A T

¥ fmwsnhw

° . L’ ; 4

THE ROLE OF THE JEWISH LAW IN MOSES_MENDELSSOHN'S

AND HERMANN COHEN'S PHILOSOPHIES OF JUDAISM

gyt

3
3 "% .

< , e §

' 0 ) - é

"2 - ;‘

Arie Don ' %

- B i

%

L o . R a ‘i

N . A Thesis %
‘ in ¥
\ 3
« The Department- %

. i

of &

A / .

' ‘ Redigion - / ;
, r i

r N et . {

Presented in Partial Fulfillment of the .Requirements
for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy J

’ Concordia University
- Montréal, Québeg, .Canada

3

-

a . iy ’ £ R . g
' - a.)
February 1984 ) T

. ‘ . 1

(c) Arie pon, 1984 . : §

: ‘ . - ) . ‘:‘ i

-  § ‘ , . L

E



'i*.*"\f"-‘ PR

Ao,

e o o e A mp—————— b e e e -

7  ABSTRACT e
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= AND HERMANN COHEN'S PHILOSOPHIES OF JUDAISM

»

Arie Don, Ph.D.
Concordia University, 1984

® This study atteﬁpts to analyze two ways of adapting the
Jewish law to the néw realities which Jewish life was to
encounter in modern times. The study begins by examining
Mendelssohn's approach to the Jewish law. At the outset it
will be argued that Mendelssohn adopts a restrictive method-
ology whereby a total distinction is formed between Judaism,
representing a body of practical observances, and religion,
representing a group of tneoreticalltrutgs. Judaism thus 1is
left gs a Baw’and the Jew therefore is n&t distinguished from
all other people {; his particular knowledge of religious
truths. Consequently, all that is binding upon the.Jew are
the laws of the Torah. These have been revealed iﬁ'an act of
supernatﬂral revelation and as such human reéson cannot and
need not necessarily prove or uriderstand their rationale.
The Jewish law, being uncontegtable by human reason, must be
strictly observed -- its ratiéhai‘validity being an irrelqgant
factor. .
The study then proceeds to analyze Cohen's approach to

the Jewish law. Unlike Mendelssohn's Judaism which is, at

beét, not incompatible with reason, Cohen's Judaism is a
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religion of reason. The law of Judaism must therefore be both °
understood and affirmed by reason. Thus, the laws of Judaism
become subject to human discretion -- reason must accept them
as duty. Ethics too has its origin in reason. ‘it fqllows
that the directly ethical laws must eternally be preserved.
But the ceremonial laws must be constantly examined, modified
or completely‘discarded insofar as they do not promote the
idea of ethics,

Finally, this study will identify the differences
between Mendelssohn's and Cohen's treatment of the Jewish law.
Mendelssohn distinguishes between Judaism and the religion of

o

reason while Cohep identifies the two. But moreover, for
Cohen, Judaism is notbsimply a religion of.reason, it:is in
fact the religion of reason. ‘No other religion reached the
degree of purity of monotheism that Judaism reached. Unlike
for Mendelssbhn, for Cohen, Jugaism is a world religion; s
Judaism takes in Cohen's philosophy the place assigned to
natural religion }n Mendelssohn's system. Thus, in opposi-
tion to Mendelssohn, Cohen emphasizes the great contribution
fhat must be made by the Jews to the rest of mankind.'

Universal messianism being at once both the task and

raison d'étre of Jewish existence, total seclusion from the

[ ¢

rest of humanity is a contradiction in terms. Thus, while
Mendelssohn rejects seclusion only from cultural and
political considerations, Cohen rejects it as part of his
religious scheme. Again, the ceremonial law, the main

element of Jewish isolation, becomes subject par exgellence
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to reforms. While for Mende?ssoﬁp, £he ent}re law must be

5 ) .
preserved, for Cohen,’ﬁqat is to be preserved is only what

’

N

3 .
must be preserved -- thée~ bare minimum -- that which

. ) L,
- guarantees the Jewish universal mission. -

\
Mendelssohn's Judaism is indged an inward looking

religidn which does not presume to bring the light to the’
nations.: As such it ultimately re@éins steadfast in its
observatiﬁn of the eniire law. Cohen's Judaism is cléarly
a méssage~bearing religion‘prbfessing to deliver the w&rl&.

.

Aé such it ends up restricting that which jis cdnsidered by

many to be essential to .its very being.
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INTRODUCTION

.'noR novay
The, purpose of this study is to shed light on two
different philosophicél approaches, that of Moses Mendelgsohﬁ
agd that of Hermann Cohen, on the role of the Jewish law in
modern Judaism. This .investigation is founded upon two\basic
assumptions, that Judaism is essentially a rel;gion of law,
and that the most obvious difficulties to which Judaism was
“and is exposed in modernity are caused precisely by its being

. a religion of lawx

The assumption that Judaism is a religion of law is
valid’regard1¢§soof the ongoing debate as to the relative
weight and magnftudg of the law among the other aspects of the
Jewish religion. No matter how one may reduce the importance
of the law and regard it as a mere means sérving religious
ends, there still remains a substantiai-maféin of difference
betwéen the weight of the law and théﬁ of any other ‘aspect of
Judaism. 'Even in those instances where an attempt was made
to deprecate the relative importance of the law by defining
it as a p;acfical manifestation of a religious essence, it
was still admitted that Judaism is "halakhacentric" and that
the law is a Qnique and indispensable element in Jewish‘
rel;gion, the absence of which would render it meanihgless.l

Congeived as a religion of law, Qudaism addresses

itself to, and demands the all—encompa;sinq loyalty of

- l(;.
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Jewish life; Whether of a positive character, demanding .
action, or of a negative nature, commanding'self control 5¥
prohibiting‘certain acts, the law encompasses every aspect
of the Jews' existence both with respect'to his private and
public interests. Prior to the modern era, i.e., priox to
the Enlightenment,_ﬁardly any sustained challenge to the role
of the law, to its total authority over Jewish life is to be
notlcedu In the very obvious 1solat}on of the Jewish ghetto,<
life in its totality was imbued w1éhfe sxngle unquestioned
loyalty to the religious law. However, phe appearance of tbe
Enlightenment on the stage of Eufopeah history marked the
conclusion of this chapter; the law could no lenger retayn its -
exclusive position, it had to be adapted to the new realities.
Two essential factors, a socio-political one and a
cultural one, contributed to the change in the positioﬁ of
the Jewish law in modern Jewish life.3 First, the new era-
of legal equallty made it practically impossible for the
Jews to contipue the pre- Enllghtenﬁent state of affairs in
which a rigidly organized Jewish communlty existed ‘'on the
fringes of the general society and was governed almost
exclusively by a dlfferent set of laws. Thus, the Jewish law
which prlor to the Enllghtenment regulated exc1u51vely the
communal as well as the individual llfe, had to be reconc11ee
with another set of laws -- the laws of the state. This
however was a relatively minor problem. Since the¢ﬁethod of

reinterpretation of the law was applied throughout the

entire "Jewish existence in exile, it was only natural to
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employ this method to overcome apparent contradictions
between religious and civic laws. But Judaism after the
.Enlightenmentﬁdid not just differ from that of the preceding
period in its socio-political structure. Not only was
physical seclusion no lénger possible, above all cultural and
intellectual isolation could no longer be maintained. Under

the impgact of modern culture and in¥ellectual development,
: o ;

Jewish tradition faced the probleh whereby the rigid concepts
of the religious heritage and the new ideas of modern civili-
zation did not necessarily relate to each other and in fact

guite frequently clashed. Again, it was inevitable for

Judaism to unaergo‘a process of transfqgmation and adaﬁtation.

Adaptation of theoretical concepts of religion in’
Judaism is.one thing, but adaptation of the religibus law is
another. Judaism, it can be readily seen, is reasonably
flexible with régpect to theoretical éoncepts. Jewish
thinkers throughout the ages have felt quité free to develop
- their own conception of Judaism, each of them seeking to

comprehend the religious ideas in accordance with their

individual perspective and philosophy. To the extent that

it was grounded in tradition, each scholar could substanti-
ate his standpoint by falling back upon the dictum of the

rabbis, "These and these are the words of the living God."

4

However, Judaism is considerably less flexible in its

-

attitude to the actual practice of the law. True, traditional

Judaism is generally‘hot opposed to investigating the law

and to the search for its meaning in order to make it

i
'
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intelligible to each person and to each succéssive age. But
this to be sure is not an absolute requirement. Where
genuine piety and simple undoubted faith prevail there is
hardily any need to seek for the reasons for the commandments.
The very fact that they represent the will of God, that they

are Mitzvot Melekh (royal decrees) is reason enough for the

laws to be observed. But with regard to those who are by
nagure given to intellectual inquiry, to whom the search for

.8 . . . . -
taamel ha-mitzvot is a vital value, Judaism does not seem to

pose any opposition. This however is true only’when~ac¢8ﬁ—
paniea by the sfrict a priori'acceptanée of the noti;n that
the law is divinely gfanted. Thus, Jewish law may be
examined and reinterpreted but it is not subject to drastic.
modification. Indeed, removing the origin of tﬁe law from
the human sphere, traditional Judaism clearly distinguishes
between reflection upon the law and the practice of the law.

For a greét many Jews iﬁ the Enlightenment'gra the
flexibility provided by Judaism with respect to its law was
no lo;ger sufficient.‘ Seeking total involvement and
integration in the freshly blossoming culture and ideologies, -
they needed much more than reinterpretation or mild modifi-~
;ations. fhus, there arose a Jewish group who believed thgk
the contradiction hetween the law and the spirit of universalism

is too wide to be bridged. For this group the oﬁly possible

.

solution was to do away with the law altogether or to reduce '
. . L

it to a bare minimum of universally applicable ethical

decrees. On the other hand," there were those who realized

3

)

3




fully well that the preservation of the law in its entirety
is achievable only through tatal disregard of the world
without. Still another group sought the solution to the
problem §f the law by “taking a middle position between these’
two ext;emes. Protesting against both,lthef\argued that a .
Jew can be,a person knowledgeable in science, languages,
literature and philosophy, an informed an§ active citizen, yet
a strict and uncomprqgising adherent of the lAw in i;s totality.

The rapidnérowth of these various ang conflicting move=

, «

ments in Judaism of the post-Enlightenment era essentially
.arose out of the encounter between the feligious ;aw and- modern,
life. The question of the Jewish 'law which hardly existed in
the consciousness of ancient ‘and médieval Jewry became a
burning issue for the Jew of.the post—Enli;%tenment era and
is still as thorny for the contemporary, Jew. In some Jewish

v

milieus, it is safe to say, no other aspect of the JerSh
religion has’ been discussed and written about’so exten31ve1y ~ -
as the question of how to réconc1le the r llé\BQS laws w1th .
modern Jewish existence. In other Jew1sh nviro ;?ents, on the. (i
other hand, there app;ars the desire. to drop he Subject-as ,
nonexisting or inconclusive and to find the meaning of Jewish
existence in other aspetts of life, not necessarily in the
practicé of the law. Yeé, the problem of £he iaw always
returns; it can hardly be avdided in any serious discussion
of the cénqition of the Jewish nation in the modern Qorld.

Some will indeed claim that the entire existence of Judaism

depends ‘on the ability of the modern Jew to address himself

3



meaningfully to this.- problem and to provide a‘satisfactory‘
solution.

Judaism, as has been previously suggested,Ais a religion
of law. It is for this reason that no aythentic philosophy
;f Judaism can be developeé while disregarding the role of
the law. It is not at all possible to approach the world
of Jewish -thinking without entering into tfle world of Jewish

*

practice which is the domain of the law. This is true of

past Jewi;g’religious philosophy and it is all the more so

~— ) true of modern Jewish religious philosophy, éomposeg in a
time of great.perplexity with respect to the law. Indeed, the
discussion of the law occupies a central position in both

[

Moses Mendelssohn's.and Hermann Cohen's Jewish philosophies.
. N 1

[ &

To a largeiaeg;ee Mendelssohn's and Cohen's approaches
to the law reflect the two poles in the Jewish attitude to
this matter after the Enlightenment period. Whereas
Mendelssohn insists on strict and unconditional observance of
the law iﬂ its minute details, Cohen maini’ins that theplaw
must become subject to serious reforms. Arriving indeed at

totally differqpt conclusions, both however began from a

similar standpoint. Both of these Jewish philosophers were

influenced by the Enlightenment doctrines and for both the
<;notion of universal redigion'of reas@h was the point‘of

N departure. However, emerging from this similar starting

point they arrived, as stated, at totally different conclusions

with respect to the law. Mendelssohn accepted the notion of

=

' . \

)
P a religion of reason but went only so far as to investigate
¢
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to what exteﬁt historical Judaism was identic;l with, or
different from, such a religion of reason., What he found
is that nothing in Judaism is opgosed to the concept of a
religion of reason. For him the revelatioQ;Qf Mount Sinai
does not conflict with the religien Qf/fégéon, though it
does not fall within its confines. This reve%;tion,
Mendelssohn held, did not take place to impart faith but only
to impose laws, because faith; according to reason cannot be
decreed. The Sinaic law, on the other hand,'does nbt address

human reason but only man's will to act. Even at this early .-

-
[y

stage we perce;ve that Meﬁdelssohn removed the law from thé
arena of struggle between traditional_Judaism and the concepts
of thé ﬁnliéhtenment. Reason, the domain of man, cannot |
affect the law Qince the lagter belongs entirely to the realm
of the diyine. Hence, whether the law be consistent wiéh
human ;eason or not is irrelevant to thquuestibh of its
practice. Whetﬁer hqmanly'unAerstood or not, proven or other-
wise, the‘law\is still binding. . | '
By the same proceés of feasoning Mendelssohn established
that the law may not be changed by man. Having remqved
the law from the-reﬁlm of human reason, he wa; thus abie to
claim that even if there be a need to change the law, to bring
@t into harmgny with particular historigé; circumsta;cés, only
God, in a new and public revelation, can do so. Indeed, '
with this view Mendelssohn joins the tradiéional position 6f

Judaism that the law is the reveéled word of God which is

Binding in its totality at all times.
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Mendelssohn, as indicated above, went only so far as

' to arqgue that Judaism does not contradict the Enlightenment

concept of a religion of reason. Cohen[ on the other hand,
« r
could not stop short at this point and went all the way to
equate - Judaism with the religion of reason. More precisely,
Cohen maintained that the Jewish religion is in fact the .
ideal embodiment of a religion of reason. This of course
is not to s;y that Judaism is in Cohen's mind the only
manifestatibnu?f a religion of reason. For Cohen, as for

.

Mendelssohn, a religion of reason is a function of human

consciousness and cannot exhaust itself in the consciousness

af any singie giveﬁ ethnic group or people. Since such a

religion has its origin in the universal sphere of reason,

it is applicable gﬁ'all meén at all times and places. There-

fore, Cohen also went on to investigate the content of

' Judaism and to discover to what exéént it correlates with

the ideas of the religion of reason. More exactly, Cohen
attempted to find out to what degree the religion of reason
can be detected in the historical sources of Jﬁdaism. It

is at this juncture that Mendelssohn and Coﬁen diverge.

wﬁereas the former will concede that at best there exists no
contradiction getween Judaism and a religion of reason, the
l%tter declafes Judaism as the ideal, perhaps the only pure
manifes£ation of a reliéion’of reason‘.5 Hence, there is a - .
further distinction to bezafawn between the above philosophers;‘

whereas Mendelssohn conceives Judaism to be a religion

intended only for the benefit of the Jews, Cohen's Judaism
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must appeal to all fationgl beings. Cohen therefore, contrary
to MLndelssohm, provided- Judaism with the ta§k of propagating
its truth among all péople.

Obviously, in Cohen's mind not &1l the historical
mﬁnifegfations of Judaism are equally valid but 6nly those
‘which are in accord with the concept of-feasoq. The concepts
of Judaism, it follows, must perforce be examined whi;e ‘
attempting to bring them into -the reélm'of reason. This
indeed is Cohen's way of interpreting the hisfgrical event
of revelation on Mount Sinai. Unlike.Mendelssohn who. dis-
associated this particular Jewish phenomenon from the universal
rational revelation, Cohen combined the twa. To his mind,
revelétion ok Sinai is but éne among maﬁy manifestations of
the ongoing, rationél universal revelation.

Placing the Sinaic revelation in the rational domain,
Fhe law, its product, becoﬁes for Cohen a subjéctlpar
excellence for rational exémination.and alteration. Again,
unlike Mendelssohn who removed'the law engirely from the aréna
of strugéle between traditional Judaism agd the Enlightenment
‘concept af reason, Cohen places the law in the very midst of
this étru&gle. 'For Mendelssochn, we recall, reason is.
irrelevant to the question of observance of the laQ; to
‘Cohen, on the other hand, it is the only validating criterion.

Viewed conceptually from this perspective, Cohen asserted

that the law as a genéral notion stands in pe}fect accord

o~ . A .

with reason. . This hoWever is not the case with every

particular law. The ceremonial and ritual law, an essential

‘ .
.
!
. . (-\
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part of the Jewish code to be sure, is made subjéct to great
éhanges and radical reductions. | Pﬁiiosophiqally,‘as I hope
to demonstrate, Cohen gave cohe§iveness to the thrust of the
Reform Movement =~ to the ref&rm of the Jewish ceremonial
and ritual law. . y

To sum up, both Mendelssohn and Cohen reacted to the
crisis of the Jewish law in its encouﬁter with ,modern Jewish
life. Both, belonging‘to thé rational school of post-
Enlightenment philosophy) attempted to analyze the law in
the light of the concept of religion of reason. Yet
Mendelssohn, on the one hand, removed the law from the realm .
of reason so‘thatlhe could arguekfor absolute and unconditional
. observance of the law.- Cohen, on Fhe other hand, placed ‘the
law‘enpirely within the realm of reason, thus demanding radical
réforms.

As indicated, Mendelssohn's and Cohen's approaches
to the law reflect the two extreme poéitions with regard to
this problem in contemporary Jewish life. Mendelssohn's
approach might be identified with what is called Orthodox, or
perhaps Neo:O;thodox Judaism. Cohen, on the other hand, éan
be idéntified with the movement of Reform Judaism. In this
respect they represent the ongoing tension and controversy
in the Jewish.nation which began in the time of the Ehlighten-
ment and still permeates Jewish life in our own days. There-
fore, shedding liéht on their attitudes to the Jewish law
becomes important for anyone attempting to understand the

condition and the problem of modern Jewish existence.'




- 11 -

The purpose of this study is not only to.present and
compare Mendelssohn's and Cohen's views but also to place
these two perspectives within the overall manifestation of
tﬁe problem of the law in modern Judaism. The structure
of this study will follow. the above outlines. I shall first
examine the views of Mendelssohn and Cohen separately, then
I shall locate and define the essential differences between
them, finally I shall blace them within the framework of the
various responses to the prdblem of Jewish law in modernity.
For this purpose the present study will be éivided into three
parts. In the first two parts I shall concentrate on the
views of Mendelssohn and Cohen respectively. In the third
part I shall analyze the difference between them and place
their attitudes in the general context of the response of
Judaism to this dilemma. |

The first chapter of part one will be devoted to
establishing Mendelssohn's general atfitude to the Jewish law.
I shall outline the historical and social context iﬁ which

. I
Mendelssohn's writing took place. Then I shall attempt to
digcover Mendelssohn's methodology. I shall argue there
that Mendelssohn's methodology is,redpctionist in character,
and employ this particular methodology in order to demonstrate
his o&tlook on Judaism in general and on the law in particular.
%t thisﬁpoint I shall attempt to show that not only does
_ Mendelssohn reduce Judaism to a set of laws, but he goes on

in employing his methodology in order to further reduce the

law to its ceremonial and ritualistic aspect.
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After completing the diséussion of Mendelssohn's ;iew
.on the law in general I shali move on to gresent his
particular rationale for the law. Mendelssohn's labour, in
this connection, is done within the traditional framework
of the inquiry for the reasons of Ehe ldwg (tammei ha-
mitzvot). Here, I shall analyze the problem which éﬁch a
method could present for Mendelssohn's outlook. In a system
whiéh is esgsentially marked by an attempt to divorce the
observance of the law from rational speculation, a method of
inquiry into the reasons of the law presents an obvious
problem. I shall demonstrate in this context the means which
Mendelssohn uses to overcome this problem. l N
/,/) Entering into the main body of chapter two I shall
point out the reasons and purposes which Mendelssohn attached
to the law of Judaism. First, Mendelssohn believed that all
ancient people had originally a true concept of God's attri-
butes which was eventually distorted with the use of written
meéns of communication. In his mind, only an unwritten--a
practical means of communication such as a law--can convey
the message of God's attributes in its original purity.
Therefore, I shall elabqggte on Mendelssohn's view that the
law is intended to serve as a means for religiou; communica-

tion. Second, Mendelssohn believed that the distorted

‘concept of God's attributes is still prevalent (the Christian

understanding of God is dismissed by him). The Jewish people,

thus, must continue to preserve their religious unity and

seclusion as the only true bearers of the true religious

#

' £

!
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notions. The law, to Mendeissohn's mind, is an essential
instrument for the purposes of safgéuarding the unifying
bond of the Jewish people. Thus, the law as a unifying )
bond will be the subject of my second analysis. Third, ] 1
Mendelssohn claimed that the'fundamental purpose of the law
was to provide a civic political legislation in the ancient
JeQish state. I shall elaborate on this purpérted function
oé the law while attembting to establish whether it was
ggrceived by Mendelssohn as'merely an inseparable ingrgdieﬁt
of an ancient historical context, or perhaps as an instrument
designed to preserve the option of a Jewish national revival
in the future. Finally, faced with the early buds of
assimilation and conversion to Christianity, Mendelssohn
believed that only strict observance of the law may
guarantee the continuous existence of the Jewish nation.
The discussion 6f this immediate value of the law will con- .
clude the second chapter of part one..

