. 136]. The Jewish sources are completely bypassed as
soon as formal ethical principles are to be proven on their basis or extracted from
them. The sources must rather be lived through as a path of spiritual search, as an
incessant labor of historical commentary, which strives to achieve that “yes-saying”
even in the face of the most brittle material of seemingly contradictory traditions.
This pathway and the stages of its success are fused in the feaching.

To a large extent, Buber included his own biography in his accounts. Over long
interbals of time, his thinking and writing are a tightrope walk between factual
truthfulness and self-stylization, and have earned him substantial multiple reproach.
Already early on his father responded to his confessional essay My Way to Hasidism
(Mein Weg zum Chassidismus, 1917) by saying that such a stylized statement like
his son’s “I became aware of the calling” was a mistake: “You announce yourself
there formally as Messiah™®. Such an almost prophetic self-confidence was not
uncommon during the First World War and for some time thereafter, also in the
case of other authors. This style has its justification because, on the path of
existential discovery, only that knowledge can claim validity which is presented as
a personal confession of one’s factual life experience. In this sense, Buber’s method
is conclusive. It is only his great talent for linguistic aesthetics that would seem at
times to play a trick on him, when the methodical seriousness of his communication,
where everything depends on preserving a calm stance, falls victim to an elegant
albeit too rapid procedure of finding wisdom.

The price Buber pays with this style of sharing philosophical reflection in the
realm of Jewish subject is a one-sided devaluation of the law. True, it is said:
Whoever, like Samson Raphael Hirsch, acknowledges the laws of the Torah in full
“certainty of revelation” is “inviolable in the lawfulness of his life” [14. P. 136].
But they who fulfill the 613 mifzvot unconsciously, just nominally, their attitude
has to be rejected “from the bottom up” [14. P. 136]. This is only a copy of the
already prevailing “dependence of life on the disembodied gear” [14. P. 140],
against which Buber takes up arms, utilizing a substantial array of elements of
religious renewal. Again, in the style of those years, it is from the “youth” where
he envisions “rebirth” of religion. Already, in this valuation of youth as an almost
independent historical principle, there is resistance against the form of life of the
law, which naturally attains maturity only with advancing age. Buber bets on
another card so to speak. He considers the hope for renewal from the law as a form
of “romanticism.” On the other hand, “rebirth is always when the spirit summons
the elemental forces enclosed in the formations and calls them to new creation.”
According to Buber, the “spirit” succeeds in this “when it finds people [Volk] by
making people [Volk] fruitful”’ [14. P. 138]. The “primeval forces of the people”

6 Carl Buber to Martin Buber, probably at the end of 1917, in: [20. P. 520 f].
7 Italics by the author H.W.
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are the myth, which should reach down under the historical phenomena of Judaism
and be revealed to the Jewish youth as a source and provider of direction.

Nietzsche’s thought of a life force pressing for expression, which was also
taken up in Judaism in many variations, also shapes Buber’s idea of Jewish
“realization.” However, he does not go as far as some of the other Jewish authors,
who sometimes completely detach themselves from religion. For Buber, everything
Jewish remains constitutively bound to a “religious life” [14. P. 128]. The
realization of being Jewish is also a “realization of God®. However, everything
depends on the fact that “between living and dead forces, between symbols that are
strong in sense and those that are weak in sense [...] a distinction can be made”; that
is, “a choice can be made™ [14. P. 141]. And a complex of legal orders merely
taken over and accepted stands in direct contradiction to this.

In all this, Buber maintains the strict obligation between himself as a Jew and
the Torah. One could almost speak of an excessive direct commitment. For he binds
the feeling of his Jewishness in parts so closely to the ductus of the Biblical wording
that every fluctuation in its evaluations and nuances of expression, be it positive or
negative, in recognition or with skepticism, immediately brings his whole existence
into flux. One recognizes here the source of his so-called “metanomism”
[22. P. 22], for the cause of the unrest is the Torah as /law, not as teaching. An
example: According to Buber, for an authentic Jewish person, it must be
unquestionably established that there is no other God but the Only One. The
Decalogue, with its first address to Israel, sets the groundwork for everything that
follows: “T am the Lord thy God.” This is unquestionably certain for a true Jew. The
instruction follows immediately: “Thou shalt have no other gods before me!” Buber
translates the Hebrew wording: “No other deity be thee” (Nicht sei dir andere
Gottheit)'®. So, to whom does it apply? Obviously, to someone, according to
Buber’s perspective, who must be admonished and therefore does not belong
completely and in truth to the people of Israel. And just this, namely that Moses,
the teacher of the people,

could not avoid saying this to them and to me, this is just the fact, from
which—exactly because this is said to me rightly— I rightly demand
redemption. And from this, I must not accept the statutes and legal decrees
[the “law”], but must ask and question each one: Is this said to me, rightly to
me? So that I can count myself once to Israel, which is addressed, and another
time, many other times. not."'