Part two of the present study will be devoted tb shed-
ding lighp on Hermann Cohen's attitude to the Jewish law. .
In the-firét‘éhaptef of this part I shall introduce the
basic premises underlying Cohen's view on the law. I shall
open with a brief survey of thé historical background and. -
the biographical factors~§bich encouraged Cohen to take an
expiicit stand Qith‘regard to the Jewish religion. Then
I shall proceed to demonstrate the basic philosophical
assuﬁptions, Jewish and general, upon which Céhén's outlook

on the law rests. I shall, in this connection, review his

Ly e
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concept of ethics, God, man, creation and revelation. Here,

I shall particularly emphasize Cohen's reinterpretation of
the Sinaic revelation as a‘natu;al and rational process. I
hope to aemonst;ate that Cohen had no choice but to deviate
on this point from the traditi;nal concept of revelation
ig order to formulate his liberal view of the law. The
ﬁiscussion of CohenTS interpretation of revelation will

o

lead me into establishing his basic view of the law. I

shall argue that whereas he affirms both the moral and

ritual sections of the law, the ritual is affirmed only in

principle. That is, Cohen views it as a merely symbolic

and educational practice which is valid only when serving '
“ » W,

- moral ends. That being the case, Cohen inevitably draws R

his inescapable fundamental conclusion,with‘regard to the .
ritual law that, in effect, it musg/bé‘reformed. This
however I\éhall further dwell/nﬁa; in great detail ;n the
cohcluding chapter. |

After establishing the main principles of Cohen's
approach ;o the law.I shall employ them for the purpése of
uhderstanding his evaluatien §f séme particular sections of
the law. I éhall firstly intfoduce Cohen's interpretation
6f the laws concerning non-Jews. Cohen's treatment of this
question will illustrate his attitude to the entire moral
section of the Jewish law. Then I shall turn to relate :
Cohen's overall view of the ritual and ceremonial law to

three particular laws of Judaism. Firstly, I shall

introduce his view of the sacrificiai laws as exemplifying

R N N L
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those rituals-an@ ceremonies whiéhn to his mind, Judaism has
to do away with altogether. Sécond, I shall review Cohen's
interpretation of the Sabbath and the Day of Atonement -- the
only two ceremonial laws which he seems to unconditionally
accept as valid. Finally, {/shall discuss Cohen's estimétiop
of the Three Jewish festivais -% ceremonies which; it seems,
Cohen accepts as valid but not @?dispensable.

In the conclud!ng c¢hapter of part two I shall compare
some'aspécts of Cohen's ;nterpretation of the lqy with
traditional Jewish sources. In the development’of his Jewish

* philosophy and consequently of his view of the law, Cohen
makes substantial efforts to impress upon his readers that his
approach is in agreement with classical Jewish sources --

~Biblical, Talmudic, Midrashic and philosophic. It is there-
fo;e both ;gir and revealing to compare his analysis with

~ .
method of'selection in his use of classical Jewish material.

|

Thus, I shall employ some of Cohen's interpretations and

\traditionaleources in of%er to evaluate his reliability and

review them in light of classical material, mainly the material
that Cohen himself relies upon. ‘

Part three of this study will be devoted to locating
and analyzing the differences between Mendelssohn's and
Cohen's attitudes to the Jewish law and then placing these
attitudes within the framework of the general spectrum of
apéroaches to the problem of the law in modernity. In the

first chapter of this part I shall present both Mendelssohn's

)



and Cohen's interpretations of the law in the lighé of the
genéral trend prevalent in modern Jewish thinking to address
Judaism as an ethical phenomenon. In the second chapter I
shall place these two philosophers within the context of
" the various movements which arose in Judaism in modern times.
Atiempts have been made in modern times to providé
a suﬁstituté ideolpgf for the old concepts of traditional
Judaism, an ideology to which Jews who are not striet
followers of the.law would be able to adhere. Perhaps the
most obvious ideology-in this connection4is that which
identifies the Jewish religion with the realm of ethi;s.
We therefore witness in modern Jewish thinking an extra-
ordinary insistence upon the primacy of the role of ethics
in Sudaism and‘cogsequently in its law. Ethics, in many
in§£ances, ceases to‘be but one among many coﬂsiderations of
Judaism And becomes the piGotal, 1f not the only one.
Judaism and the Jewish law, it is frequently argueq, was
created in ggct.bnly to prqmote univérsal ethics.
The‘prominence attaéhed to ethics in modern Judaisn is
éssentially traceable to‘two‘reasons, a philosophical and a
social-cultura; one. In the philosophicél context the shift
of Judaism to ethics is prbbébly due to a siﬁilar shift of
interest. in general modern thinking. In modern philosophy
there seems to have been a shift in emphasis; interest in
metaphysics per se hads given way sto an interest in the human
condition--in man's éthical condition in particular. And

* Jewish modern philosophy could not lag behind. Thus, modern

-»
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Jewish philosophy, in many instances, also shows a éreat
'interesﬁ in bringing Jidaism into the realm of ethics, more
précisely, in\ex;laining the Jewish religion as primarily
an ethical phenomenon.

' fhe second reason for the insistence upon -the ethical
dimension of Judgism stems frJh social and cultural considera-
tions. For the Jews in the post—Enlighfenmegt era, who
were struggling to attain equal civic rights and involvement
in'ﬁuropean civilization, Judaism had ég be presented as a
universal, culturally relevant religion. In the general
étmosphere of ethical awareness of that, 6 time the presentqéion
of Judaism as primarily.an ethical system was an obvious
solution. ,' » .I a ’

Both Mendelssohn and Cohen formulated their Jewish
philosopﬁy at a time of great insistence on ethics. More-
over, both defined their outlook of Jﬁdaism at a period in
which attaining civic and cultural involvement were  the.
-primar? quests of Europeaﬁ Jéwfy. Thus, one might assume
that both, to an equal degree, would have béen inclined to'
present Judaism and iés law as essentially an ethical |
ﬁeaching. Interestingly enouéh, this was not the éase.
Whereas Cohen, in keeping with. the general‘mood, does indeed
Binterpret the law as ' an ethical system, Mendelsschn, on the
other hand, refuses to see the law as primarily ethical.

In fact, he removes any ethicallmeaning from the law.'

.The philosophical explanation of this interesting phénomenon

will be considered in the first chapter of part three.

LS

G
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5 The controversy and dilemma concerping the role of the
Jewish law that has afflicted modern Judaism have had their

practical manifestations in the development of a variet& >

of frequently conflicting Jewish religious movements. It

o 1

is commonly believed that Mendelssohn was the forerunner .
or the initiator of the movement of Reform Judaism, that
movement which attached the least importance to the rigid

P 1Y
observance of the law. It will be the task of the first
&

section of the last chapter to attempt to refute this fallacy.

In fact, I shall argue there that Mendelssohn in his attitude

to the law represents the absolute opposite extreme. If
anything, his formulation of Judaism resembles the Orthodox

o

or Neo-Orthodox line of argument. k.
' Cohen, oﬁ‘the othgr hand, is hardly even associated
with the movement of Reform Judaism. Although it is gener-

ally agreed that Cohen's philosophf represents a lileeral

-

“ religious line, he is commonly not classified as an explicit
representative of the reform idedlo&y. It wili be my
argument that Cohen's interpretation of Judaism, and his

way of addressing the law, pos}ts him in absolute harmony
with that of theamain.trends in’ the Reform Movement. 1In
‘the concluding part of the last chapter I’hope to show that
Cohen's thipking is basically'a highly sophistiéated
philosophical formulation of the basic premises of Reform
idevlogy.

In the conclusion I will look closely at an issue

which all Jewish philosophers had to face when composing a
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ht/psoPhy of Judaism. The problem of 1ntegrating a Jewzsh , -

¢ ambag

philosophy, partlcularlstlc byﬁdeflnltlon, w1th a system of ,

general philosophy, universalistic of necessity, is indeed

a ce;tral dilemma wi¥h whjch all Jewish thinkers had to M
wrestle in their philosophical endeavour. Méreover, this ‘
dilemha is further augmented when the Jewish law is the
central topic of discussion. Abstract theory can pe‘papsAbe
; relatively ee§ily inteéra;ed with universal pringiéles. iThis

- [ 4
e is not the case when dealing with the practical dimension of

the Jewish. religion. Here Judaism is distinguished by its )

2

conefrﬁ with daily life which explicitly severs the Jey from.
- ;

!
f ) other people. Thus, I found it worth while to devote the ° -
conclusion to hedding light on the relationship between the ] ‘

"particular"<and the "universal" in Mendelssohn's and Cohen's

o f

) interpretation of the Jewish law. Tﬁis discussion will reveal
LN 4 ’ LY
{ the most dramatic points of opposition between the two philos- s

ophical statements with which this study is concerned.
This study began with an intention to formulate a more
systematic perspective on the -role of the law in modern Jewish

~thought. In\ixally my intention was to analyze a wider sample

of five modern Jewish thinkers and attempt to establlsh their

contributiofi to the developmene)of the attitude to 'the law .

-

i

in modern Jewish life. For a variety of reasons my original

" e
»

ambition proved to be beyond me, and I had' to limit the scope.)

of the 'study and deal with two modern Jewish scholars who,

-
~

in my .opinion, represent the ‘two extreme positions presently
3

held with regard to the dilemma of the law. Thus, my original
t
. ' L
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ambltxon proved to be be nd me, and I had to limit the seope

A
o;xfﬁe study and deal with two modern Jewish.scholars who,in

my opinion, represent the two extréme positions presently

held wiéh reéﬁrd to the dilemme of .the law. Thus, my original

‘a . -

. grandiose ambition was not entirely fulfilled. Nonetheless,
[ 4

PR

I hope that my more limited aim has been achieved. I hope
that I have b;bn able to provide a few clues to the problem of
thg Jew&;h ld¢ in modern ‘Jewishflife and to the way it was
dealt with by two promlnent philosophers. Iniged, this is aq
problem which has merlp both on purely academic grounds, and
also on‘qugnﬂs ef practical interest.

v
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. ‘ , CHAPTER I

MOSES MENDELSSOHN: JUDAISM AS LEGISLATION ONLY

s

' The pre-17£h céhtury Jew who, had deliberately segre-.
gated himself from the general community in dress, appearance
and choige of residenée, who had been perceived by hiqrneigh-
bours as observing a strange and somewhat awesome tradition,
quite evidently did not arouse undue sympathy and his being
deprived of civil rights was accepted as being in the nature
of tﬁifgs. Hence when voices such as John Locke's and John
Toland's began to be heard, claiming that the Jews may not
be~éxcluded from civil rights, it was indeed the heralding
of the dawn of a new and revolutionary chapter in the history
of\European Jewry.l However, one néeds not be overly hasty
and take these proclamations out of their general and rather
literary restricted context and construe them as presaging 4
new and more positive attitude to Judaism.2 Nor is it to be
interpreted as an attempt té atone and repent for Chr}s—'
tianity's distorted view of the Jewish religion.3 At the
core of .this attitude lay the attempt to remain. true to a
new ;deology. For those who had embraced such concepts
as 'universal rationalism,' 'universal human nature,' or

'tniversal law,' the extension of civil rights to all

beings was obviously a matter of intellectual integrity

*»
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and.ideological consistency. Evidently, in that particﬁLar ) \
intellectual climate, it became all the more important to- '
present the universally scorned Jew as able and noble and
deserving of equality of rights if only ‘to validgte the
universalist theories. .

Hence, the very appearance of}Moses Mendeﬁgsohn on
the stage of European philosophy was for thd’intellectual

elite, one may say, a'Goq sent opportunity. Here there was

a concrete illustration of the new ideology: a Jew, the

most alien of beings, a member of a separate and self-
confessed ethnic community, who is capable of be}ng a-true
European, an eminent‘philosopher and an integral part of ‘
German society. Evidently, Mendelssohn's warm reception by
the German intellectuals is to be seen as a further attempt
to strengthen the very foundations of Enlightenment rather
than an expression of}a new outlook on the Jewish people
and its religion. This point is made even by Lessing,
Mendelssohn's great friend, in his portrayal of Mendelssohn.
Clearly, the emphasis is placed upon thHe possibility of a
Jew being enlightened rather than upon his Jewishness. "He
is really a Jew," Lessing writes, "a man of twenty and some
years who without any guidance has achieved strength in
languages, in mathematics, in philosophy and in poetry."4 :
Presumably, the European intellectual elite accepted

Mendelssohn as an exceptional Jew.5

They did not, however
alter their opinion of the Jewish peoplejand the Jewish.

religion as .a whole.
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It seems that Mendelgﬁohﬁ[s intentions were rather’-
dffferentﬁ Aé a devout Jew who cherished his ties witg
his brethreh, he would rather‘haQe been presented as a
symbol gf a diffexent kind. Steadfast in his Jewish faith,
he believed it to be wholly compatible with the ideas of
Enlightenment. Thﬁs, Meﬁdelssohn's life an@ his intel-
lectualiwdrk constitute ; major effort to serve as a living
example of a man who-refutes the éppa%ent contradiction
.between a person's Jewishness; on the gne hand, and his
being a full fledged citizen and member of the civic com-
munity as envisaéed by the tenets of the Enlightenment, on
the other hand. 1In this disparity between what he believed
he represented and the way he was perceived lieé the very

essence of Mendelssohn's tragedy. Moreover, in a way, this

T )
gap also constitutes, }f one may borrow an expression, the

¥

tragedy of Mendelssohn's ilosophy.
It was appareﬂély only in 1763, after many years of
philosophic activity and rather close social ties with the
Gentile community of Berlin, that Mendelssohn recognized
his error. Only with the particular incideﬁ£, commonly’
called "The Lavager.Dispute,".did Mendelssohn fully grasp
that his liberal way of 1ife; his social involvement, the
treatises he had written, and more specifically, the fact
that he haa refrained from dealing with particular Jewish
topics, had actually epréed him to the impression that
here is a man of Jewish extraction who set little store j

by his Jewishness.6 It is in this context that we ought

>
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to see the rather covert but oft repeatéd attempt of German
intellectuals to convert Mendelssohn to Christianity, and
Lavater's public and clear opinion as expressed in his
letter to Mendelssohn that "it were but God's will that you
were a Christian."7

It is rather inconceivable that Mendelssohn could’ have
préviously been so innocent or so insensitive as to entirely
not realize the pitfalls of his public stand. However,
Lavater's public appeal had a shattering effect upon him.8
Heartbroken and disillusioned he seems to have never recovered
from this blow. For the first time he clearly realized that

both sides had presumably been labouring under a serious mis-

conception, and his protracted struggle to establish Judaism's

oy

riqptful plate within the framework of Enlightenment had
" turned out to be a rather limited success. It may have
dawned upon him that the German public perceived him aé
symbolizing the self effacing Jew, ever ready to be so to
safequard his position in soéiety.

“

Mendelssohn's ﬁbsipion was further aggravated by the

.

P

fact that Jewish societ;:had adopted a rather ambiQalgnt

and at times downright hostile attitude towards him. There
were of course a group of enlightened Jews who were willing
to accept Mendelssochn as a model to be emulated, but to

many among the orthodox community he was still quite suspect.
Truly enougﬁ, the walls of the Jewish Ghetto had begun to

crumble under the weight of new ideas, however, a fully



k>

- 25 -

. ' ‘ | C
integrated Jew was stidl an unusual phenomenon.9 Thus, we 4

witness the spate of probably largely unfounded rumours

that Mendelssohn no longer meticulously 5bserved the Jewish
law. Regardless of the proﬁity'or provenance of such evidence.
it goes to show to what expent he was suspect in the'eyes of

many in the orthodox Jewish community.lo

Consequently, ig would seem to us that Mené:lssohn's
work relating t; Judaism‘was in essence a response to pres-
sures frém both within and without Jéwish society. Haying ‘\\‘
éaid that much, let us further assert that we do not intend
to question his statemenﬁ that he had been deeply involved
in examining Judaism prior to the Lavater affair.ll However,
one may contend with a fair degree of certainty that these
examinations would not have been made public had it not been
for external pressures.12

Mendelssohn's marked reluctance to deal with Jewish
philosophy is presumably traceable'tp a number éf both overt
and covert reasons. It seems obvious that any attempt to
deal with Jewish maﬁters would presént é direct qr'at best
an oblique challenge to Chfistianity£ and Mendelssohn,
although he had been accepted by the Christian elite, was
rather apprehensive of the consequences.13 Furthermore,
sﬁnce Mendelssohn perce;ved Judaism to be totally devoid of
any missionary spirit --'as almost God given -- e considered

it most undesirable to enter into a dispuﬁe with Chris-
4

<

tianity.l These considerations coupled with Mendelssohn's

total lack of combativeness on the one hand, and his insistence

"
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upon religious freedom on the other, probably accountcfor his

‘deliberately restricting himself to those truisms which he

acknowledged as Being "of equal importance to all religions."ls

- >

b A . .
\ndelssohn's very treatment of Jewish philosophy was

of cohfée‘in the qaéure of a novelty; however, it did not
indicate a change in basic appfoach. He persisted in his
belief that the integration, both soéial and cultural, of
the Jews in :hé“generéllsociety is dgsirable,ana is in no
Qay at odds with the basic tenets of the Jewish religiont,
This ideoleogy beihg the aim, Mendelssohn had to reconcile
Judaism with the concepts of ratignal, univers§l~and natural
religion -- the prevai;ing ideas of the day. Generally,‘these
concepts were an putcome of the Enlightenment quest to achieve
an interreligious community. The idea of a natural ana

" rational religion founded upén’ghe autonomy of reason, thus
transcending the‘boﬁndaries of any institutional religion,
was at the core of the Enlightenment. And Mendelssohn, a
devotee of the Enlightenment ideology, was keen to have his

16

brethren the Jews embrace such a universal faith. He did

not, however, postulate that adhererce to such a natural-

rd

- religion would axiomatically. necessitate the abolition of

Judaism. As we shall see, the two are not, to his mind,
mutually exclusive,'gnd the Jew can belong at the same time
to both: he can adhere to the principles of natural religion
and simultaneougly devote himself to Judaism. Furthermore,
as Mendelssohn was wont to argue: the presefvation of

Judaism is crucial to the spreading of the natural religion

BN B
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since Judaism posesses that unique instﬁrment which can keep
the concepts of natural religion in their desired purity.

To attain this goal of reconciling Judaism with uni-
versal, natural religion Mendelssohnh could have chosen either
of two methodologies. He could have chosen an all inclusive
methodology, that is, he could have constructed a complete
and integral system of'Judaism and then attempted to demon-

s

stfate that this systeﬁ is in no way incompatible with the
ideas of natural religiog. He could have, on the other hand,
uséd a réductiohist methodology, namely,:he could havg
presented a narrow picture of Judaism which can be placed
next to (though by no means within) the natural religion of.
reason so as not to clash with it; h

- The most cursory of glances at Mendelssochn's style in

his writings should.suffide to show thati he had chosen.the

latter methodology. "Judaism knows nothing ‘of ....,"17
Judaism "adds nothing to ... save ....,"18 this is not
19

Judaism ...., are but random illustrations pointing to the
fact that Mendelssohn set forth his view of Judaism in a
negatije and reductionist form. It would éeem that his
intgrest lies more in defining.what Judaism is not than what
Judaism iss. Yet, his choice of the negative and reductionist
methodology was probably an outcome of a gradual process of
development accompanied perhaps by perplexity and bainful
hesitancy. It appears that with the early formulation of

i

his outlook of Judaism Mendelssohn at least attempted to

.

¢
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impress upon his readers that he employs a ‘more integral,
all inclusive, method of reconciliation. In his early

"Counterinquiry" to Bonnet's "Palingenesis" (1769) Mendelssohn

defines "The religion of the Israélites"20 -- to be sure,
\
not explicitly Judaism -- within an integral framework of

three basic categories "God, Providence and Legislation."21

This pattern places the religion of the Israelites within the

framework of two distinct domains: on the one hand God and

" providence, the speculative and theoretical thus universal

principles, and on the other hand the law, the concrete and
particular Jewish embodiment of the said principles.
Had this been Mendelssohn's interpretation of Judaism

per se it would not have been sharply different from the

—— T— .

‘normative Jewish view which may be conceived of as a combi-

~

nation of theoretical and practical concepts functioning in
a cyclical fashion whereby theory inspires action and action
in turn inspires theory. 1In the following I will attempt to

demonstrate that this was not Mendelssohn's outlook of

.

Judaism."Herve:, even at this early point Mendelssohn can-
not conceal the offshoots of his reductionist methodology.

The theoretical principles, being rather vaguely defined by

-

» v
Mendelssohn, do not at all distinguish the particular Jewish

scheme of God and providence.22

On the contrary, this self
same scheme was, even according to Mendelssohn himself, kho&h
to all people before they "have deviated from the simplicity

23

of this [natural] religion." It follows that the particular

image of Judaism which cannot be encompassed by natural,

[
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universal religion is expressed only in the third principle,
the concrete, namely the law.

Two years later in 1771 in a letter to Elken Hertz,

Mendelssohn seems once again to attempt to convince that

his outlook of Judaism is integral ‘in character. The Jewish
religion, he claims, "rests on the foundations of reason," and
it has "no doctrines contrary‘to reasSn."‘24 Héwever, having
made this point that tﬁe difference between Judaism and naﬁural
religion is not that crucial, Mendelssohn seems to be“séuck

on the horns of a dilémma. On top of being a man of ﬁis time,
a product and follower of the Enlightenment, Mendelss?hn was

a strict observer of the Jewish law and insisted upon the neéq
to breserve Juaaism. Yet it follows from his argument that
Judaism will not be all that zéalously pgesefved as it does
hbt suggest any particular different system of religion
worth maintaining.25 Thus, to the universal elements which
the Jew shares with the civilized community Mendelssohn adds
the particular aspect which makes Judaism what it is. "We

add nothing to natural religion,” he writes, "save command-

ments and statutes."26

It 'is precisely on this point that
once again Mendelssohn's overall restrictive methodoiogy
surfaees: that which makes Judaism a particular religious
system waorth maintaining is merely an addition.'

, The final formulation of Mendelssohn's reductionist
meéhcdology is fully displayed only some twelve years later
in his Jerusalem. Here Mendelssohn, as I sh&il attempt to

demonstrate, does not only forcefully‘diagnose the theoretical
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_and universal religious principles, but categorically -- and
"this time explicitly -- removes them from within the realm.of

Judaism. Mendelssohn, I hope to prove, will not assign any
\:hevoretical truths as pertain'ing\ to the domain. of ‘the‘Jewish
’feligién. "In his miqd these are all exclusive possessi'ons of
the univeréal natural réligio.n, they‘all' belong to human'

reason and can be discovered, explained and verified by human

faculties only. -Thus, all that Mendelssohn leaves for Judaism -

is \its practical category, its commandme\nts, precepts and
ordinances, i.e., its divinely ordained law which only as such
(tq be sure, f\ot as a ;:ation‘al derivative) must be sfrictly
and meticulously ob;erved.
In Jerusalem Mendélssohn_éf:grives at the above method
in a gradual way, and thii gragualness of treatment may lend
itself to erroneous interpretation of his thesis. In his
‘first, and which later camel to be recognized as his essential
statement of Judaism, Meﬁde;ssohn says the following:_
I believe Judaism knows nothi'ng of a revealed
religion in the sense in which Christianity defines
this term. The Israelites possess a divine legis-
lation -- law, commandments, statutes, rules of
conduct ...., but not dogmas ....27
The aséumption that the above is Mendelssohn's fundamental
statement of Judaism, or that it is at all a statement of
Juaaism, might constitute the basis’ for gréat er'ror. It

might be inferred that only religious truths in the Christian

sense of the notion, by virtue of their being irratioqal in \\

Mendelssohn's eyes, are removed by him from within the content AN

N
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of Judaism. But when it comes’ to rational theoretical truths, -

it might be further claimed, Mendelssohrn would accept them as

;| C
part and parcel of Judaism. To be suré, the above is'not a

& \
statement of Judaism, and even less s0O a~funQamental one.

All that it is, is a statement of Judaism versus Christianity.
In the following which is indeed Mendelssohn's most clear-
cut and revealing statement of Judaism, he will depfive it of

all speculative religious doctrines including those which

‘stand in perfect harmony with reason. : ,‘/’
Ein anderes ist geoffenbarte Religidn: ein anderes
geoffenbarte Gesetzgebung. ©Die Stimme, die sich an

~ jenem grossen Tage, auf :Sinai hBren liess, rief nicht:

«  "Ich bin der Ewige, dein Gott! 'Das notwendige,
selbstandige Wesen, das allm?chtig ist und allwissend,
das denMenschen in einen zukunftigen Leben vergilt,
nach ihrem Tum." Dieses ist allgemeinene Menschen—
religion, nicht Judentum. 28 \

The distinction between Judaism and universal, natural religion
is clear and no longer open to interpretation: theoretical
doctrines are not'a property 6f Judaism nor are they a common

¢

properﬁy of Judaism and natural religion. They are an

exclusive property of Allgemeine Menschenreligion.

Thé above quoted statement seems to bavé been ignored
by éhése who suggest that Mendglssohn was not entirely averse
to-the belief that Judaism might rep;eéeﬁt an all embracing
religiogs system, constituted upon the threq<£enets: God,
providenée and legislation. Alexander Altmann, however,
presumably recognized the problem which this statement poses.
to such an interpretation. Having claimed that Mendelssohn

defines Judaism within the triple framework of "God, Providence

- ¢
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29 hé seems unable to understand a statement in which

w v

the two major attributes of God, His omnipotence and omni-

and Law,"

science, are’°obviously omitted¢from the Jewish religion. And
lest I seem ungrateful or irreverent, let re grant‘ﬁpat

Altmann's contribution at this point lies in toto 4n adding

——— —————}

the word "specifically," in brackets of course, to Mendelssohn's

statement. "This is universal rgligion," Altmann cités
30

Mendelssohn, "not [specifically] Judaism." This, in my

opinion, is an attempt to byéass or totally dis;iss the most
crucial problem in the understanding of Mendélssohn's Jewish
philosophy, that is, the question whether he really reduces .

Judaism- to law only. . 3

.
¢
P

Although the interpfetation that Mendelssohn does
define Judaism as a combination of both theoretical doctrines
and a prescription for action is, in my opinion, erroneous,
it is still apparently grounded in Mendelssohn's writings.

In éhree different places it might appear as if he presents
Judaism as an integral religious system. The most explicit
one is Ehat which I mentioned above.31 Thg tenets of God,
providence and legislatiofi seem there to be combined and
integrated by Mendelssohn in his presentation of Judaism. Is
it therefore only an inconsistency, or perhaps an inner con-
tradiction in Mendelssohn when in one and the samekbreath he
claims that Judaism both lacks and possesses theorétical
doctrines? This indeed calls for further elaboration.

Unquestionably, the above mentioned statement, in

which it might appear as if Mendelssohn defines Judaism as

G\
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consisting of God, providence aqd law, is borrowed by'him .(

- from the philosophy of Josef Albo. This fact was already

| " noticed by Alex;nder Altmann;32 it can also be noted in

,Mendelssohn's hints to this effect; and finally it can be
demonstrated by comparing Albo's and Mendelssohn's arguments.
Mendelssohn, as previdusly mentioned, speaks about "God,
providence and legislation," Albo for his part speaks about

"the existence of God, revelation of the Torah and reward
"33

LISy ' and punishment. Two things must be emphasized here with
respect to Albo's statement. First, this is not Albo's

definition of Judaism per se but of the common principles

upon which a divine religion in general must rest.34 Second,
4

Albo's entire argument in this connection is permeated by

- the claim that one who,acknowledges these three principles

Now oy
should not be regarded ds”a Keretic from the Jewish point of

view.?5

0

That Mendelssohn was deeply concerned lest his'philos-
oéhy of Judaism might bring upon him the accusation that he
is-a heretic is abundantly cledr both froﬁ reading his bio-
graphy and from his statements to such an effect in
Jerusalem.36 This I will discuss later in some detail. For

\ the time being I will only cite Mendelssohn's statement which
demonstrates that he employs Albo's philosophy in order to
defend.himself from being po;;ibly declared as ? heretic
because of his religious views. "No one, to the| best of my
kqowledge," he asserté, "accused Albo of being a heretic
becausé he attempted to reduce their number (i.e., the

. . \

\

}
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number of religious principles] and to base them on more

N . L w37 .
universal rational principles. Indeed, Mendelssohn agrees

that every universal rational religion must rest ubon an all
inclusive basis ;nd must contain theoretical rational princi-
ples. Thergfore, Albo lives on in Jewish annals as a true
believing Jew, and in keeping with that Mendelssohn sought
to retain the same recognition. As for Judaism per se, as

~—

far as I know, in no place dées Mendelssohn explicitly_state

&

that it consists of more than laws. He does indeed speak

about "The religion of the Israelites" that "encompasses. ‘

... three principles,"38 he does discuss "ancient Jugaism"

which "consisted [clearly, in the past tense] of doctrines and

Il39

laws, and he also summarizes the viewpoint of "Judentum der

vorigen Zeit" from an all inclusive point of view, emphasizing

that this Judaism is according to the "Absicht des S;if;erg."4o

However, no statement indicates that Judaism, in the absolute

sense, contains more than laws.

The "founder" to whom Mendelssohn refers above is of

' course none other than Moses who, as one might expect, is

-

also the one referred to by Albo when he bases all divine
religions upon the three principles: "These three {principles]
embrace all the principles of the various divine laws, such

as the law of Adam, the law of Noah, the law of Abraham, the

41

law of Moses, and any other divine law." And indeed,

Mendelssohn affirms that Moses discovered "religious doctrines
and tenets of eternal truth about God, His world, His provi-

nd?2

dence - But these theoretical truths, Mendelssohn immediately

N
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‘are necessary for man's salvation,
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declares, have not been revealed to Moses in virtue of his

being a Jew but in virtue of his being a rational human being.
More precisely, it is not Judaism which'disclosed to Moses

religious truth, it is the allgemeine Menschenreligion.

Consequently, the manner in which the "founder" of Judaism
comprehended the reliéious theoretical doctrines is described
by Méndelssohn as part of the general system by which such
doctrines are attaineép Accordingly, Moses discovered theo-
retical doctrines when

. The supreme Being has revealed them to all rational
credtuges through concepts and events inscribed on
their souls with-a script that is legible and intel-

“ligible at.all times and in all places.43

Unmistakably, to Mendelssohn Judaism is nothing but a law

and includes no "religious doctrines and tenets which are

44

necessary for man's salvation." Only Judaism combined

with the universal, rational, that is, natural religion

embraces all three motifs needed for the Jew in order to

attain salvation.45

Having’reduced Judaism to law only, Mendelssohn can
hardly assume that his system will be sympathetically
approached by his readers. Clearly, he is fully aware that

those people, "who have spoken of Judaism as if it were

... revelation of those religious doctrines and tenets which

would find his narrow

definition of Judaism "shocking and hard to accept."46 Yet,

\ f

he is fully convinced that there is no contradiction at all

between his thinking and that of traditional Judaism. 18 )

o~
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clearly appears that Mendelssohn had but little doubt that {

the Bible is in full agreement with his view. "The divine

book," he declares, "is essentially a book of laws, contain-

wd7

ing ‘ordinances, rules of conduct, and prescriptions. of .

course, he cannot but resign to the fact that the Bible

"also includes ... an inexhaustible treasure of rational °
48 '

»

truths and religious precepts.” But these are not coercive’

and not automatically mandatory. At most, - the speculative
doctrines are an attempt to guide, to stimulate man's quest
for the truth. Thus, the Jew may accept them only after
being conviﬁced by virtue of his owﬁ reason.

But all these excellent notions address themselves’
not to our ability to believe but to our capacity
to understand and reflect. Amonhg the precepts and
ordinances of the Mosaic law, there is none saying
"You shall believe" or "You shall not believe."

All say, "You shall do"” or "You shall not do." You
are not commanded to believe, for faith accepts no .
commands: it accepts only what comes to'it by )
reason.4 : '

It seems that Mendelssohn has no difficulty with the

_Bible and perhaps that is why he uses .it so widely. That is ,

not the qgse‘with Jewish philosophy of the Middle Ages. -
EBere Mendelssohn has great difficulty primérily Because‘df
Maiménideg' formulg’ of Jewish dogma as refleéted in his - -
Thirteen Principles of Faith. After all,'Maimonideé cannot
be cavalierly dismissed with Mendelssohn's asserégon that \
books of dogma are in fact rare in Jewish religious‘literaJ
ture.50 Thus Mendelssohnfs unconcealed sarcasm: "The only -

result which Maimonides' eforts has produced was the hymn,
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Yigdal.™" Evidently, Judaism does not set much store by

such deeds, witness, as previously mentioned, Albo who further

reduced Maimonides' said principles.sz

It follows then that
neither Maimonides' nor Albo's acts wére of great concern to
Jewish religion since Albo was never "accused of being a

"53 . At

heretic because he attempted to reduce their number.
this point we might be able to deduce another analogy,‘though
an implicit one, which Mendelssohn draws between his own
Jewish philosophy and that of Josef Albo: since Albo's attempt
to reduce the number of Maimonides' speculative principles to
three only, was not considered an act of heresy, then neither
should his own attempt to remove such principles altogethér be
considered as such.

Needless to say, Mendelssohn differs from Maimonides
not only with regard to the issue of principles of faith but

in his overall methodology and outlook. Whereas Maimonides,

according to Mendelssohn's own admission places Judaism upon

a broad and comprehensive system "from which evérything could
u S

be deduced ....,"54

Mendelssohn himself perceives it in a
narrow reduced dimension.

Up to this point I have attempted to establish
Mendelssohn's methodolegy and with that the basic premise of
his Jewish thinking. Mendelssohn, as demonstrated, employs
a reductionist methodology with whiéh he dminishes Judaism

to a law -~ to a way of life ordained by God. Judaism is hot,

in Mendelssohn's eyes, a system of theoretical doctrines
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. either rational or irrational. Those aré recognized by him
as the common property of all men who adhere to universal,
rational thus natural religion. The Jews indeed are not
denied by Mendelssohn's theoretical truths which age indis- ’
pensable for human salvation and felicity. However, the
Jews may attain them not by any exclusive means pfovided by
their particular reiigion, but by means of free rational and
logical deduction. ga?ing gstablished Mendelssohn's metho-
dology, I will continue eﬁploying it in ordef to ahalyze his
interpretation of the.various details of Juddism and of the
Jewish law in particuiar.

o The reduction'of Judaism to law only obviously implies

a-narfow and one dimensional outlook of the concépt of reve-

lation particular to it. More specifically, Mendelssohn's
reduction of the content of Judaism to law only must be
followed by a parallel reduction of the content of the Sinaic
revelation. This however is not to imply that Mendelssohn
sets only little importance gn the historical phenomenon of
the Jewish revelation. On the contrary, revelatioﬁ in Sinai
is:to him the. "great day," the day of the "sound of thunder
and the blast of trurnpets,"55 in which Judaism attained its
essence. However, at this point ,again one can witness an
evolution in the style of Mendelssohn's presentation of

Judaism. In his ea&ly "Counterinquiry" to Bonnet'’s

"Palingenesis" Mendelssohn tends to underrate the Jewish

religion and to argue that there is no crucial difference

between the Jews and all other people. Consequently,

G\
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.Thus, a specific act of revelation was not an essential
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revelation on Mount Sinai is presented as follows:
Hé gave revelation to the Israelites not because
human beings, as such, could not be saved with-
out revelation but because it was His intent to

bestow some particular grace upon particular
people.56 , ’

need for Israel just as it is not indispensabfe to any other .
people. ‘

While the negagive style permeates Mendelsschn's early
presentation of the Jewish specific revelation, in Jerusalem .
it is essentially positive in characte;. Here the Biblical = '
account of revelation is presented as follows:

I am the Lord, your God, who made a convenant wiéh

your fathers ... and who.swore unto them to raise

.a people from their seed unto myself. The time for

fulfillment of this promise has finally come .... I,

am your Redeemer, your Sovereign and King. I make

a covenant with you and give you lays.
Ungquestionably, there is a marked shift of,empﬁasis in
Mendelssohn's presentation of the eveét‘pn Mount Sinai -- no
longer does hé use a vague and apologeticvf%nguage undér-
playing the valde of the Jewish part;cular revelati6n; now
the event on Mount Sinai is a crucial juncture -in the hiﬁﬁory
of the Jewish people. Yet, in spite of the shift of st&le and
emphasis, the basic argument is still‘sustained. Mendelssohn'
still insists that laws and not speculative religious princi-
ples were revealed at the supernatural revelation reééived
by the Israelites, and thus the Jewiéh particula; revelation

does by no means impinge upon the realm of uni‘i‘ﬁal, ratypnal

{
and natural religion. .Furthermore, he still maintains that

T oA . ~
-
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the natural and rational human faculties are sufficient for
man. in order to discover all theoretical doctrines needed

for attaining salvation. Man therefore stands in no need of
58

‘Having reduced revelation on Mount Sinai to legis-
lation only, Mendelssohn paves the way for the affirmation
of still another revelation, that in which the speculative

‘truths are being revealed. Obviously; no revelation which
S :

" belongs exclusively to one nation only, to one place only

and to one generation only, can possibly be the source of
those doctrin;l truths indispensable for human salvation.
Thus, the conceptual ideas conce£ning God's existence -- His
goodness, His omnipotence and omniscience -- are of necessity
universal in character and must, by definition, be constantly
revealeé in a manner attainable to all men in all places at

all times by the exercise '‘of unaided reason.>’

r
By affirming the natural ongoing revelation Mendelssohn
joins the general tendency in modern religious philosophy to
reformulate the traditional view of revelation. Revelation
is no longer regarded a specific and mysterious phenomenon in
wﬁich some truths, unattaThable by human reason, are divinely
ordained. 1In conformity with the new opt;mistic approach to

man, revelation is defined as an eternal process wherein the

truths necessary for human happiness are disclosed to man

'through his intellectual faculties. Mendelssohn, a devotee

of Enlightenment ideology, cannot but subscribe to such a con-

cept of revelation. But as a believing Jew he cannot neglect

‘.

.
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the Jewish exclusive one. His solution to the problem is to.
place one next to the other. Reducing the concept of the
Sinaic revelation to mere legisiation, he is able again to
place both the basic notion of Enlightenment and that of
traditional Judaism side by side.

However, in Mendelssoﬁn's system the value of the on-
going and rational revelation, the domain ®f natural religion,
clearly overshadows the value of the Sinaic revelation which
is only a source of practical obsgrvances and is devoid of ény
speculatiQe doctrines indispensable for human salvation. Of
‘course, at this point one cannot but be teﬁpted to gquestion
why, in Mendelssohn's mind,—a speciallrevelation was at all
necessary to th; Jews if the essential tenets of knowledge are
in fact attainable by means of unassisted reason through the'
natural revelation. Mendelssohn, to be sufe, fails té ade-
quately address this problem. In the following, as we shall
see, he will argue that only the practice of divine commandnients
is an adequate method to safequard the purity of the theoreticél
doﬁtrines. But then, if practice of divine laws is so valuable,
why,;as it confirmed only upon a siﬁgle group and not upon the
whole of humanity? Moreover, why did God find it necessary to
select this particular group of men and not another? All that
Mendelssohn has to say in:this éonnection is thgt is was "some
bart}culag grace ...." which God bestowed upon the Israelites,

60

or that it was for "quite specific reasons ...." that He

revealed commandments to them. But in no piace does '

Mendelssohn seem to be willing to disclose what this reason

&
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actually was.