For Buber, not being a Jew in this questioning is a “No!” It is a negation
directed at his existence as a Jew, an exclusion from Israel. However, precisely this
would be impossible without a strong awareness of his positive belonging to Israel.

8 Cf. Buber's preface to the republication of his first “Reden iiber das Judentum” 1923: [21. P. 7f].
? Italics by the author H.W.

10 Ex 20,3; Translations according to Buber's letter, June 5, 1924, cf. the following note.

! Buber, letter to Rosenzweig, June 5, 1924, in: [20. P. 199f1].
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And so the /aw incessantly inflicts inner divisions on him instead of creating
coherence as a power of order. Therefore, Buber, the thinker of autobiographical
experience, places a “dividing line” [20. P. 199f] between the affirmative “I am” of
the only God, i.e., the constituting characteristic of Israel, and the defensive “No
other deity be thee,” i.e., the implicit exclusion from Israel.

“Israel” is for Buber the name for an ideal of pure worship. However, the ideal
is not understood as an abstract idea but as an intrinsic power, a judicial power over
the life of the individual. The ideal Israel has power over the life of Buber the Jew;
it acknowledges and denies, includes and excludes. But the whole burden of this
judicial process rests upon man. Because for God, that instance which could lead
beyond this immanent court procedure between man and Torah, thereby relieving
both Israel and the individual, recedes altogether. Buber emphasizes: “God is not a
lawgiver to me, only man is a lawgiver” [20. P. 200]. But from this it follows, using
Buber’s phraseology “eclipse of God” (Gottesfinsternis) that through a life under
the law there an be no reconciliation of totality and the individual man. For the law
“does not apply to me universally,” he continues, “only personally, namely only
that of him which I must recognize as said to me.” Buber’s self presentation as
situated within a conflict would have to be described as classical tragedy, and,
analogous to ancient Greece, where philosophy stood next to tragedy, in Buber the
teaching stands next to the law. Studying them in tracing their development is the
lifeline for that longed-for “yes-saying of the whole human soul” which always
remains threatened by the law. Seen in this way, the myth of the “elemental forces,”
whose path a Jew has to follow inwardly in order to form his Jewishness
[14. P. 141], possesses an emancipatory quality.

Franz Rosenzweig (1886—1929) tries to preserve the unity of soul and /aw
despite an experience that comes close to Buber’s split. He had already struggled
against the Jewish folk-myth earlier on [23. P. 284ff]. And also his famous answer
to Buber’s statement on the law — the essay The Builders (Die Bauleute) — places
the crack that the existential consciousness of the 20th century drives into the unity
of the law somewhere else than Buber.

Buber had divided between commandment and prohibition, between
affirmation and negation. Rosenzweig distinguishes between /aw and
commandment, between that which must be known and recognized as a canon of
legal action in many ways, and that which only reveals itself in the moment of action
as a currently valid command. The /aw is tradition and inheritance from the past;
therefore, it must become anew a “commandment,”

which immediately, at the moment it is heard, is translated into action [...].
It must regain the modernity that all great Jewish times have felt as the only
proof of its eternity [24. P. 116].
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This transformation of law into commandment—according to Rosenzweig’s
reference to a Talmudic play on words—makes “children” (Hebrew banim), who
take up the inheritance of the fathers by learning, into “builders” (Hebrew bonim)
of the future peace.!?

When in October 1913, already on the way to baptism, Rosenzweig decides
otherwise: “I remain a Jew,”!> he finds himself on a path of discovery that also
forces him to question the individual regarding an “I” that works “in the name of
all Israel,” an Israel “to whom the law was given and who was created by the law”
[25. P. 457]. For Buber, the law remains a sting that incessantly forces the question
of an activity “in the name of all Israel,” but fails to resolve it. Rosenzweig’s law is
both a question and an answer, rift and redemption at the same time. If it succeeds
in giving it the “presence” of the commandment, the wholeness of a creative deed
emerges at that moment, and that means the unity of an individual and Israel. This
likewise demands choice and freedom over the weaving of tradition. And whether
a person “can” do this without breaking the law is always in question; only “the
possibility of being able is given to all of us. This we know”'* [24. P. 120].