Mendelssohn's method of diffe?entiating between two
types of ;evelation and réstricting the content of the Jewish
particular revelation £o "revealed legislation" only reflects .
hi§ manner of reconciling Judaism with universélism. It is
also arqued that the gelf same method serves Mendelssochn in

reconciling Judaism with still another ideology to which he

was devoted, that.is, the teachings of deism. More specifi-

~cally, it has been frequently suggested that Mendelssohn was .

61

primarily a deist and only secondarily a Jew. In this con-

4

"text Heinrich Graetz is not the most\severe critic of

Mendelssohn when stating that Mendelssohn is "rejoicing in
his thought that the essentials of Judaism were in perfect

n62 To be sure, there is much '

harmony with deistic philosophy.
injustice in this claim. Mendelssohn's attitude to religion;
his deécription of God as not only creator of thé*world bqt

also as sustainer of His creation, as bmpipotent in power and
omniscient in wisdom and ever present in man's life, is'suf-l

ficient for excluding his philoséphy from the specific realm

of standard deism.. Nevertheless, Mendelssohn, as it was argued

by many of his critics was profoundly influenced’by Spinoza's

thinking and adopted some of the deistic notions.63 Here

again, the dualistic concept of.revelation whereby the Jewish
orie is totally distinct from the universal is inevitable for
Mendelssohn in order to retain‘the two worlds -- traditional
Judaism, to which he was devoted and those deistic ideas,

which he selected as valid.

\
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"Judaism," Mendelssohn states in his first statement
of revelation in Jerusalem,  "knows nothing. of a revealed
religion in the sense in which Christianity defines this

64" The fact that Mendélssohn finds it necessary to

term."
open his discussion of the Jewish revelation with a rejgction

of the Christian approach, obviously reveals still another
reason for his great insistence upon laws as the only possible
product of revelation on Mount Sinai. Unmistakably, the
reduction of the concept of the Jewish revelation to law only,
marks Mendelssohn's unequivoéal denunciation 6f any attempt

at equating Judaism with Christianity. Had Mendelssohn stressed
the idea that the intrinsic value of Judaism lies in its
revealed articles of faith, .he would have reduced Judaism to

the state of Christianity'—— the religion which in his mind
stands in total contradiqtion,to universal religion of reason,
thus to the sanguine temper of Enlightenment.65 Consequently,
Mendelssqhﬁ does not hesitate to ‘take issue with the éhristian
view which/insisés upon revelation as a proclamation of dog-
hatiq truths. With unc&ncealed sarcasm he stresses that

Christian théology assumes that God in His kindness conde-

scended to disclose to man the truths upon thch his happiness

‘rests.'yet, either lacking omnipotence or benevolence He did

not grant man the capacity to discover these truths for
himself.®® |

In summing up, we may say that Menéelssohn‘s over-
all~redﬁctiohist methodology is most vividly manifest in his

interpretation of the Jewish concept of revelation. 1In

-
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" consistency with this methodology he narrows the meaning of

revelation in Sinai to nothing more than a message embodying -
the‘practical aﬁd daily rules of -conduct. Consequently, the
Sinaic revelatjion is devoid oﬁ any cosmic idea content and
also fails to reveal any knowledge concérﬁing,the attributes
of God. Man, claims Mendelssohn, stands in no need of a
.épecific and supernatural revelation in order to attain cosmic

truths since those are realizable to anyone possessing natural
67

insight. As for God's attributes -- these too were not

revealed to the people of Israel through the specific episode

®

C

on Mount Sinai. In fact, Mendelssohn arques, the people of
Israel,: being no different from any other people, had to
constantly prepare themseldes through study and observation

."68 that had preceded

throughout "many days of g%eparation
the actual act of supernaﬁural revelation. Only then, when by
means of natural intelleét, that is, by means of natural reve-
latipn, the people were made able to grasp the attributes of
‘God, the supernatural revelation occurred and the commandments
revealed. |

It is almost.Axiomatic to assume that the Jewish law
has essentially an ethical character. Despite the fact that
.
lhis character. of the law was interpreted differently at
different periods of Jewish thought, it was generally agreed
that the connection between the realm of ethics and the world
of the Jewish law is no less thgn intimate. Bu£ even this
connection is not taken for granted by Mendelssohn. In keep-

\
ing with his overall attitude to Judaism, he goes on to make

o
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¢ o
ethics subject to his reductionist methodology. This angpé
of Mendelssohn's Jewish philosophy will be deal;;ﬁf{h

SN
extensively in the concluding section of this étudy. At this
point, for the purpose of developing the preseét argument I
shall deal with only one strand of Mendelssohnjs attitude
to the role of ethics in Jewish law. /

¢+ As demonstrated, for Mendelssohn the speculative thus

universal character of a principle is a suffiqient reason to
dislocate it fro? the particular Jewish context and to put
it at the dispgsal of universal, natural religion. Ethics,l
being a speculative principle, is indeed subject to suéhﬁa
method -- it is removed by Mendelssohn from the domain of
the Jewish law and located wit£in the category of natural

law.69

But still, there is another way for Mendelssohn to
point out the lack of particular ethical teaching in the
Jewish law. Because of its very definition, says Mendelssﬁhn,
ethics relies on internal conviction of man which motivates
him to do good.70 Consequently, the determination‘of an
ethical act cannot be done according to the final practical
result of the deed but by the initial intention of the doer.
Trge, Mendelssohn does not separate inner intention from the
general religious domain. "Religious deeds without ... con-
71

This hypothesis, however, does not lead Mendelssohn to include
ethics among the categories of Judaism. As we have seen, to
him, Judaism is not a religion in the ordinary sense, but a

law. Thus, Judaism transgresses the boundaries of religion

Ind
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which is essentially an expression of -conviction "of the truth

of principles and values ..."72 and relies on "enforcement by
means, of punishment."73 With that, mandatgfy laws in general .
/and the law of Judaism in particular are in }gét automatically
excluded from the realm of ethics, and Judaigh is further

c\
stripped -- this time from its ethical content."74

Of necessity, Mendelssohn's reductionist methodology )
will ineluctably 'turn into a severe,‘rigid, well—négh "fanatic”
attitude. Having restricted the essence of Judaism to law
only,' and having removed from tﬁe latter its ethical marrow,
there remains but little room for intellectual manoeuvre or
for any display of "excessive" liberalism.

As indicated, in the act of removing all principles of
;eason from within the Jewish religion, Mendelssohn intends
to remove the major obstacle on his road towards bringing
Judaism into harmony with the spirit of his time, which so
optimistically trusted human reason and so zealously defended
and promoted man's right of free speculation. However, not
always can the intellectual liberality which Mendelssohn allows
all men be that easily extended bf him also to the Jews.
Whereas all laws, being a fuﬁction of human intellect, are
sgbject to intellectual elaboration and thus to change and
modification, thiQ\&s not the case with the law which governs
and determines the Jews' life. Since the law of Judaism is -
not a domain of humaﬁ intellect it may hardly become a medi?m

of the Jews' intellectual activity. Naturally, at this

juncture Mendelssohn seems to be guite perplexed. True to

29
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.the sbirit of his days and consistent with his overall philo-
sophical outlook he cannot but permit theological investigation.
Consequently, he accepts the notion that reflection upon the

law is permissible and that the Jew may "search for its

75

meaning." Furthermore, he even concedes that some laws can

only be meaningful in terms of a "particular time, place and

76

set of cifcumstgntes." But this reflection, Mendelssohn

warns, must be subject to strict limitations and deep religious

humbleness. "Who can say" he asks rather rhetorically, "I

-~

have entered God's sanctuary; I have comprehended the system

77

of Hfg intentions." Torn between his faith in human reason

and his deep commitment to the unconditional observance of
- e L »

the Jewish law, Mendelssohn cannot but disconnect the two and
finally emasculate reason. "I may make conjectures,; he writes,

8 Ironically, the

"but not decide and act according to them."
great Jewish representative of Enlightenment liberalism
addresses his own religion (i.e., the Jewish law) as follows:
The laws of Moses are strictly binding upon us as
long as God does not revoke them explicitly and
with the same public solemnity with which He has
given them .... Human laws can be changed by men
. in response to changing times and circumstances.
But divine laws remain unalterable until we can be
utterly sure that God héyself announced a change.?9
' In short, Mendelssohn's strictness and severeness in
matters of the observance of law knows no limits. He permits
no human interference of any sort even in those cases where
he himself is convinced that the law needs to be changed and

modified. "No sophistry of ours'"~he states can free us

D
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‘submissien ... and without sidestepping an inch.
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from ... strict obedience."80

This attitude is apparently
not due only ﬁo Mendelssohn's philosophical conviction but ———
is also a result of his fear of the practical consequendes
of his own excessive liberalism. It seems that the intoxi-

cating sense of réligious}lib?ralism which no doubt gladdened

Mendelssohn's general liberai%propensity, did-however arouse

'grave anxiety in his soul. He p{dbably realizéd well enough

the undermining effect it might have upon ‘the future observance
of “the law which in his mind is the only legitimate property
of Judaism.' Thus, realizing the strictness and rigidity of
ﬁis method, Mendelssqhn calls upon the Jew to "shoulder his

w81 and to tread the narrow path "with patience, in

w82
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CHAPTER II

MENDELSSOHN: REASONS OF THE COMMANDMENTS

The search for the‘"reasons of the commandments" might
Be traceable to many tendencies. It might be an expression
of an internal basic.intellectual need for a rational expla-
nation of the laQs, or.it might be a manifestation of the

desire to present to the non-Jews the Jewish. law as aimed at

producing a people of great virtue. Yet, for most of the

-

Jewish scholars the search for the reasons of the commandments

springs from the desire to enhance religious obedience of the
laws by investing them with intrinsic ﬁeéning while discovering
their rational purpose. On this point, however, the attitudes
are quite aebatable. Along with’the great many scholars who
invested in great efforts in order to formulate a comprehen-
sive system of "rqasons of the. commandments", we witness for

example R. Simon Bar Yohai who basically opposeﬁ this field

of inquiry. According to him, the Ta-ammi Torah are not
1

revealed in the Bible and should ‘not be revealed afterwards.-

Furtherﬁbre, he claims, the yoke of the law is to be cherished
without probing its reasons. ' ‘
It appears that for Moses Mendelssohn this problem simply

does not exist. Being essentially the scholar of Enlightenment

' - 49 -
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he could not but examine his religion and only then decide
upén his action. In his letter to Lavater‘ﬁe confesses:

My study of the foundations of my religion does not

date from yesterday. Very early in my life I had

become aware of.the need to examine my views and my

actions. If my decision ... had not been entirely

in favour ..., I would certainly have found it

necessary to make my conviction known to all.?2
Mendelssohn here relates to the'study of Judaism in general;
however, having restricted the essence of the Jewish religion
to the observance of the commandments, he would not have been
content with a general conceptual examination, but had, of
necessity, dealt with-the particular field of inquiry -- the
search for the "reasons of the dommandments."

’ But not only for himself does Mendelssohn open the field
of inquiry on the law. The same liberalism which he allows
himself is also extended to others. 1In fact, Mendelssohn
enjoins every Jew "to form conjectures and to draw con-

clusions."3

In this matter however, Mendelssohn's libefalism
must not be taken too literally. As indicated in the opening
chapter, along with his repeated and enthusiastic encourage-
ment there are concomitant serious qualifications. The
inquirer, warns Mendelssohn, must. not translate his findings

into language of practical conclusions. If findings are at

. 7
odds with the law itself, they will not transgress the realm

of thought and will not be implemented. "The humble inquirer,”

Mendelssohn writes, "is ... permitted to form conjectures ...,
as long as he remains mindful of the fact that he may do

nthing but form conjectures."4
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Mendelssohn's insistence upon the separation between
speculation and practice was obyiously an immediate response
to concrete instances demonstrating fhe "perniciousness" of
unrestricted inquiry. Seemingly, the dilemma of reconciling
religion with the spirit of Enlightenment had not always been

resolved in ﬁiﬁour of the former. Many a learned Jew'attempt-

.ing this intellectual feat began to doubt and eventually
e

abandon the law‘because the task had proved beyond him.5 It

must have been quite‘clear to Mendelssohn that not all -cere~

-

N )
monial prastiees could be explained away as logical proposi-
N
- \' i) . » 3 :
tions. Hence theicautlonary note: "Their value lies in their

practice, not in ;nderstandihg their original purpose;"G-

But not”aﬁiy‘objective observation motivated Mendelssohn
to draw a heévy line bétweén intellectual investigation and
pfacticél observance of the law. His personal experience
must have convinced him to treaa warily in thé inquiry for
the rational purpose of the law. Seemingly, in tbé process
of his inquiry he himself has béen led to rather dangerous
conclusions.l Even in his letter to Lavater, he cannot but
confess that he found "certain ... excesses and abuses."7
Thus Mendelssohn -- the person reflecting the spirit of both ’
Judaism and Enlightenment -- mus£ for himself as well as for
other Jews bridie at the destructive potential of unrestricted
inquiry of the reasons of the commandments:

No sophistry of ours can free us from strict obedience
we owe to it. Reverence for God must draw a line

between speculation and observance, beyond which no
conscientious person may go.

>
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For Mendelssohn, the essential purpose of the law of
Judaism is to convey a message concerﬁing the true attributes
of God.‘ These as indicated, are attainable to man by means
of pure reason. However, their preservation in an uncontami-
nated form requires a particular device. Towards this end,
Mendelssohn investigates the development of the written word
in order to flatly reject the notion that religious doctrines
can successfully be handed down from one generation ‘to another
in a written form. To his mind, the true notions of God can
be %feserved and saved from perdition only through actual ’
praétice. Mendelssohn believes that all ancient people had
originally a true concept of God's attributes which was
eventually distorted by means of the written'communication.9

This way, claims Mendelssohn, idolatry was introduced into the

A

world. The ancient Israelites, on the other hand, being

determined to hand down "a pure religious concept free of
idolatry ...," foresaw the danger and transferred their meséage
"through ... laws of conduct" about which "there is nothing

perﬁanent and enduring."lo

with'thét Mehdélssohn explains the great'comprehensiveness
of the Oral Law and, its indispensable role in Judaism. Since
laws are instructions for human life and cannot be preserved
intact till the end of time in their original form, ' they must
be explained and clarified. On this poin£ Judaism remained

on ;the alert ever ready to repel the danger of idolatry.

Therefore:
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It was an unwritten law, the oral tradition, the
living instruction from person to person and

from mouth to mouth that were to explain, enlarge,
limit or define clearly.

.

Consequently, it seems obvious that the decision to write
down the Oral Law was not to Mendelssohn's liking. Though

he does quote the traditional rationalization "It is time

Qhen for the sake of the Lord the law must be destroyed,"12

he immediately asserts his firm belief that such an act "was

not in harmony with the eriginal intent."l3 Therein perhaps:

lies the root of Mendelssohn's ambivalent attitude to the
Mishnah. Though he is wiiling ﬁo accept the Mishnéh as the
final authority, one dannot doubt -that in the final analysis
he would have much preferred an unwritten, simple and less

artful interpretation.14

N »

As previously indicated; for Mendelssohn the essential
message tranSmitted by the Jewish law concerns the "wholesome

and undoubted ideas of §od andgﬁis attributes."15

In fact,
the very observance of the -law compelé man to perceive the
true essence of God. On this point there is an apparent con-
tradiction that Mendelssohn must resolve. Having previously
claiqu’that Judaism is entirely free from dogma he can hardly
argue now that the observer of the law is provided with clear-
cut ideas concerning G?§. It seems that Méndelssohn was not
ﬁnaware of the possible pitfalls of his argument, and indeed
trod very warily in the expansion of this-thesis. Hg'

’Arepeatedly emphasizes that the practice of the law is to be

- conceived as 'a process conducive to the stimulation of

\

[ e
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thinking rather. than dogmatic preaching:
Each of Ehese'prescribed acts, each rite, éach
ceremony ... provides an incentive for a man in
search of truth to reflect about these sacred
matters or to seek instructions from a man of
wisdom.

Consequently, laws and theoretical truths remain two
distinct categories inlMendelssohn's system each belonging
to a different realm. Thus, the practice of the Jewish law
does in no way impingé upon man's fregdom of thought.

Having claimed that the observance of the law is con-
ducivé to a deeper and more acgcurate perception: of God's
essence, Mendelssohn is still faced with the dilemma of
explaining away éhe ratherxr anomaLpus fact that a message of
obvious universal value had been entrusted to a rather small
community of nomads wandering in the Qinai Desert. It was
obviously inconceivable for Mendelssgﬁb to claim that the true
purport of divine revelation had been éo restrict the practice
of the law to this small band of\hoggas, unless it be that

they might become the standard bearers of God's message SO

that it might ultimately come "to the attention of all man-

. .17 . '
kind. Mendelssohn obviously assumes that this mission will

bear fruit and describes its accomplishment in classical terms

of. Biblical messianism. "Ultimately," he writes, ."there will
L3 ¢,
be one shepherd and one flock and ... the knowledge of the
18

The Messiah, according to Mendelssohn, will witness
the abolition of .the Jewish laws; indeed, their very raison

" 4
d'étre will have disappeared with their task accomplished.19

O\
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But not only the law will no 1onger‘prevail, the whole preser-
vation of the Jewish nation as a separate entity will no
longer be necessary. However, as long as Judaism is the only
pure theism, thus Mendelssohn, the role oﬁ the law which saves
Jews from deterioration is still meaningful. Thi; reason for
the commapdments was mentioned by Mendelssohn only three years
beforelhis death. In-a.ietter to Hertz Homberg he w;ites:

Their necessity as a unifying bond of our people has nét

been lost. - And this unifying bond will, I believe, have

to be preserved in the plans of Providence as long as

polytheism, anthropomorphism, and religious usurpation

" are rampant in the world.
Mendelssohn does not specify as to how this mission is to
:be accomplished. Is it the mere passive existence of the Jews
among the nations and their serving ‘as a living example? Or,
is it aﬂ active role which thé Jewish people must take upon
itself? Mendelssohn's insistence upon the spirit of tolerance:
and upon the non-missionary character of the Jewish feligion
certainiy points to one direction. On the other hand, g
Mendelssohn's oft repeated emphasis of the fact that the
ancient Christians scrupulously observed the law, does perhaps
point to a different direction.21 .
Mendelssohn fuliy recognizes the fact that the Jewish

law, in most respects, served, first of all, as the civic
And national constitution of the Jewish people inhabiting

a specific territorial environment .22

However, the very
attempt to explain the rationale of the law in civic terms
would not only lay Mendelssohn open to serious perils, but

would also expose him to glaring contradictions. Evidently,

@
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one cannot easily reconcile Mendelssohn's claim-that the .

Jawish religious law is essentially civic in character with

his own central argument in the first chapter in Jerusalem

insisting upon the need of total separation of religion and

state,?3 Furthermore, having claimed that most of the laws

are relicjiously ceremonial in character, Mendelssohn would

obviously be in difficulty in atte'“mpting_ to reconcile the
ceremonial and congtitutional aspects of the selg same . law.
In one of his\ central arguments Mendelssohn lays the' :
foundations for resolving the \\above apparentcontradictions:
"State and religion in this original constitution were not
united but identical, not joir;ed together }:;ut one and the
same."24 Th\xs, it seems obvious to Mendelssohn t;hat the
conflicts arising out of an artificial union betwéen state
and reiigion could not have occurred in ancientlIsré’el. In
an entity which by its very definition is both religious and
political, where religion and civic laws are in fact synonymous,
it is clear that "man's relation to society and his relatien
to God ... could never come into tension."25
The above theéis is drawn by Mendelssohn from two funda-

mental tenets of his religious philosophy. First, that the
Jewish law is wholly God given. Second, that the lawgiQer is
omnipotent in power and therefore He has no wants. Now,
these two a;xioms fead to the third:

He demands nothing of the people except what will serve

their own good and promote the state's well being, just

as the state, for its part, could not demand anything

that was contrary to the duties toward God or that had
not indeed been commanded by God. 26 :

S
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Conseqhently, Mendelssohn sees no essential difference—
betweeri social and ritual laws. Since neither social laws ,
nor ceremonial laws are intended éo serve God's wants but
only to promote the state's well being, one cannot art{-
ficially separate l;ws of ritual from state laws., It follows
that "every act of civic service becomes at the same time an P

27 For example, Mendelssohn declares,

act of diﬁine worship."

fpublic taxes" were in fact also "offerings to God," and

"officers of law enforcement" were simultaneOusiy the peop;e

‘who "stood in thé service of God."28 | , )
Up to this point Mendelssohn depicts the Jewish feligious

l;ws as' standifig in perfect harmony with'the laws of the state

mainly by demonstrating that those law which at first sight ; ‘

appear to Be constitutional in nature are in fact also reli-

gious character. From here on he moves to es£ablish the. :

‘ truth of his formula from the opposite direction, namely, to ~
argue that the apparently pure religious laws also served as
civic and state regulations. This apparent methodological
switch, the:switch of emphasis upon religious laws serving
¢ivic purposes, is best illustrated in Mendelssohn's tregtment
of the penal code. "He whoever desecrated the 'Sabbath,”

Mendelssohn writes, "willfully nullified ... a fundamental

klaw of civic society.“29 - \

It is obviously essential for Mendelssoﬁn to ddoptlghis
reversed methodology. Having preQiously assumed that the
religious establishment must Le deprived of penalizing author-

LN

ity the desecrator of the Sabbath must be regarded as one who
+
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is punished for the violation of a civil norm rather than of
a religious one.30 Thus, Mendelssohn is at least methodo-

iogicaily consistent in his insistence upon the need to deprive
the right of the church to inflict punishments. Whereas the
religious establishment, Mendelssohn argues, pueishes for
'Junbel}ef," and acts obviously et odds with the basic¢ Enlighten-.
ment ideas, the Jewish law restricts its punitive power only
to civic aspects -- éo "misdeeds ... against the state."31
Nevertheless; it would appear that the punitive authority
of the Jewish law is not totally to Mendelssohn” s liking.
Faithful to his basic claim regarding the stimulative nature

Y

of the law, he would certainly have preferred less enforce-
<. . ’ & )
ment of the Jewish legal system. Thus, apart from justifying
the punitive power by virtue of its civic ‘necessity, he.
repeatedly and comprehen51vely 1n51sts upon the spirit of
llberallsm, tolerance and conciliation whlch the Jewish
punitive system reveals: .

Consider how lenient the punishment for 'even ... capital

offenses was, how extraordinarily tolerant of human

weakness! ... Indeed, as qQur rabbis say, any court

which is empowered to deal with- capital offenses and

is concerned for its reputation must see to it that

in a period of seventy yearg no more than one person

ever be sentenced to death.; ) :

As previously indicated, Mendelssohn's attempt to in-. -
tetpret the law in civic terms is designed so as not to
conflict with his basic premise in that religion should be
deprived of its punitive power. Unmlstakably, his statement

in this context is essentially directed towards the Christian
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Church. However,-Mendelssohn's arqument is obviously also
intended to cope with criticism and attacks coming from the
offended Jewish establishment. "I have abrogated Judaism

w33 thus Mendelssohn's

by my argument against church rights,

own testimony to the cléim of his Jewish opponents. Having

made a clear distinctidé_between punishments for "unbelief"

and the penalizing of "misdeeds against the st—ate,"34

Mendelssohn can righély profesa.that these accusations are

"far from truth."35
The very treatment of the "reasons of the commandments"

in civie .terms suggests that their observance is linked with

a particular poli£ical and territorial entity and environment.<>

However, Mendelssohn makes every effort to dispel the impres-

sion of automatic stipulation which might prevent Jews from

taking the well-trod path of Judaism. .Wholly in line with

the traditional concept he accepts the temporary. cancellation

of those particular laws associatedlwith land ownerqpip and

Temple service, bué leaves no doubt in one's mind that the

exile from the land and the destruction of the Temple do not

absolve’ ' the people from the law. Consequently, "Comﬁ;ndments, '

dutied imposed upon every son of Israel which are unrelated ‘

to Temple service and lgnd ownership ... must ... be strictly

observed‘according to the word of the law.”36

¢

Mendelssohn's arguments concerning the constitutional
. . : >

aspects of the Jewish law are naturally presented in the

past tense, and the emphasis is continuously put upon their

relationship to a concrete past histébrical period. Here one

.
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is témpted to speculate on the motivation of Mendelssohn in
so closely associating the laws with their political functions.
Was it indeed a purely intellectgal conclugion, or was he
perhaps desirous of the possibility that the observance of
the law would at least preserve the option of a Jewish politi--
cal revival? More exactly, the issue néw is whether,
Mendelssohn includes a €uture national rebirth among the
reasons which he assigns to the law.
To be sure, Mendelssohn's‘writing in Jerusalem shows
4 &
no trace of such ; national hope, and the preservation of a
political option is not included among the rationales wﬁich.
Le assigns to the law. In a late stage of his life he indeed
mentions the value of the law "as a unifying bond of our
people ..."37 but this reason for fhe law is not explicitly
connected to the possible national revival. Furthermore, .
Mendelssohn's very insistence upon the peed for Jewish social ~
and cultural integration might indicatg\resignation from Ehe
« hopes fQ{ national rebirth. Thus we find Peretz Smolenskin,
one of the most venomous of Mendelssohn's critics, charging
him in the foliowing language: "Mendelssohn has removed all
traces of nationalism from Israel and has put an end éo all

"33 Although at first

—— ¢
B

" Jewish hopes for national salvation.
sight one is inclined to accept Smolenskin's verdict, a
deeper study of the, subject is likely to revéal other, and

’ perhaps rather different, aspects of this issue.

Unddubtedly, Mendelssohn's prime object was to make

.sure that the Jews were granted full civil.rights which would
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. ensure both their freedom of spirit and material weil-being.
His concern for his brethren and his general humanistic out-
look combined to make him the herald of the Enlightenment in
the Jewish community and his brethren's spokesman in the non-
Jeéish society. As such Mendelssohn envisages a society in
which the religious establishment is separate from the state,
thus constituting aqyenlightened and liberal society which
fulfills a humanitarian ideal and consequently guarantees

the Jews an adequate civic and religioﬁs existence. In this
respect Mendelssohn does of course call upon the Jews to
remain loyal to their country of sojog;n, and, as remarked by

Jacob Agus, he would be naturally rather discomfited by the

verse "soon the Temple will be rebuilt," espegially when
w39 '

B

accompanied by "in our days. Neverthelesyd, as for the
rather vague and timeless Jewish hope for national resurrec-
tions, Mendelssohn must have retained a special sympathy.
In his formulation of Maimonides' thirteen prificiples the
national aspect finds its rightful place:
I acknowledge as true and certain, that the children
of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob will not always be
removed from the Promised Land and scattered among
the nations but that the Lord will inspire, at the
time known only to him, a leader ... who will make
this people again into a free nation and rule over
them in the land of their fathers.40
indeed, one must not regard this emotional declaration as an
+#.indication of an enthusiastic manifestation of hope for
~ hational revival. The very opposite seems to be closer to
the truth. Making.gusé of the Biblical verse "Stir not up

nor awake love till it please,"41 and emphasizing the

f'
4 {
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Talmudic injunction "Blasted be those who reckon out the

¢
42 Mendelssohn states that national yearning is rather

ends,"
vag&e and gives iittle promise of fulfillment.
However, there are also indications that thé dream of

concrete national rebirth was ﬁot entirely foreign to
Mendelssohn, thus indicating that this great emphasis on the -
poiitical rationale of the laws perhaps stemmed ffom his
reluctance to completely let go the hope of national ' .
resurrection. When replying to a question addressed to hiﬁ
concerning the possibility of a Je&ish return to thé Land of
Israel, Mendelssohn writes the following: ’

The ’re\\test barrier facing such a program is, I.

believe,\the quality of my nation. My nation is

not adequately prepared to undertake a great pro-

ject .... The oppression under which we have heen

living for many centuries has deprived our spikit p

of all its "vigour"-.... The natural instinct o

freedom has lost among us its active drive.
The pessifiistic mood of Mendelssohn's observation above must
not blur tﬁe real pictufe. There can be only little doubt
that the remarkable insight, whi endelssohn displays
refutes the accusation of a betT::;t'of the hope of Jewish 4
national resurrec;ion. Further;g&e, Mendelssohn's realistic
and almost businesslike approach, his practical and detailed
analysis all point to the fact that the matter was not totally
neglected by him. In this context even more revealing are
Mendelssohn's observations in his conclusion of the above
reply: : ’

Such a project, I assume, would require great sums
of money, which I do not believe my people would
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be able to raise .... It seems to me that such a *
project could become accomplished only if the
great European powers engage in a world war and
each would attend to its own affairs. But in a
peaceful condition such as the present one,
jealous power could wreck the wholé project.

The problem was whether or not Mendelssohn intends to
attach any national practical value to his great emphasis
upon the constitutional meaning of the Jewish law. To round
out the analysis of this question one must consider the above
two somewhat, conflicting attitudes. On the one hand, reflect-
ing the patriotic spirit of the enlightened‘ﬁéw searching for
civic rights and cultural involvement, he seems to argue that
the Jews are people likely to feel at home wherever well
treated. When these are the conditions, national revival is
put away and considered as no more than a mystical vague dream.
But on the other hand, when confronted with the actual possi-
bility, Mendelssohn's approach to the problem shows much
practical and detailed consideration which leads him to be .

45 Consequently,

concerned with even "trivial difficulties."
one cannot entirely resist the possibility that at least 'in:
the back of his mind Mendelssohn's great insistence upon the

constitutional value of the Jewish law bears a remote hope

for the re-establishment of its original purpose.

-
Whether Mendelssohn perceives the observance of the

Jewis%;law as having a future p{actical national signifi-
cance remains a moot point. However, this much should be
quite obvious -- in the citcumstances of his own days

Mendelssohn perceived the practice of the law as vital for
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the very existence of éhe Jewish people. At.a time of a
growing tendenéy towards assimilation Mendelssohn's heart-
felt appeal clearly conveys his conviction that a failure

to observe the law would not merely produce godless Jews

but would in fact deprive them from any sense of Jewish
identity and thus open the floodgaEes to the destruction:

Eof the Jewish nation. Hence Mendelssohn's rather pathetic
and not entirely congruous insistence upon the fact that |
even conversion would not exémpt‘the convert from observing
the law. "I cannoé," Mendelssohn writes, "find in the New
Testament any grounds permitting- the dispensation of the
Jews from the Mosaic law, even if they embéace Chris- |
tianity."46 Indeed, this.;tatement reflects Mendelssohnis
reply to those who sought his own conversion into Chris-
tianity, but no less his deep anxiety with respect to the
conditidn of the entire Jewish nation. Mendelssohn acknowl-
edges the fact that tHe particular climate of his timeﬁ
produces great internal and external tension upon the Jews
and thus "makes the observance of the religious law ... more

47

burdensome than it need be." However, it is precisely in

this social, cultural and religious context that he issues

‘his dramatic and desperate appeal: "Preserve, nevertheless,

stand fast in the place whic¢h Providence assigned you.”48‘
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CHAPTER III

HERMANN COHEN: JUDAISM AS AN ETHICAL SYSTEM ONLY

1 1

The advent of Hermann Cohen (1842-1918) into the world
of Jewish philosophy heralded the reneJal of an o0ld tradition
based on providing Judaism with a total and systematic philo-
sophical framework. In this connection it is interesting to
notetthat Herménn Cohen, the individual who had foxr many
years avoided any real involvement witﬁ Jewish thoﬁght in
order to concentrate on general philosophy, was the’one who
renewed the tradition whose purpose it was to investigate the
Jewish religion in all its aSpécts and variegation in order. to .
bring it under the rubric of a éomprehensive unified clear-cut V

. 1 .
system.1

", Cohen's origins do not point ¥o a disaffection from
Judaism. Being. the son. of a cantor and Hebrew teacher, it was

, only natural that he received a traditional.JdViSh educatipn
culminating in attending the rabbinical semina;y in Breslau.
But this strong bond to Juinsm.did not labgtlong. Evidently,
the narrow scope of dealing only with Jewish subject matter

" could not satisfy Cohen's ambitions and he sidestepped rabbinic

ordination and embarked on a career in general philosophy. It

is at this point that Cohen's genius was revealed. Indeed

- 65 - N
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only three years after completing his university studies he
was appointed a full professor at Marburg University where
he established the school for Neo-Kantiqn studiefgv ‘ ;

One can only surmise that it was a natural tdrn of
events for Cohen, who had become a highly respected scholar
in the field of Kantian philosophy as well as being the
first Jew to be appointed full professor at a German Upiversity,
to drift away from an intellectual involvement with Jewish
philosophy. As a matter of fact, by age forty, Cohen had
written only three short articles on Judaism which'in their
time left no lasting imprint nor was their impact feltx
subsequently. It may well be thaﬁ this situation would have
continued were it not for an incident'which converted other
philosophers who were Jews to become Jewish philosophers of
Jewish philosophy.

It appears that in modern times it was often necessary
that a threatening anti-Jewish incident should occur in order
to arouse Jewish intellectuals from their inner sense of
tfanquility as well as an outer sense of well-being, and have‘
their Jewish self respect challenged, all this so that they
woﬁld turn to their Jewish heritage and feel impelled to

define it for themselves as well as for others.2 Indeed a

short while after Cohen was appointed professor he .was called

- on to clarify his attitude to the Jewish problem when in 1879,

during a rise in anti-Jewishness, the German historian
Treishke attacked German Jewry. Treishke's argument was the

traditional anti-Jewish one, namely, Judaism is nothing but .

B
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a closed religious clan alien to German culture .and society
and of no significance to the development and progress of
wéstern civilization.

The publication of Treischke's position propelled
Cohen into renewing his intellectual ties with traditional
Qudaism which had been neglected since the days of his
rabbinical studies. Shortly thereafter (1880) Cohen countered
Treischke by accusiné him as a false interpreter of Judaism,
and clarified his own position that Judaism is not inherently
alien to the spiritlof Germanism.3 On the contrary, claimed
Cohen, Judaism is an enlightened religion marching forward

side by side with German idealism wherein both reflect con-

fidence in human reason and both are dnited in the effort

t6 realize humanitarian ideals. Thus, Cohen answered the

attack on Judaism but simultaneously urged the Jews to fully
integrate into the German culture without dual loyalty but
alsP.without abandoniné their Jewish roots.,

Cohen's call to German Jews to become involved and
integrated in German 'culture was in keeping with the qenéral
trend of Jewish patriotic philosophy which characterized
German Jewish intellectuals during the 18th and 19th
centuries. Actually, despite all ups and downs Cohen remained
a German patriot all his life. So enduring was his patriotism
that when World War I broke out the seventy-two-year-old
Jewish intellectual was ready to take upon himself the German
government order to visit the UniﬁedVStates and be a German

propagandist. This plan did not materialize but during the

;oo (N
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days of the war Cohen wrote the highly criticized piece of
German propaganda -"Deutschtum und Judentum"4 (Germanism
and Judaism), in which he attempted to establish, what

seemed to him an obvious thesis, that Germanism and Judaism
are two identical cultures and that it is the Jews' ddty T
evérywhere to support the German cause. 1In a paraylel vein,
this was ailso QOhen's approach in Jewish philosophy. It was
entifely aimed at bringing the message that Jewish religion
and German thinking are intimately intertwined in théir
quest for moral realization.

Cohen's active engagement in the field of Jewiéh
philosophy took place only with his retirement from Marburg
University (1912). ‘iﬁcreasingly,.he began to deeply analyze
Jewish material and bécome absorbed in the great Jewish
philosoéhérs, in Maimonides in particular. From the time of
his arrival in Berlin to his death in 1918, Cohen taught at
the "Lehranstalt fur die Wissenschaft des Judentums"
(Institute for the Scientific Study of Judaism). in Berlin
where he apparently developed thé final outline of ﬁis great
and most comprehensive book on Judaism Die Religion der

L4
Vernunft aus den Quellen des Judentums (The Religion of

Reason out of the Sources of Judaism).5 This book which

was completed only at the epd of Cohen's life remained .
unpublished at the time of his death. It was published
posthumously in 1919 by his Qidow with the assistance of
Coﬁen's disciples.

Before entering into the investigation of Cohen's




pes

,his‘laét, major and definitive .book Religion of Reason.

"wholeness of Cohen's statement with regard to the Jewish

interpretation of the Jéwish law it is importanﬁ to note
the diffiéulties and ébjective limitatioﬂs of such a,ﬁork.
References with respect to the above issues are scattérgd
among many of Cohen's twenty-one books and articles in
which he presented his Jewish outlook. I shall therefore

limit my study only to Cohen's attitude as reflected in

Only from time to time shall I refer to other of Cohen's

writings. However, this book, Religion of Reason, also

presents a problem. Its tremendous scope and wealth of

. material makes it praetically impossible to embr&ce the

’

law. Thus, ‘#t will be further necessary to limit the dis-
cussion to some of the twenty-two c?apters of that book.
Relying mainly on chapter eight I shall grapple with Cohen's

ideas relating to the Jewish approach to the stranger --

'seeing him as a fellow-man. Basing myself chiefly on chapter

twelve I shall review Cohen's interpretation on the Day of

Atonement as an embodiment of the messian%c idea. Following

chapter nine I shall discuss Cohen's presentation of the

Sabb?th institution as a model of an ethical method. Finally,

relying basically on chapter sixteen ("Thé Law"), the center

of my concern, I shall refer to Cohen's overall analysis of

the iaw,.to his approaéh to the tﬁreé pilgrimage festivals

and the laws of sacrifices. a
’

Indeed, Cohen's premises with regard to the value of

the Jewish law are derived from a broad spectrum of

. B
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fundamental ph#losophical'assumptions. ThereforetI shall

v \\\t\\open my study with a review of Cohen's general notion of

.ethics, of his interpretation of God, man, creation, reve-

lation and messianism.

3

"Were it not for the yetzer ha-ra," it is remarked in
<

the Misrash, "a man would not have built a house, or have

6

children, or engage in commerce." Were it not for the

yetzer ha-ra (the evil urge): we can argue, Hermann Cohen
hY

‘ would not have built a system wherein religion and Judaism

are independent and autonomous categories. In following

Kant's view that human conscience alone is the source of"
\

moral obligation thus "Reinen Willens"7 is the only possible

origin of ethics, Cohen maintains that religion including
Judaism with its concept of a living God, can be at most an
historical presupposition of ethics, and that it is ultimately |
destined to be absorbed by ethics: In this connection, the
- relation between ethics and“?eligion is described by Cohen

as follows:

Nor does ethics have need of a complement with regard

to God. The problem of God is exhausted for it in

God as the guarantor of morality on earth. The short-

comings in the actualization of morals on earth do

not in principle concern ethics at _all, since the

infinite goal provides the remedy.

rd
0f course, Cohen does not intend to suggest an entire dis-
connection between God and ethics. 1In a way the opposite
4

is true; God plays a decisive role in Cohen's system of pure

ethics. Ethics provides man with an eternal ideal. Eternity,

therefore, is the time framework in which the ethical ideal

»
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is consummated. Real ‘time thus is of no concern for ethics.
Tﬁe“question however is what guarantees the eternity of the

world since science suggests that it is not .eternal but

nearing its end. It is at this juncture that God, to be
\0

v

sure as an idea only, enters Cohen's system. God is given
an indispensable task -- it is His very function, thus
Cohen, to guaréntee the eternity of the wo;ld, the domain
in which the ideal of ethics can be realized. The hotion
of God as the guarantor of the world was, according to
Cohen, already introduced in the Biblg; The covenant which
God established with Noah, "Neither shall there be aflood |

-

to desﬁroy the earth,"9 is to Cohen the affirmation of his i
outlook on God. L‘deed, this God is‘entirely different
from the personal deity upon whom Judaism insists. As indi-
cated, such a God is a mere idea aimed at guaraﬁteeing the

ideal of ethics. "It is not that man demands God for his

subjective support," Cohen states in Ethiks “des Reinen

Willens, "but He is demanded by the need for the objectivé
grounaing of ethics."lo

The above discussion gives only a bare simplified and
brief outline of Cochen's attitude to religion and God through-
out almost four decades of his academic career at Marburg. |
Then, ip a remarkable shift which developed over a period of
six years (1912-1918) Cohen came to recognize the signifi-
cance of religion, its autonomous position and its decisivg

role in the human condition. In this respeét both. of his

old age books, Der Begriff der Religﬂ%n im System der

NERaN

B O e
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Philosophie (1915) and Die Religion.der Vernunft (1919),

reveal by their very title Cohen's change in position. Now
it is admitted by him that ethics is concerned only with

man as a moral agent, that is, only with man in general not v {
with the individual. Religion, on the other hand, recognizes i

man as an existing individual with human frailties and’

anxieties which originate\in'his self acknowledgment as a %

sinner, as a possessor of an-.evil urge (yetzer ha-ra).
Religion therefore is assigned by Cohen with the role of
relating to the particular problem of the indivfdual's suffer-

n

writes in the introduction to Religion of Reason, ' is the

source from which every religious development flows."ll The

. r’, V/
individual discovering himself through sin does not comprehend

&,

his sin as,  an isolated coincidental social transgression -

which can be overcome by an act Of social redress. Sin, for

the individual, is a total state of existence. Thus, neither

dry ethics nor the narrow social human world provided by

ethics can help man in his,sufferin;i It is .only in the

relation with God, correlation in Cohen!s terms, that the

suffering individual can find remedy. Indeed, this God can = ~ =~

no longer be an idea,; a mere guarantee for. the fulfillment : v

of ‘the ethical ideology: He must besa 1iving.reality. ,
. o

Furthermore, religion can no longer be an historical pre-

supposition of ethics which is ultimately destined to be

absorbed by it; religion must be an eternal independent
-

' ' ..

domain having a decisive role in the human condition.
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_"Hére," says Cohen, with the individual's suffering from

L

sin, "we touch upon the borderline at which religion arises,

)

and at which it ilkjuminates the human horfZon with suffer-

ing."12 As indicated, would it not have been for man's

vetzer ha-ra, religion would have not been assigned an

ihdependent and central position in Cohen!s philosophy, nor
would have God'/been recognized as a livLJ; reallty

One must not b# migled by Cohen's emphasis on the con-
‘cept of sin. Thé very fact that sin is discussed only as a
prbperty of the individual man readily disqioses that any

T

idea’ resting upon an assumption that»man is hereditarily
contamxg@ped by sin is totally foreign to Cohen's thlnklng
In this connectlon he introduces verse 7 in the book of-
“Psalms which may‘be used'§§ a principal Biblical affirmation
for postulating the doctrinel\ef "briginal Sin."  "And in sin
did my motﬁér conceive me"l3 is;;nfeg%reted by Cohen as merel}
reflecting the Psalmist's intentio; to "uncover ... man's
moral frailty,j'l4 and not as, a reference to a notion that
man is doomed to sin ag if compelled by his nature. Judaism,
to Coﬁen's mind, does not conceive sin in terms of the
\eééence and totality of the human race; &udaism recognizes
sin only in the strict term§ of man as an individual. More
exactly, sin ig Judai;m is not viewed as an overall humanﬁ

. ‘ ‘-

attribute but only in the domain of the individual man as
~ L

such. 1In this connection the prophetic statement,"The soul
15

=

A ' .
that sins shall die," is to Cphen, gundamental to

Jewish religion. It is only the soul that sins that shall :

Lo ty

. @N
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die and the sins of the father shall not be visited upon his-

son. The soul, as we shall see belew, is to Cohen 'the

*
i

Biblical terms which always refer only to the individual.