The logic of trust in this redemptive “being able” leads to Rosenzweig’s main
work, The Star of Redemption (Der Stern der Erlésung). Its intellectual path unfolds
the problem of a fundamental split and its redemption. There the “being created” of
Israel by the “law” gets an all-embracing meaning, because it closes the whole
exposition. In the beginning, Rosenzweig places three facts that, in his view, no one
can evade with consciousness, namely God, the world, and man. Each asserts
itself — as language, man’s most important form of expression, reveals it —
inevitably in human life and thought. But they stand initially, as mere facts,
unrelated and uninterconnected. This is not a specifically Jewish but a thoroughly
general human problem. Rosenzweig, therefore, did not want to have written a
“Jewish book™ according to the usual understanding. Rather he aspired to writing
nothing more or less than a “system of philosophy” [26. P. 374]. His question is
whether it remains with the isolation of those three facts, which would confirm
man’s profound fear of his isolated separation — for instance in death — or whether
it uncovers an inner dynamic, which brings God, the world, and man into a
correlation with each other.

The first step, in the initial part of The Star, is to uncover in all three facts an
analogous structure of polar duality: a primordial moment of affirmation, i.e., the
positing of a being in general — God, the world, man — and a primordial moment
of negation, i.e., the first approach of the particular determination of this being by
confrontation to something else. Both moments create living but still isolated

12 An interpretation of Isaiah 54:13, quoted in the Sabbath evening prayer and used by Rosenzweig
as the motto of his essay, “All your children [banaych] shall be taught by the Lord, and great shall
be the peace of your children (Isa 54:13) — read not banaych (your children), but bonaych: your
builders,” BT Berachot 64a. et passim; [24. P. 106].

13 Letter to Rudolf Ehrenberg. October 31, 1913.

1 Ttalics by the author H.W.
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formative units of the being of God, of the being of the world, and of the being of
man. This is, according to Rosenzweig, the stage of “paganism.” The second step
is found in the transition from the first to the second part of The Star. Here, the
isolated facts lead to a reversal of their inner polarity. The affirmation of the original
essence becomes the negation and delimiting specification. As a determination by
the counterpart, the negation becomes the affirmation and a new determination of
essence in terms of three particularities. The essence of God is now his creative
power; the essence of the world is its continuously renewed existence; the essence
of man is his active self.

This reversal of essence also sets in motion a reversal of the initial isolation of
God, world, and man, i.e., a tendency towards interconnection. Central in the
second part is a theory of human language. According to Rosenzweig, grammar
reveals the essential logic of conversion, which also means that it becomes — in
the specific speech of human beings — at the same time a factor of human historical
experience. In the third part of The Star, this revelation, which creates a connection,
i.e., which redeems from isolation, is illuminated under the light of conclusive truth.
Here, forms of human interaction with revelation are presented, in which historical
activity is connected with the value of efernity. They are forms of divine service.
Through their interpretation, Rosenzweig wants to authenticate the overall path of
his philosophical system toward the end. Similarly, as at the beginning, where those
three facts appeared as polar dualities, the philosopher also places at the end a
structural duality, namely of Judaism and Christianity. They form an opposition of
mutual complementation, in which each of the two sides realizes an original and
necessary form of religiosity.

Judaism remains the always preceding, older side in this correlation of
revelation. For in the fenced-in “narrowness” of Jewish “Dasein” (existence), the
unity of the consciousness of the creation of the world, of the revelation to man,
and of the redemption as a vision of divine truth, is protected from fragmentation
by means of manifold radiation into the world. This fragmentation is what
Rosenzweig considers the main danger of Christianity. Therefore, the unity of
experience, which is real in Jewish Dasein, remains for Christians the always
visible antipole, vis-a-vis to which they can lead their consciousness back to unity.
But Jewish Dasein must practically be realized. And this requires that “the Jew
enter himself into memory internally /sich in sein Inneres hinein er-innert] only for
the sake of his highest, for God’s sake” [25. P. 454]. He must comprehend Israel’s
being created in the /aw, and thus must obey it. The individual law-abiding
Jew is — as Rosenzweig interprets the mysticism of the exile of the divine
Shechina — the eternal “remnant of Israel,” which gives himself, against his
tendency to immanent separating from God, the reverse direction towards the
“unification” [25. P. 455]. The becoming into direction of unity is placed upon
man’s soul and into his hands. The Jewish man and the Jewish law—between these
two is played out no less than the process of redemption that is inclusive of God,
world, and man [25. P. 456f].
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This interpretation of the law, which leads Rosenzweig to include the psycho-
logic of the individual in his considerations even far more than the great traditional
models, leads him to seek proximity to mysticism. But he insists on formulating
this using the means of philosophical rationality. His existential interest brings him,
as already noted, into a kinship with Martin Buber; but an even closer relationship
binds him to Hermann Cohen. Despite the enormous difference in the style of
philosophizing, Rosenzweig finds the logical foundation for the analysis of those
three facts at the beginning of 7The Star in Cohen’s analysis of infinitesimal
mathematics, which in the latter’s Logic of Pure Knowledge had been extended to
a comprehensive theory of scrutinizing origins (Ursprungsdenken). But also the
determination of Jewish existence as a life independent of the historical striving of
the world’s peoples, which concludes The Star, leads back to Hermann Cohen.
The latter, as Rosenzweig reports from recollection, had exclaimed at the end
of his great lecture on The Social Ideal in Plato and the Prophets (Das soziale
Ideal bei Platon und den Propheten): “But we — are eternal!”!> And in allusion to
this statement, Rosenzweig concludes: the Jewish “community” cannot utter

the “we of its unity [...] without internally hearing the complementary are eternal”
[25. P. 331].
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Ilepe6oo ¢ nemeykoeo /.. Yucmsaxosa