Sin thus is only an expression of man's individuality.
B ]

v *

In contrajt to the doctrine of "Original Sin" Cohen
introduces the notion of purity of heart and spiri‘. "God,"

he cites from the morning service, "the spirit which thou
® L

16

hast placed within me is pure." However, the approach

pgesupposing the purity of the human heart and spirit may
bec&he just as‘non-creati;e -~ if not destructive -- once

it i conceived‘as an automatic and fixed human faculty.

On this point Cohen seems to be aware of the possible pit-
falls of his approach.: Thus, he brings forth the Psalmist's
appeal to God which for him proves otherwise: “Cre;te in

me a clean heart O God; and renew a steadfast spirit within
me."17 Purity'of heart and spirit are a mere capiﬁity of
man whlch must be renewed and not .an autdématic state or A
permanently 1nnate condltlon In fact, thus to Cochen, man

-

/i@ challenged to further morality so as to renew and to

v

attain a state of purity.18

The concept of the purity of the human heart and spifit.

is a most crucial elgment in Cohén's ethical model” for with-
out it man's capacity for self purification is inconceivable.
Only with the introduction of this concept can Cohern discuss
repentanced in terms of a human category and not as a mystical

notion which conceives redqmption as being entirely out cf_,

man's hands. According to Cohen, the individual who becomes
|
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contaminated by sin can redeem himself by renewing his

N

original purity. This idea is set forth in Ezekiel's

statement "Cast away from you all transgressions ... and

19

make a new heaft and.a new spirit."” It is in this state-

ment, accordihg to Cohen, that Judaism acknowledges the
fact that man is not preordained to sin, but can, given the

. effort, mend his ways and repeht. By virtue of his moral
. . - N - '
efforts man is able to départ from one way of life and

enter another. This, to Cohen, is the practical extension
L

of Ezekiel's above statement. "Cast away from you all

transgressions," is interpreted by Cohen as, "Turn away

from the previous way of life and ... enter a new life."20

The human heart and spirit are not doomed to sin, but
this is ndt to imply that, for Cohen, man is not the origi-
nat®r ‘of sin. One organ, the heart in this case, cannot

epcompaés the Biblical term which describes man's individ-

»

uality. he heart is for Cohen "only a collective deéigna—

wll

tidn for the inwardness of man, but the soul, which to

Cohen reflects man's individwality, is the originator of

sin. ' The Bible, according to Cohen, uses the term 'soul’

-

in ordet to refer to the distinctive entity of the individ-

- .

ual man. For qhis reason, when the propheq:wants to déclare

€

that only man as an individual is responsible tor his own

v A *
‘gins, he speaks of "The soul that singeth."zz 7 )
It follows then, as a basic premise in Cohen's scheme,
3
that'iqdividualit} must, perforce, clash with the ethical

concept. Where;; human individuality will quite at random

*

i J N .
. . I (\ .
A * . M .



O A v i

¢
- 76 -

display diversity in its behavioural pattern, it is the
task of ethicstto establish a harmonious relationship that
will do away with the wild . outgrowths of any such diversity.
Thus, the course taken by ethics to achieve its ulFimate
and ideal goal, must be the transformation of the human
individual, which conflicts with the ethical ideal and
finds its definitive expression in shifting the "I of man"

23 In other words, it is ethics

into the "I of humanity "
that will redeem man from the shackles of private and,
inevitably, llmlted personal desires and will enable him

to place.them at the service of the general will, and thus

§ v

merge within the overall human framework. However, Cohen
insists that this submission of the individual within
society must not result in the~total loss of man's individual

personallty, which, when all 1s said and done, is the primal

concern of the ethical ideal. 24

Man's individuality may gain an ethical image only N

-
when entering into a union with the whole of humanity; this

naturally is the ideal to strive for. However, the actuali- ~

zation of this ideal presupposes a gradual process in the
coursé of which an ever higher level of morality is realized

within one's immediate social order, which serves as rumys
in the rather tall ladder of the general quest for a full .

P r
realization of the ideal -~ the transition of man's

individuality -- leading §Q the establishment of the ultimate ’
kingdom of mankind» In this connection the state becolhes

for Cohen an essential means for thea;ealization of

[P vy ———ppe v A

-



- 77 -

the ethical ideal; it is "The transitional organism from

n2> This to Cohen's mind is a

individual man to humanity.
natural phenomenon since it does not contradict the basic
human instinct. The original human instinct of af&iliation
is hot’denied as the state creates the illusion that "state
énd nationality are identical."z6 However, the modern ‘
scheme of the state contains two elements whigh do bring it
into the realm of ethics. First, the modern state tends

o

to grow "beyond the natural bounds,"27 namely, beyond its
y -

racial orientation. Second, the.modern state departs from
being governed only.by its limitﬁd internal law and increas-
ingly becomes subject to "International Law." ﬁith this,
according to Cohen, man in the state retains his instinct

for nationalism, but also "becpmes a carrier of humanity."28

2

This however is only the first stage in the realization of
the ethical ideal. Retaining nationalistic traits -- the
state_cannot be considered by Cohen as an”end but only as an
intermediate step on the ethical road. Only~when the state
wiil join other states to form a federation of states Qill
the ethical ideal begindté be actualized. The task of the
state thus is "to elevate and purify individuality in a
federation of states."?? . ‘"

o fAs previously indicated, Cohen conceives man's rooted
desire for individuality as being comp%ptely opposed to the
ethiéal idea. Consequently, the eth?gﬁf—fg;a by its very

nature, constitutes a challenge to man to squarely face

the quest for ethical development which should ideally .
s{' N
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and ultimately, bridge the gap between reality and ultimacy.
Hence, taking into consideration Cohen's basic premise that
reiigion as such is meaningless unless it either'serves or
embodies an éthicalyideal, it'follows that religion and the
concept of God, central to it, are indeed the appointed
route for the redemption of man‘froﬁ his gross individuality,
and it alone is capable of leading him to his fulfillment
wighin the sphere of-entire humanity. And this methodology
st in Cohen's study both of religion in general and

o

Jewish religron in.particular. As we shall see below, for

Cohen the concept of God within the framework of monotheism
is the essential basis of his overall ethical religious
model. The act of creation is conceived as testimony tq~
God's desire for ; human ethical realization. Revelation, -
is to Cohen, the.point of departure from which man embark\
upon his task of establishing an ethical community and
ultimately a‘messianié humanity. Messianism: is finally
interpreted as the final stage in the realization o% the
ethical aspiration. Once we have studied these elements we
shall be able to elaborate upon the role assigned by Cohen
to the Jewigh law and its constituents as part of this
model.

The opposition of monotheism to polytheism is not based
by Cohen on the question of the nﬁmber of gods but on the

30

implications: of this gquestion. Thus, the significant

. meaning’of monotheistic religious thought lies in its con-

cern with the uniquehess of God. In other words, God as a

*
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coﬁcept of monotheism is totally different from all beings:

He is not merely "der eine Gott" (one God, a term describ-

ing only the distinction between one God and many gods).

He is essentially "der einzige Gott" (the unique God, a

term extending God's oneness also over nature). Indeed,
God's uniqueness is first of all manifest by the lack of
any material being in God as against all other beings.31
However, this differéntiation could imply a certain kinship
between man and God in ‘that man is both a material and
spiritual being. At this poiﬁt Cohen introduces a further
l?vel of differentiation which states thatlthere cannot be
Any similarity between the spirit of God and the spirit of
man. This delineation of the differentiation between the
spirit of God and that of man is axiomatically stated by
Cohen as he does not seem to bring any evidence to beér.
He simply states that God's uniqueness is such that it
cannot be ascribedwto anything else whatsoever.32
God's uniqueness is further extended by Cohen: only
He, God, represents the real and genuine being, ergo all
other beings in nature and man are but a conditional reality.
By thgt, God is made the indispensable source of all exist-
ence since without Him nothing can exist. This princip}e,
aécording to Cohen, ié already evident in God's first reve-
lation to Moses in the burning bush. God's response 20
Moses "I am that I am" is viewed by Cohen as manifesting
that only He is a most real, ever existing, never changing

33

and completely indeperndent reality. In this vein Cohen

¢
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analyzes the verse from Isaiah "There is no God beside me."34

In order to comprehend the perfection of the monotheistic /
principle embodied in this verse he quotes the parallel
verse in the next chapter "nothing is beside me (efes

biladai)."3>

The first verse defines the uq}ty of God where-
as the second defines His uniqueness, namely, not only is
there no Goq beside Him but there is no being witﬁout His
being. '

The world, indeed, is of a totaly different existence
than that of God and therefore one cannot Eut reject, accord-

I
ing to Cohen, the polytheistic principle of uniting the two.36

fne world, consequently, must have been created by God.37

In this context Cohen facgs the classical ‘question concerning
creation -- was ;he world céeated ex-nihilo? In keeping with
the traditional Jewish view éohen does adopt the principle of
ééeation ex-nihilo.3® The chaos referred to in the second
verse of the Biblical account of creation does not, to Cohen's
mind, pose a problem to such an undgrstanding.‘ The mentioned
chaos points to the mere fact tbat there had been nothéng
prior éo this stage of creation. The chaos does not degcribe
the initial phase but the condition of the world after the '
initial '‘phase of crea?ion. "It is there{ore logical, " says
Cohen, "that the account of creation in Genesis does not

begin with chaos; but that chabos (tohu vabohu) starts only
39

after earth has already been created.”

[

f . Up to this point Cohen's c0ncept;of creation is not
\ )
‘essentially different from the traditional Qewish‘religious

K 4
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outlook. However, whereas traditional Judaism holds that
God created the yorla at one specific point in time, Cohen
maintains that creation is an eternal process and thal there
is a constant work of renew]l of the work of creation:40
Creatfon thus does not mean that once upon a time God created
the world once and for all but that He, the unigue Being out
of whom the world proceeds, began once with an incessant and
infinite process. Tﬁis concept, Cohen insists, had already
been incorporated in Judaisﬁ by wirtue of the following ,
passage of the morning prayer -- "In His goodness He con-
stantly renews each day the world of beginning."4l

As indicated, Cohen does not assume that his concept
of renewal perforce contradicts the traditional norm of
Judaism. Furthermore, according to Cohen, it is p;ecisely
the concept of renewal that becomes central in rabbinical-
thought and took precedence over the concept of episodical’
creation. This ideological evolution took place because of
the ethical basis of Judatsm. The daily renewal of creation
‘sharply emphasizes the goodness of the Lord and His ever-
lasting love for His creation.42

Evidently, God's creation of the world cannot be
vieyed as .an episodic act after which there is total sever-
" ance betwe;n Him and the world, but as a continuous‘procesg
indicative of God's everlasting relationship and concern.
It is at this point that we can see the link between Cohen's
ethical model and his concept-of creation. Without divine
goo&ness theré QS:Id not have bggn any creation nor its

N\
N
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daily renewal. This concept is designed to make man realize
the fact that the world's vefy existence at any given moment
totally depends on divine goodness.43 This is God's role in
creation_—; and man;s show of gratitude must be expressed by
his constant deeds of loving kindess towards his fellow man.'
In other words, man's unceasinglabral development is‘the

logical manifestation of his appréciation for God's ever-

lasting renewal of creéation.

It is,highly significant that in his analysig of
creatiqn Cohen makes no refergnpe to the creation of man.
Although he‘indegd addresses himself to the moral lesson
man must learn from creation, nevertheless, he does not
deal with the creation of man as such'within his discussion

of creation.‘;"1 Consequently, it would appear that the c¢re-

ation of man which in the Biblical account is' the highest

rung of creation is deliberately overlooked by Cohen.
Furthermoré, the que;tion of when exactly man was created

in the order of things also haslno bearing on Cohen's philos-
ophical s&stem. (What Cohen perceives to be the crux of the-

matter is at which point did God enter into a special

. relationship with man.

In creation God enters a relationship.with the worldl

.but His signifidance had yet to be determined. Only with

revelation when God embarks on His relationship with man,

does the moral meaning of the unique God emerge.45

Consequently, God's revealing Himself is the inevitable out-

. come of the concept of uniqueness which is basic to Cohen's

—
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model.46 : ‘ o

By the very fact that Cohen perceives revelation as a
logical concomitant of the concept of.uniqueness,)he negates
the possibility, as hg does in the case of creatiop,‘that it
is historically episodical and rigid in context. Thus, the
particular revelation on Mount Sinai which is not doubted
by Cohen as to its occurrence and as, to its importance, is

viewed by him as pért of the ongoing process of God's reve-

"lation to man. "Was the Torah in the entire fullness of its

contents revealed in sinai?,47 Cohen asks as he no doubt

recalls the Qéll known midrash.48

Judaism, it implies, also
views revelation as an ongoing relationéhip between God and
man. However, claims Cohen, Judaism became flawed in that
the concept of revelation was diminished‘and relegated to
the view of particular episo&ic revelation. One aspect that

created this problem is, in Cohen's mind, the unfortunate

misreading of the notion "Matan Torah" or more exactly the

«

interpretation of the word matan as being derived from the
word matanah (gift).49 Clearly, the word matanah relates

Matanal fatanan
to an object given at one specific point in time, thus to

. N
a specific episodic revelation. Cohen, obviously, chooses
to relate the term matan to the word netinah (giving), thus
enabling him to derive the interpretation of ongoing reve-

lation. According to Cohen, in revelation, God functions

in the framework of giving of Himself, which is what He does

50

in everything that emanates from Him. This concept of

2\ . . '
revelatioﬁ*whereby God continuously gives of Himself is,

.
.. ] (-\
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to Cohen's mind, part and parcel of normative Judaism but
+it had been shunted aside. In the zeal of preserving mono-
theism in its purity, ¥udaism was fearful lest the concept
of giving would engender the belief in a material and cor-
poreal divinity.51 Hence the shunn;ng of this idea.
In a parallel vein Cohen interprets the voices men-

®

tioned in the Biblical account of revelation in Sinai. "To

-

him, one should not interpret literally these voices but

symbolically.52 God, thus, related to the Israelites by.
’ . ~
dint of pure reason, -- reason, and not voices, being the

medium used in establishing ccﬂiﬁﬁnicqtion.sz;~ The Israelites
standing at the foot of Mount Sinai underwent a prophetic
experience, ,one of intellectual exaltation, which was the
means of their comprehending the divine message. Indgéd,

Cohen insists, a literal interpretation of the voices would

~

have been in complete contradiction to the true spirit of
Judaism because it contradicts an indisputable conclusion of

[
the concept of uniqueness, namely, the idea of God's

54

incorporeality.

w35

The phrase "You heard the voice of the words although

an obstacle to Cohen's concept is easily reconciled by him by
shifting the emphasis from "voice" to "words". "WOrQs" indeed
can be‘comprehended even if spoken voices are discounted. The
term "heard" claims Cohen, in keeping with Maimonides' view,

is to be read figuratively. "You heard" means you undefstood,

-

and once more revelation on Mount Sinai is remoyed from the
h . o
'sphere of concretization and restored to the realm of

{

PR




intellectual spirituality.56

Such a concept of revelation which is steeped- in pure
spirituality poses a problem with respect to the role of
Moses in the process. The guestion arises as to the meaning

of Moses' part if indeed communication was achieved by means
of reason.’  Here, Coﬁén emphasizes the fact that tradition-
ally Moses is referred to as "Rabenu" (our teacher), namely,

Moses' role was that of a teacher of the law.57 Cohen in

this relies on Ibn Ezra's interpretation which claimed that

F
" revelation at Sinai took place without mediation.58 In a

similar vein Coh&n treats the breaking of the tablets by
Moses. This act, thus Cohen, wa&s not done because of the
incident Of the Golden Calf, but in order to dramatically
make Qanifest the spiritual character of revelation\gh Mount
Sinai. Were it not the true interpretation of Moses' action,
s it would be difficult to explain the absence of any punish-
ment or condemnation of Moses.59
Cohen's insistence on explaining away every remnant of
concrete aspects of revelation is consistent with his over-
all methodology whereby all phenomena are assessed as a
continuing process. It is quite evident that any aspect of
' concretization would transfer revelation at Sinai out ofdfhe
realm 6f‘§ continuous process into the realm of a finite
W histo¥ical episode. Therefore, only an interpretation of
revelation in terms of reason arnd spirituaiity can extend it
from the partigulariétic boundaries of Judaism into the realm

\ of ethics -~ ethics being by definition speculative and thus:

U - . (’“\\
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universal. = Consequently, Cohen is willing to be in cpnflict
" with Biblical exegesis and classical Jeyish thinking for tﬁe
sake,of totally abolishing any literg} intérpretation of
the Various elements mentioned in the Biblical account of
revelation. For example, although the subject of voices
posed a problem to the Biblical‘exégeéists and classical
thinkers not one of them saw fit to totally do away with

their concrete interpretation. At most, they engaged in

arguments about the character and number of the voices heard.

Cohen's ethical model of Judaism however, could be totally
Y
. destroyed if the voices rétain any concrete meaning. A real
voice, just as a gift (the above mentioned interﬁretation of
égggg), would express é‘sPecial relationship between God and
one pérticular people. Obviously, divine revelati&h to only
one nation would sigpify the eliﬁipation of the universal
ethical element from thé religioﬁs sources of Judaism.61
It is of great significance that Cohen's comprehensive
elaboration of the Jewish law is not interwoven nor even

abuts his discussion on revelation. There are no less than

twelve topics separating the chapters on revelation and the

law in Reli'gion of Reason. Obviously, it is$ inconceivable
' to demand of Cohen to juxtapose alsystem qf clear-cut uni-q
form laws withia concept of revelation which is amorphic,
purely spirit&al and universal in character. This is true

in particular "if one considers the great many ritual laws,
L]

obviously particularistic in character, which are included

in the Jewish code. . ’

6
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~ To Cohen, the giving of the law is another manifes-
tation of God"s goodness in His relationship with man.’
"God)“ he writes, "cannot remain ygblated on His Olympus,

but as creator of the whole earth He must imposs His
62

R

-

commandments upon man as laws fér his life." Just as

révelation is an innate consequence of creation, 'so is the
giving of the law. Therefore, the giving of the law is not .
. " , ,

an act of volition -- the unique God of'morality,aunlike the -

*

pagan god, cannot sever Himself from the world but must

beneficently give of Hisagoodness, represented as command-

ments to man.®> The act of the giving of the law\is th

o -
us
o q"
not a single and unigue event in the relationship between man

DN s

\ ‘ .
and God. Precisely as the acts of creation and revelation,

the giving of the law is grounded in God's goodness. Con-
[ ] . > f

sequently, the giving of the law, being a manifestation of

God's goodness, must be, as 'in the cases of creation and =

i

revelation,ﬁan ongoing unceasing process.
Cohen's desire to'bring-the lawwithin the fold of a
general framework not limited in place or time or audience

is expressed by recalling his rejection og the customary
. B ;
' S
64 Again, he explains away the
. -
. ¢
Kabalistic interpré%ation (matan as matanah) and insists

e

reading of Matan Torah.

that the law is meant for all and is not an' esoteric teach-
ing for the chosen faws+—~God, thus Cohen, grants His laws
e

. ‘ qQ

in the same spirit as granting everything else -- bread,

}ﬁ@fe, and death,65 and if so,’ how then can the law be regarded

L

. .
.(—\
f P .
N ” . "
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as a particular gift to'a particular audience? -
N ' Phere is nothing new ip Cohép's assertion that thé law
in Judaism ié a continuous process:‘ Judaism-had already
expressed a~similar cénCept by virtﬁe of the Oral Law which

removes the law from the boundaries of specific place and

time. However, the immutable fact that the Oral Law is

. L

indisputably linked in traditiamnal Judaism to the‘'particular
laws of Moses is a serious problem to Cohen. He cannot, on

o

the one hand, totally deny the connection between the

-
-

Halakhah .and those commandments revealed in binai. Yet, a
co;piete acceptence that éhe entire Halakhah had already '
been revealed in revelation at Sinai might jéopardize his
entire concept of a wholly rational law which is revealed to
man by means of pure reason. Thus, Cohen's position with

respect to the question of the extent of the link between

"At first reading he seems to affirm the traditional view

that the law in the entire fullness of its content was re-

vealed to Moses in Sinai.6§

However, reading between the
lines of his argument, one readily detects that Cohen's Qiew
in this connection is perforce liberal. “Refusing apparently
to accept the literal interpretation of the expression

>

"Halakhah le-Moshe mi-Sinai" (laws according to Moses at

Sinai), Cohen .tends to describe the link between the rabbi's
laws and those given to Moses as a mere expression of ideo-

logical and rational continuity: '
: &



, - 89 - ‘ <

.

Out of this national feeling arose a term that other-
wise would seem paradoxical: revelation took place
not only in the Torah on Sinai, but also in the
Halachah which was revealed to "Moses from Sinai”.
This connection of revelation seems perfectly natural.
There is no arrogance in this assertion of the
scribes ...; it is rather the outflow of a critical
self-consciousness with regard to the written law.
The original critical feeling of Deuteronomy, that

- "the Torah is not in heaven but _in your heart",
remains alive in this thought.67

Cohen's efforts to remove the Jewish law from the domain
of the concrete and té establish it within the sphere of the
rational and spiritual, arg_also aimed at uprooting the law
from the realm of coercion and firmly placing it within the
framework of free will and the sense of personal moral
responsibility. On the 'other hand, there is for Cohen little
scope for man's sense of moral duty without an explicit
recognition of God's abundant and overflowing goodness.
Consequently, since the moral commandment is a function of
God's essence -- man's very act of assuming moral responsi-
bility constitutes his response to the divine essence. Hence
the law is the point of encounter between God's commandment
oﬁ the one hand, and man's sense of moral duty tqwards his

o

God, on the other hand. To Cohen's mind,—tﬁfgfencounter

between God's commandment and man's free response is expressed
in Judaism in the term "Mitzvah" -- the particular term
employed to encompass all religious’obligations:

The two senses of the word law are very instructive:

Mitzvah means at once law and duty .... The law

comes from God; the duty from man. God commands man,

and man in his free will takes upon himself the
"Yoke of the law."68 '

s
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God, on his part commands, and man in his autonomous} will
accepts the commandment as emanating from within himgelf.
With that Cohen preserves the two basic elements in his
definition of the Jewish law\which attempts to reconclle
the two apparently contradfctory concepts —-- yoke and free
will. Being God's commandments, the laws are obligatory as
if constituting a yoke, however the basicﬁumption of
ethics is not violated in that the deeds still flow in the
wake of intention and inner conviﬂction.69

By the very fact that Cohen defines all Jewish laws.as
mitzvot which according to him is the encounter between God's
commandment and man's sense of moral duty, he places the
entire laws within the realm of ethics. Thus, the ritual
commandments relating to man's deeds before God are in fact

inseparable from the commandments relating to man's social .
. .

°

moral conduct. Whereas the latter -- the laws of social
copduct -- are ethical ends, the former -- the laws of
ritual -- are but educational and symbolic instruments aimed

at advancing man towards a state whereby he is truly capable

of observing the moral 1aw.70

At this point Cohen is faced
with a rather ticklish problem: the Jewish blessing which
obligatory before the practiee of a ritual law "Blessed
art thou Lord 'our God ... who has sanctified us by His
comman ents,"71 may be interpreted as implying that in the
ve act of ritual practice, man is purified and hallowed

and raised to a level of a moral being. Such an implication

is obviously unacceptable to Cohen. To his mind, the very \

(\

@GN
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* fact that the ritual commandments are symbolic rather than

directly moral in character, rules out the possibility that
their practice alone can raise man to the height of moral
sanctification. Thus, while pointing to the problematic )
nature of this benediction,'@ohen intrqddces the phrasei%roﬁ
the prayer, "Sanctify us by your commandments and purify our
heart,"72 which to his mind is the‘most clear-cut expression
to the limitea purpoée of the ritual law. This phrase
obviously indicates that the moral purification cannot be
achievéd by mere practice of the ritual law, but that rituals
put man in that frame of mind whicﬂ would enable him to per-
form acts of direct moral validity, thus, making him a moral
being. »

*i RThe fringes and the phylacteries are used by Qohen as
an illustfation for his central thesis that the ritual plays
only a secondary role in the moral framework of the Jewish
law. Basing his understanding oﬁ the verse from Numbers,
"You may look upon it and remembervall the commandments","73
Cohen emphasizes that chipture places thé law pertaining to
tbe‘fringes within the category of "signs" and "memorials,"74
thus relegating it to a symbolic and educational role onlg.
In other words, the role of the fringes is to remind, edﬁcate
and motivate the Jew to practice the direct moral duties.
Moreover, the very fact that the law of fringes is determined

by Scripture as "an embodiment of all other commandments,"75

)

is sufficient evidence for Cohen that this law has no absolute

value in and of itself, but only in its general symbolic
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purpose. In aﬁdition Cohen extracts another significance
based upon his reading of the word‘"look" in the above
Biblical text. From his reading he‘derives the interpre-
tation that the law of the fringes is a paradigm of all

rituals ‘associated with looking. The term "look" is not

—

read by Cohen in its physical sense but in its abstract and,
intellectual sense, namely, the ritual refers to a spiritual

looking thus indicating the laws symbolic and educational
76

\

The law of phylacteries is also subject to the same
method of analysis.' In this case Cohen reiies upoﬁ the open-
ing-word Qf the-first;passage in the phylacteries parchment(
"Hear, O Israel," and withéﬁt his explicit explé;ation, we

understand that for gﬁhen hearing is analogous to looking.

Further on his anaiysis Cohen attacks the translation of the
. A :

word "tfilin" as phylacteries, the latter being derived from

the Greek term referring toAmeans of defence;7z Indeed,
rendering of the word thilin" as meaning a form of amulet
may totally réfute not‘only Cohen's symbolic interpretation
of the ritual, but also destroy his overall statement thatr

Judaism is the antithesis of polytheism.

~ There is little doubt that Cohen was concerned lest

his merely symbolic fnterpretétion of the ritual would be
misconstrued as beiné an attempt to imitate the Christian
method of symbolism. Therefore, immediately upon conqluding
his argument on the symbolic nature of the ritual, Cohen

enters into an attack of the Christian ritual, intended to

. ) ' / (_\\\
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disassociate his view from the Christian symbolic method.
The dividing line between the symbolism of the Jewish ritual

and the symbolism of the Chri'stian ceremonies is defined by
T
Cohen as follows: , : .

The sacrifice of Christ in the Mass cannot be called

a symbol in the same sense as, say, the fringes. For

if the practice concerning the fringes is not observed,
then the calling of mind of God's commandments which
arises from them may not come about, but this would be .
a break in the work of human education; with respect

to God's being, however, nothing would be changed.

The contrary is true in Christian symbolism where the rjites
are mysterious in character whereby the individual observant
is in fact physically sharing in God's act of sacrificing
Jesus. Therefore, if a Christian does not participate in the
communion he actually expresses his intention to reduce God's
essence.79
Whether all the various laws of ritual can, in modern

times, be cat%sgfized,as valid educational and symbolic means
which serve moral ends, or more precisely, whether all ritual
laws should be.obéerved in the present day, is the essential
questlon w1th regard to Cohen's attitude to the Jew1sh law.
Indeed this matter will be extensively dealt w1th in the s
concluding chapter of this study. .For the time being Cohen's’
following statement will be very revealing:

What is not moral law in itself [the }itual law] is at

least sthought of and expressly characterized as a means

to the promotion of, and education in*, the moral law. .

It may well be another problem whether this identi-

fication actually holds true in all cases. This may

be disputed; there may be a difference of opinion, of

interpretations and judgements.8
AN
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Beyond any doubt) the general validity of the ritual section

of the lay'is affirmed, insofar as the various elements of

the ritual law --- their validity "may be," or should we
say, must be, subject to "gpinion, interpretations and o
. : )
judgements."81
-~
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‘first category are the direct ethical observances of the
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CHAPTER 1V ; .

HERMANN COHEN: ANALYSIS OF SPECIFIC LAWS

-

We have seen thus far that Cohen's concépt'of the Jewish

1aﬁnenvisages da bi-polarity of values: its pracﬁicgs y .

belonging either to a primary or secondary category. In the

L4
s "

Jewish law which evolve directly from the concept of God'sl‘iA
uniqueness and thus are permanént components which must not
give way to change or modification. This category, as we e
shall discuss in the present chapter, is illustrated by Cohen
particulérly tﬂrough the laws governing the relation ;;Eyggn
Jews and non-Jews. ‘ '

The other categbfy contains the secondary practices of
the Qewish law, namely( observances which are ﬁerely
éducational and symbolic instruments aiméd at advancing the
Jew towards higher morai awareness. As such, these laws may
pe said to be subject to human evaluation and judgement and
thus sugject to‘annulmenf, chaﬁge or‘modificatidh. In this |
category Cohen places all ritual observances. Héving claimed
that Judaism considers these laws only as a meéns, Cohen
argues, as we'shali see bélqw, that it did not hesitate

throughout' its history to eliminate some of them or to change

otheérs according to the requirements of specific
\\ ':, \ - 95 - . '
|
\
|
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circumstances. In this category we shall examine Cohen's
discussion of the sacrificial practices which, in his mind,
stand in many respects in contradiction to the overall
ethical character of the Jewish law. Judaism thus, 1in its

L)

Biblical, Rabbinic and philosophic manifestations, : heavily
criticized the sacrificial laws intending eventually to dis- )
card tﬁem entirely from the Jewish code. We shall further-
more follow Cohen's elaboration of some of the Jewish
holidays: the Sabbath, the Day of Atonement and the three
festivals which in Cohen's mind havé already been signifi-
cantly a'ltered by historical Judaism, advancing their
symbolig and educational ethical meaning.

W\ithin the framework of an ethical model, which is
essentially universal in character, one is duty bound to
investigate the relationship of any given legal éystem to the
alien. Consequently, Cohen's study which focuses upon the
attitude of the Jewish law to the non-Jews is an essential
link in his owverall Jewish philosophy and a basic px:emise in
his concept of the Jewish law. However, Cohen did not .
voluntarily initiate this particular study. 1In fact, it was
imposed upon him when he was approe;ched by a German district -
court to express his opinion with regard to the charge, oft
levelled against Jt;daism, that the Talmudic law does exclude
non-Jews from within its b\protective cont:ent:.l Non-Jews, it
waé charged, maiy, accordingq to the Talmud, be robbed and

deceived. Now, the very assumption that the Jewish' law is

an ethical symbol, which in fact was Cohen's point of
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departure, naturally presupposes a flat rejection of any such

accusation. Cohen, therefore, never tires of emphasizing the

tolerance of the Jewish law towards the non-Jew, and its

insistence ypon his equality and privilege to enjoy all
rights. Even-his last work on Judaism is marked Sy the very
- » .

same spirit.ﬁ No léss than forty years éfter the above menf
tioned affair, Cohen still contfibuteq‘much effort to defend
the Jewish legal systéﬁ against the charge of inequality.2
fo Cohen's mind, ii is precisely the Talmud that

formﬁlated the Jewish legal sense of equality. 1In the very
fact that the\Talmud insists on calling the non-Jew "The Son
of Noah," it implies that he may be capable of righteousness.3
The non-Jew, thus, cannot by definition, be automatically
labelled foreign and suspect. Furthermore,‘having adopted
the classification "The Son of Noah," the Talmud formalizes

the attitude of the Jewish law within the framework of the

Noahide Laws.4 These laws,.stresses Cohen, are ethical in

‘nature and do not obligate the alien to believe in any

particular Jewish religious concept.5 Consequently., the non-

Jews are not required by the Noahide laws to acknowledge the

.Jewish religion and worship Ge¢d in the Jewish way.6 Even

" the first of the Noahide laws prohibiting idolatry, is ndt

K3
perceived by Cohen as contradicting the assumption that the
Jewish laws governing the relation between Jews and non-Jews
are not religiously coercive in character. In fact, Cohen

claims that the prohibition of idolatry is aimed not against

‘the essence of idol worship but against the way of practice

. . 7

t b ) o
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which is replete with.unethical symptoms, K such as obscenityr

and unrestrained sexuality.7

In his attempt to subs tantiate his c}aim Cohen goes on
to mention an entire list of various Jewish practices proving
that Judaism treats the non-Jew as an equal.8 Inter alia he
recalls the prophet Ezekiel who described conditions in whidh
non-Jeys were entitled to the eynefghip of landed proPerty.9
He mentions that the-non-Jew was entitled to purchase slaves

10

of Jewish origin. The non-Jew was not deprived of the

right of sanctuary.ll He was not dfscriminated against in

matters of usury.12 Finally, the impoverished non-Jew was

v

: J
entitled to glean the corners of the fhe1d and forgotten
sheaves’s

0f course, there is much more to the Jewish law than'

mere formality.. And the Jewish law, thus Cohen, not only

formalizes the attitude to non-Jdews, but actually insists

upon the obligation to love them as though they were one's

own. ‘In quoting the Biblical verse, "Love the stranger for
you were a stranger in the land éﬁ Egypt,"13 Cohen makes it
clear that since the Jews have actually experienced the
stranger's bitter fate, they are'duty béund to treat him not
merely equitabiy but also empathetically.14 To'éxpress the
fullest and ultimate Jewish view with regard to this idea,
Cohén resorts to the Bibliéal command, "Thou shalt love thy

»15 6n this point he takes issue‘with

neighbour as thyself.
Biblical criticism which claimed that Judaism acknowledges

no "rea" (neighbour) except if he be a member of the Jewish
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religion.16 Cohen will of course flatly reject this limiting
interpretation. To him the reference is not to |
co-religionists but to one's fellow-man -- the emphasis being
upoﬁ tﬁe g;sic Hebrew meaning of the term.

Qonsequently, the Jewish attitude to the non-Jew marks
the beginning of the realization of the ethical ideal which
'LPsistS”upon uprooting man and dislodé%%g man from Qithin the
narrow frameworg of his individuum and leading him towards a
recogn;tion of humanity as a whole as his natural domain.17
Thus the non-dew is protected and kept safe by Judaigm not
becausé he is a member of the Jewish clan or community; but
rather because he is a paft of humanity.18 As such, the non-
Jew is not privileged by Judaism with onl& the material
earthiy rights. Judaism which assumes that its ultimate
realization is po;;ible only in the world to come (Olam ha-Ba)
could not deny this reward to the non-Jew. Evidently, the

2

righteous non-Jews were given thé title of the "Pious people

of the world" thus the privilege of Olam ha-Ba.19

Cohen, as. indicated, insists upon thé Hebrew term rea
rather than the common translation in the verse, "fhou shalt'
love ...."?0 With this re&éipg this verse sums up the ehtire
Jewish outlook on man, on Jews and on non-Jews alike, and it
establishes both the formal rights along with the moral
attitude which goes beyond formality. This comméndment,
essential to the entire model of'Jewish ethics, is observed
by fhe Jews'in thelr relationship to their fellow-man, but

its béginning is in their acknowledgeméﬁt of God the unique.21
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The Jews, by virtue of recognizing the concept of uniqueness

must perforce acknowledge that God is "the lover of the i -

n22 And since God’loves the stranger it becomes ‘, .

-

stranger.
their own duty. - ‘ . . . ’ ‘
In contradiction to the laws governing the behaviour of
the Jews with respect to the non-Jews which for Cohen repre-
sent the highest value of Judaism, the laws pertaining to

sacrifices represent'for him the least valuable gamong the

Jewish laws. Even though we may recognize his attempt td&

sympathetically understand the historical role of sacrifices, \
his embarrassment and revulsion are eminently apparent ahd- g \

completely overshadow his efforts of reconciliation. It .Seems

-

very-cogvenient for Cohen in.this regard to avail himself of
C

the Maimconidean position, and along with the/Maimonidean view
to claim that the sacrifices are in fact divorced from the
genuine spirit of Judaism.23 Thus, the sacrificial law, in

and of itself, does not stem from the spirit of Judaism and
[4

certainly does not reflect a basis of Jewish law, but rather,

2 h

fnmmixs inception it is but a’"concession" to the primitive < .

instinct of mdn and the polytheistic attifude of the.eariy

Israelites.24

Indeed, to Cohen the sacrifice is but a com- e
promise, perhapsgone‘that had. to be made, but in the context

of the noral framework of Judaism, it must be condemned and
eventually done away with. Consequently, Cohen addxresses

himself to _the sacrifice within his general methodological
framework, to wit -4 that.the evolution of the Jewish ritual

runs parallel to the evolution of Jewish man and society -

' B 2 N
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from the primitive upwards.to the purely ethical. - With

respéct to this Cohen again completely subscribes to the
Maimonidean insight that God, in His infinite wisdom, does
not ever require of man that which man's nature cannot

L4 ' -
possibly accept, and that it is only for this reason that God
25

did not abolish the cult of sacrifices.
Cohen views theesacrifice as reflecting ﬁblytheism and

containing all the essential elements thereof. It, the
€. ¢ - '
sacrifice, harbours ﬁh@ message of the conflict between man

G

—~ M
and the gods; it symbolizes man's fear of the wrath of the

-

gods; .and consequently, it also represents man's efforts to
assuage thei{ wrath.26 Judaism, being the ultimate antithesis
of polytheism and all ‘its manifestasions, must therefore
utterly re;ect the sacrifice. However, since Judaism was
constrained by man's nature from doing so, it did at least see
to it that the sacrifice in the Jewish law was shorn of its
obvious and direct contradiction to the central theme of
‘monotheié% -- the concept of God's uniqueness. g According to
Cohen, the concept of uniqueness demands such total seéﬁration
between man and God that it coulé not co-exist with a form of
sacrifice which possibly represents the idea that "the
difference between God and'man [can] be abolished.“27

In order to erad%cate the possibility of man grasping
the idea that the saérifice could bring him divine status,
Judaism c¢hanged the original form of the sacrifice by intro-
dqcinq the priest as mediator betwéen God and man; Cohen, ,
although recognizing the necessity of the priesthood, revealé

a \
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an ambivalent attitude with regard to its role in Judaism.
On the one hdhd, a; we alluded above, he appreciates the
institution of'the priest if only from the fact that in the
Jewisﬁ form of sacrifice it is the priest who "always stands

n28 This fact is seen by Cohen as proof

between man and God.
positivé that Jewish law dictates to man that the sacrifice

can never abolish the difference between man and God. But on

the’ other. hand, Cohen does not neglect the danger posed by

the priest standing between man and the altar. The person
bringing the sacrifice might conceive that it is the pfiést
himself who has the power to absolve him of his si,n.29 Thié
normative aspect of polytheism, obviously in contradiction
to ethics, was also aboiished in Judaism. On this point
Cohen refers to two notions mentioned in the Bible --
forgiveness and atonement —-- which in his view are d%;tinct

and separate in essence. The special authority of the priest,

QOhen insists, was only limited to atonement which is but

“man's act of recogdition and admission of his quilt, but was

never extended to forgiveness. "Tﬁe priest shall make atone-
n30 "the priest shall make atonement for him"31
~- these verses are cited by Cohen as proof that the priest -
was involved in thé-process of atonément.' But the endings of

these verses, cited above, show that in the final act of

.pufification, the forgiveness, the.priest was not involved.