Annorauus. I'. Koren, M. bybep u ®. PoseHupeir Obutn BhIIArOIIUMUCS (QUTYpaMU
«EBpetickoro peHeccancay, Kak ero HazeiBaa caMm bybep. JlaHHOE paccMOTpeHne orpaHuInBa-
€TCS WX TMO3UIMSIMH TI0 OTHOIICHHIO K JIBYM 0a30BbIM €BPEHCKHUM IOHATHSM: YYCHHE, T.C.
TEOpeTHUYEeCKass TEOJNIOTUYEeCKass 4YacTh TPAAWIMH, W 3aKOH, T.€. NPAKTHYECKas 4YacThb.
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B ucropuueckom riaHe aBTop COCPEIOTOUUTCS Ha MIEPHOJIe, KOTOPBI 0XBaThIBACT MPUOIU3U-
TEeNBHO JBaIIAaTh JIeT: oT 3cce Korena «O0 aTnke U GUIOCO(UH PETUTHH B UX B3aHMOCBSI3I)
(1904) o scce Pozenupeiira «CtpouTtenny, KOTOpOE MpeACTaBiIseT cO00 OTBET HA HEIABHO
onyonukoBaHHble bybepom «Peuam 00 nynauszmey. ITOT nepuo] BKIIOYaET B ce0sl IpaKTHye-
CKH BCE€ OCHOBHBIE (PHIOCOPCKHUE TPYIbI pACCMATPUBAEMBIX aBTOPOB: 3T0 U «Cucrema (uio-
copum» Korena (1902—1912), u ero xe «Penmurus pasyma u3 HCTOKOB mymanzmay» (1919),
«3Be3na nzbasienusn» Posenmpeiira (1921), a Taxke «5 u Te» byoepa (1923). MbicnuTh, 4yB-
CTBOBATh M NPEAaBaThCSA CBOEMY MOAJMHHOMY JIeNy, He BBIHOCS ceOs 3a OOLIeKyIbTypHbIE
pamKku, uid, emeé 6ojiee KaTeTOPUYHO: JJOCTUraTh OOIIET0, CaMOro BCEOOIEro Kak TAKOBOTO
WMEHHO B TOM, YTO SIBIISIETCSI COOCTBEHHBIM — TaKHM 00pa3oM Bce Tpoe punocodoB BUAST
MPU3BaHUE CBOETO EBPEHCKOro camoornpenencHrss. Hu oanH U3 HUX He MOCBSATHI BCIO CBOIO
JKU3Hb CYry0O «EBPEUCKHM» BOIpPOCaM, B HaUMEHbBILIEH CTENeHW UMM 3aHuMaics [ epmaH
Koren. OnHako B OTHOLICHHH KaXXIOTO M3 3TUX aBTOPOB MOXKET OBITh MOCTABJICH BOIMPOC O
TOM, KaK BO3MOYKHO ITUCATh HA HEMEIIKOM SI3bIKe 00 00IIIeUeTOBeYeCKOM TaK, YTOOBI IIPH ATOM
COBEpIICHHO HEJIBYCMBICIICHHO OBITH EBpPEEM.

KuroueBble cjioBa: 5CTETHKA, 3a1I0Be/Ib, Dasein, aTuka, bor, M3panb, eBpeiickuii 3aKoH,
Wynau3M, JIoruka, MuniHa, gunocodus, MOITUTBA, penurus, Taamy

HNudopmanus o puHaHcupoBaHuM U 0JaroaapuocTu. Cienyer ynoMsHYTh HECKOJIBKO BaXK-
HBIX WUMEH, MOCKOJBbKY JAaHHBIA TEKCT B MEPBYIO oyepenb OCHOBaH Ha pabortax Mexosbl
Awmmpa, Xanca-Kpuctoda Ackanu, Jleopst baramikn, Jlykum beprommuo, ®paHuecko
I1. Yumen, Aptypa A. Kosna, Xanca Maptuna Jlodepa, Mopuca ®punmana, Podepra ['n60ca,
Hayma H. I'maruepa, Aptypa A. Kosna, Xaiinia-lOprena I'epua, [Tutepa 3. 'opnona, PuBku
Xopsuia, Xanca Kona, Jlanusns Kpoxmansuuka, Peitnxonbna Maiiepa, [loina Mennec-®nopa,
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