Evidently, "... and they shall be forgiven,“32 "... and he

shall be forgiven"33 -- when it comes to forgiveness Cohen

claims, the prieét is clearly left out. Forgiveness can be

.
.
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attained only before God and only by means of moral deeds.
The fact that Cohen recognizeé_the sacrifice as a means
of atonement does not signify any undue sympathy towards the
sacrifice. The-procesé of atonement is indeed important in
Cohen's éyes since it adds the essential dimension of inner

<

intention, which when combined with deeds leads to the moral

.act of forgiveness.34 However, he definitely, as we shall

ment by means of baAsically polytheistic sacrifice.3,5 This,

see, prefers atoneEfnt on the Day of Atonement and ?ot atone-
Cohen believes, is also the position of the Talmud. 'Even
though the Talmud could not eradicate the entire system of.
sacrifice, it did»however succeed in curtailing its power of
atonement and limiting zé to "unwitting transgressions."36
Thus, "For sins which are committed intentionally, ...
sacrifice was not permitted, according to the Rabbinical law.”
Precisely this, Cohen will lateg demonstrate, became eventu-
ally the role of the Day of Atonement.>8

Tﬁe Talmud;s rejection of the sacrifice stemmed from
prophecy. 1In Cohen's analysis of the prophetic attitude to
the sacrifice there is an implication of the classical debate
concerning the reasons why prophets seem to reject the cult
of sacrifices ~- was this rooted only ih the contemporanéops
connection of the sacrifices with undesiriele moral elements

such as wrong doing and injustice, or was it a struggle .

against the entire institution of the sacrifice in principl'e?3

Cohen's thesis on this topic leaves no doubt as to the
position taken by him. After presenting evidence from all"
) s

/
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facets of prophetic lfkerature, and particularly after refer-
ring to the very detailéd rejection in Isaiah chapter 1,40
Cohen cannot but come to the following consldsion: "One can-
not in this Qa; itemize that which is to be rejected and at
the same time deride it, if one has not in principle outgrown

the whole ihstitution."41

Although Cohen states this with
respect to Isaiah, there is no doubt that this reflects his
total outlook on the attitude of the entire prophecy as well
as Judaism as a whole to the sacrifice. ‘

Cohen's negative or possibly hostile attitude to the
sacrificial laws does nét necessarily peflect his overall
evaluation of the ritual law as suéh. In some. respects the
contrary is true.. Certain rituaf laws can, under certain
conditions, be highly regarded by him. The Sabbath law, the
Daf of Atonement and the festival laws are'all excellent
examples of ritual laws which are Qalued by Cohen to a greater
or lesser degree. ~

Surprisingly, the Sabbath, an institution essenthlly

~ceremonial in character, was to Cohen the best loved of all

'Jewish laws. Having described it as "the quintessence of the

né2 Cohen's analysis of the

monotheistic moral teaching,
Sabbath is extremely detailed -- he lavishes abundagt
attention upon it in order to present it as a keystone and
model for his overall social ethical teaching.

‘ However, it must be remembered that Cohen's 1love fér

the partidular Jewish conception of the Sabbath institution

was not alyays of the same.texture. In 1869, under what

s

L4
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seems ~to have been the influence of Reform Judaism, Cohen

practically suggested that the Jews change their day of

43 Indeed, Cbhen was not the first to

Sabbath to Sunday.
raise this suggestion. The same suggestion had previously
been raised in the early part of the 19th century by the then
rising Jewish Reform Movement in Germany.44 However, this
suggestion which had already proven itself as.doomed to
failure was“once again raised by Coheﬁ. Thus, Cohen's
attitude to the law of the Sabbath is to be seen as an
evolutionary process. Projecting the radical attitude of the
early Reform Movement, Cohen in his early interpretation of
the sabbath seems to find only little value in the‘péfticular
Jewish form of the Sabbath. Only many years later with the
revision of his overall attitude to Judaism, did Cohen
"Judaize" his view of the Sabbath .43

Cohen's analysis of the law of the Sabbath is symptom-

~atic of his personal change of outlook on the matter. His

Yiew on the different accounts of the Sabbath commandment in
the two Decalogues can be seen as following his own process
of development. In fact, the diveérgence between the two
texts, that of the Exodus Decalogue and that of the .
Deuteronoﬁy Decalogue, is'tﬁe cornerstone of Cohen's method-
oiogy‘when investigating the meaning of the Sabbath institu-
tign.'

In the Exodus account Cohen sees, so tO'ngak, that

Sabbath which may as well be transferred to Sunday. 1In. this

text he detects nothing Jewish in particuLgr} and sees it as
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foreign and of little relevance to the ethical spirit of
Judaism. Though Cohen acknowlédges the fact that the
servant's rest is commanded in the Exodus account, nonethe-
less, the purely religious historical explanation of the
commandment seems in Cohén's view to make this text untenable
as the true Jewish cause of the ;aw.46 Only the second
account of the Sabbath law,"that of\fhe Deutéronqmy Decaiogue,
is indicative,,tO‘his.miﬁd; of a complete transformation of
the Sabbath'ffom the .religious historical. world into the
ﬁafticulafiy Jewish ethical éealm. The Deuteronomy version,
pointing to the particu}ar Jewish-éxpefience of slavery in
Egypt surpé&seé and overshadows, acgording.t; Cohen, the
initial reason of‘creation. ”wher?as the'Exodus version
points to the purely'reiigious’nofion of the relationship
between God and the world, the second version which emphasizes
the delivery from bondage, points to the very concrete
e;;erience of the Jews apd thus becomes a cornerstone of the
Jewish o&tlook upon the relationship between maﬁ and man.47

The "Jewish" reason given in the Deuteronomy Decalogue
for tﬁé Sabbath commandment is not considered by Cohen as a
mere general and lofty ethical message but_ag a detailed
account of the precise bractical elements of an ethical soc¢ial
order. In 5euteroﬁomy the Sabbath law calls for freedom,
liberty and equality along with rejoicing and peace which
tbgether join té form the two pillars of Cohen's concept of
ethics. 48 .

For Cohen, the Sabbath is, 6 above all a clear
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manifestation of God's love for man. It was at first God's

love of the Israelites but soon became a "universa; law""49

manifesting .God's love to the whole of mankind. It began as
a,delivery from slavery of the Jewish nation.and turned into

the release.of all men from the oppressive socic-econom;p

~

system of classes. The heart of the Sabbath commandment,
naﬁely the release of the worker from his duties for?one”i
complete aay, is considered by Cohen a'fevolution in the
structure of society. Apart from the very affirmation of the

fact (that the labourer should rest one day, the Sabbath mani- ..

S

fests the need to abolish all social inequalities among

50

people resulting from the different kinds of work. In the

institution .of the Sabbath, says Cohen, God's .love for man-
kind shows itself as God's pity for man whom he has driven

51

out from Paradise td labour. All forms of wérk become here

a burden and .the ess;ntial distinction among the various
kinds of work*is thus abolished. This is true in principle
*but its practical manifestation is evident in the day of rest
itself. The fact that the law insists upon one particulér
day of rest for all, is to Cohen a symbol of wofkers equality.

"The manual labourer, too," Cohen writes, "becomes mastér of

himself; the weekly rest’op a definite day makes the worker
wb2 '

“equal to his master.

The last words‘of the Deuteronomy account of the Sabbathl’
law "as well as thou"53 have a special significance for the
ethical value of the Sébbath‘iqstitution. Refertihq to the

fact that this very same word (kamocha) is used in the Bible
\ , .



- 108 -

,;o describe all human relationships, Cohen shifts his'discus-
sion from the immediate to the long-range ethical consequences
of the Sabbath. The slave's awareness of the fact that he is
his own master on every seventh day will, according to Cohen,
lead to the realization that he will finally become his own
master in the seventh year. Thus, once the first step, i.e.,
the establishment of the principle of freedom from slavery,
has been made, the world could advance and introduce overall
freedom and equality. The Sabbatical Year law is thus the
immediate consequence of the Sabbath law, it extends the
boundary and complements the process. fhe abolition, though
for one day a week only, of the dis}inctioh between slave and
master leads to:the abolition of the overall distinction among
social classes. This to Cohen is manifest in what he calis

54

"the symbolic extension of the Sabbath," -~ the Sabbatical

Year and the Jubilee Year -- "the year of release from debts

and the year of Jubilee for land-ownership, as well as all’

other privileges of property."si

Equality is to be seen as one of the twiﬂ"pillars in
Cohen's ethical system while peace complements it. It follows

then that the Sabbath, being a symbol of an ethical ‘model,

56

must presuppose peace as well as equality. Peace is in fact

ordained by the Sabbath since the Jews are commanded to

\

rejoice ‘in its observance. In this context Cohen points to

the semantic connection between peace -- the equivaleRt of the

.

Hebrew shalom -- and completeness which corresponds to)the

57

Hebrew shalem.”’ The similarity of the ‘words which age

+
LY

-
.
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obviously derived from the same linguistic root is no mere

>

accident. Just as there is no completeness (shlemut) with-
out rejoiciﬁg, there can be no peace (shalom) without it.
Hence, the rejoiciné enjoined upnn the Jew on the Sabbath day

is not of the pagan sensuous kind, but rather the spiritual

58

joy r?qiating peace. This matter is summed up by Cohen in

t

exultant tones: "If Judaism had given only the Sabbath to
: [}

t‘i world, it would by this alone be identified as the

: 59

messenger of joy and as the founder of peace among mankind."

. It 'is this spiritual greatness that has made the Sabbath

A1)

the cornerstone of the entire Jewish law, and the ultimate
o ;

criterion for the observance of all commandments throughout
Jewish history. 1In fact, Coher claims that it is the

. . s N ~LT,
observance of the Sabbath that has preserved and kept the

60

Jewish people safe in its darkest days. The Sabbath being

primarily a. commandment aimed at’estabrishing equality between

the low-born and mighty, the humble and progs, ultimately pre-

served the Jew's dignity even when he was humiliated and
hounded by the Gentiles. Throughout the darkest days of the
Middle Ages and in the present time, thus Cohen, when‘;he
Sabbath candles are l1it the Jew regains his confidence and
human dignity, which be so often lost‘during the six days of

oft demeaning toil.61

However, though willing to concede that the Sabbath in |

preserving the Jews' human dignity actually ensurés- the :

~

physical survival of the Jewish nation, Cohen rejects the

notion that this in itself could have been its very pdrpose.

3
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By éfeserving the Jewish nation, the Sabbaﬁh has actually
preserved the instrument for the diffusion of monotheism,
thus affirming the brotherhood of all men. Consequently, the
Jew in‘gbsexv;ng the Sabbath takes a step in bringing nearer
the dayé of the Messiah and in "spreading the light."62
Witness the‘fact, according to Cohen, that the Sabbath which
was originally given to the Jews, Wwas ultimately recognized
and adopted by all #humanity which divested it of its par-
ticular religious aspects -and turned it into q,universal
ethical symbol. It is in this connection that Cohen
criticizes Christianiéy: celebrating the Sﬁnday as a memorial
day for the resurrection of Christ; it in fact regresses to
the Jewish primitive norm as described in the early Exodus
Decalogue.63. Thus, it is the observance of the Sabbath on
its Jewish prescribed form which will protect its true
notions.64 l‘ | |

Cohen indeed "Judaizéd" his outlook on the Sabbath. it
is obviously a repentant Cohen who emphasizes the great value
of the Sabbath as prescribed in the Biblical law. The pathos
and great love radiating from Cohen's discussion about the
Jewish format of the Sabbath further indicate the major
change of héaft which' took place since 1869, the year in
which he advocated transferring the Sabbath to Sunday. Pre-
cisely because of this, it is mystifying. that in no place in

. . . L] . ‘.
his Religion of Reason does Cohen explicitly state regret

with respect to his above original idea. Moreover, as we

shall see later, there are ample indications that Cohen

\ ’
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indeed had no intentions of changing his origfnal\posit;on.
This point, of course; requires further clagification which
indeed will be presented in the concluding chapter of the

present study.'

4

In Cohen's anélysis of the law of the Sabbath he draws

~
L%

a line-of damarcation between the Exodus version of'the

Decalogue and the later Deuteronomy version.65

On the Exodus
side of the line, Cohen evaluates the Sabbath lawlas being a
purely religious manifesta£ion, whereas on the Deuteronomy
side of the line, he determines the Sabbath as being a purely
ethical manifestation of the law. Thisvsame methodological.
approach characterizes Cohen's analysis of the Day of Atone-
ment. Here too, he seeks.that line of demafcatiOn between

the Day of Atonement as a purely religious institution and a
purely ethical oﬁe. This line of demarcation is found by him~

in the following Talmudic statement:

e

For transgressions that are between man and God the
Day of Atonement effects atonement, but for trans-
gressions between man and his fellow, the Day of
Atonement effects. atonement only if he appeases his
fellow. 56

The fact that the transgressor is obligated to earn forgive-
ness from the one transgressed against, namely, the fact that
the Day of Atonementlcannot atone until the transgressor per-
forms moral deeds ameliorating the sinful situation, is for
Cohen a definiti?e manifegtation of the purely ethical value -
of the Day of Atohemeng as presoribed in the‘rabbiﬁic 1aw. %7

Cohen rightfully approaches the Day of Atonement

primarily through its fulcrum -- the long and detailed

-
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confegsion, oft-repeated in the service =-- “"For the sins.we
have committeédar.." in this prayér man confesses to every
transgressioh there is =~ the poetic form being mnémonic
wherein the 1ep£érs of the alphabet are used. Man, in this
recitation' of all conceivableé sins, essentially adﬁits to his_
sinful potential, and to ‘the possibility‘that he too might
falter,ana turn to any possible sin. On the other hand, the
confessién alsotposes'a problem for Cohen. The conﬁessipn,

being the central prayer of the Day of Atonement, might be

. perceived by the Jew as sufficient to absolve him. ‘For this
"reason Cohen immediately reveals the unique character of this

confession. The -very fact that this prayer has to be recited

in public and in full voice in accordance with the Talmud,
2 .

~signifies to Cohen that "the Talmud may well have saved the

w68

purity of monotheism in its ritual’profundity. It is

_precisely this point which Cohen se€s as the distinction

between confession on the Day‘of Atonement and all other forms

of confession. Here, man no longerx absolves himself with eﬁse

and no longer grants the power of purifiéation_to "all the

w69 but he stands in public'and pro-

claims his sins. Such a public confession cannot but indicate

man's complete and true contrition. T c
However, in spite of the central role this confession

plays, the individual Jew is forbidden to see it as

sufficient for cléansiné him of his sins. Cohen's ethical

model could not have tolerated mere confession, no matter how

meritorious, as being equivalent to total moral
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purificétibnt7° It is precisely for this reason that the
Talmud, thus Cohen, saw fit to formulate the warning quoted

in tﬁe'qpening of this sub-heading: "For transgressions

between man and his fellow, the Day of Atonement effects

wl1 In citihg this

aéqnemént only if.he appeases his fellow.
Cohen clafiﬁieg his perception that in Judaism the confession
is bﬁt a spiritual preparation on the part of man for the-
moraladction which muét be performed within the domain of
feconciliation with man.’? Cohen, therefore, sees in the Day

. of Atonement the integration of both essential elements for

man's reallzation of moral purlfication. Man's inner inten-
tion is’ transmltted through the confession but this is not a

substitute and is no "pretext to make easiel‘or to discard

73

moral duty,” -- it is necessary but only a preliminary

stage. Final purification will be attained only with the,

actual moral deed; . -
The moral purlty.of the Day of Atonement reaches,

according to Cohen, its height in the remarkable faqt that

the list of transgressions in the confession is totally

devoid of any mention of ritual éins, but contains only sins

" pertaining to man. JIn this context, Cohen praises the

a'
Talmudic sages who in’ spite of their strang desire to retain

and demonstrate "the unity of the Tprah,"74 namely, "the

lack of difference between nmoral laws and ritual,“75 were
¥

w76

1

willing to curb their "human passion and to forego adding

ritual sin to the long list in the confession. This fact,

that the ritual sins were not added to the confessioﬂ) neither

. | AN
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directlf, nor as an accompanying list, prove§ to Cohen that
¢ " w

Judaism strives not to mar in a%y way the moral perfection of

the Day of Atonement.77 ¢ -

Finally, Cohen introdudes his outlook on messianism
. i
into the discussion of the Day of Atonement. The moral per-
fection of this day goes beyond the dual elements of conpri-

‘tion and moral duties to still another dimension -- it

- ¥
concretizes the transition of individual man to the human
¢

collective necessitating mutual responsibility and spiritual

78

equality. On this point Cohen again stresses the signifi-

car:‘ce of the confession being recited in public. Thé$ publié:,

among whom the individual confesses, cannot remain indifferent

since each of them also confesses. In so doing all par--

ticipants sltare in the guilt. This, to Cohen, is the most
-

striking‘testimony for equality -- the willingness of.man,’

]

the individual and the collective, to share in his fellow's

pain and Erovide succor;79

At the'outset of his analysis of the Three Jewish

A

Festivals, Cohen cannot but submit to the basic fact =-- these

» 80

, laws served "originally as nature and harvest festivals.

As indicated, this state of affairs whereby laws“of Judaism
are essentially compromises wigh the spirit of pol§theism is
indeed not entirely appreciated. by Cohen who views Judaism as
the complete opposition to poi&theism and as aimed at

"warding off idolatry."81

This however does not imply that ‘
Cohen‘reipcts the Three Festivals altogether. 1In keeping

with the spirit of his overall“methodoiogy, he approaches

13
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these laws as an expression of e process of moralﬁpurifica-

tion undergone by the entire Jewish ritual.code. «

.

As in the case of; the sacrifice, the basic moral
essence of Judaism could not} in the long run, tolerate this
framework of the Festivals and devised a method whereby théy
'JWOuld take a different direction and significance. In the
first stage, q}aims Cbhén, the Threé Festivals took on added
nationaldhisybric§l attributes, ;hiftkng thus the focus from

Ny

nature to the particular Jewish religion. However, $his new

.

religious dimension of the Festivals is of course not yet
, _ ‘ .
- accepted by Cohen asé elevating them to the height of pure
morality but only to a level bordering on it. It was @nly

with the Talmudic interpretation, declaring that the Festival

law of appearance (pilgfimage) "has no fixed méasure,"82

.which d€finitively shifts them from being religious command-

ments in the narrow sense into becoming purely moral command-

ments.83

According to Cohen, the Talmud; in emphasizing the
pilgrimage as central to the Festival law, reinforced two
essential aspects.' The first, ‘the bringing of the first

fruits, satisfies his philosophical outlook primarily since

the first fruits "become the substitute for sacrifices,"84

A .
which, as we have noted, are not in the spirit of his ethical
model. The second aspect, the 'tithe for the poor' is to

Cohen's ' mind a clear manifestation of the final purification
*y s

of the Festivals. From this point onwards the Three Festivals

cease to be concerned with pure religion and become

N
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"unmistakably concerned with social and moral conduct."85

The "tithe for the poor" namely the commandment of
feeding the needy on the Festival is to Cohen an act of social

k]
significance and also a principle which is intended to inspire

man's ethical conviction. There is no doubt that providing

for the poor is an important preceptffor Cohen, but the
\

crucial aspect for him lies in the fact that this law was
L 4

. ‘ introduced by the Midfash as part of a system designated "to -

n86

purify man. With that the law of "tithe for the poor"

contains both élemenfs indispensable for Cohen's ethical pro-
. N - .
gram. Man is spurred towards the ethical state-of mind'and

then he actually .takes part in a social moral act..

The shift of emphasis of the® Festival law from.the
domain of pure religion into the realm of pure ethics took‘
place, according to Cohen, when the Talmad combined the .
"tithe for the poor" with the injunction of "deeds of loving

87

kindness" (gémilut hasadim). Here, the religious aspect

of man's love to God serves as the springboard of the moral

\

and socia1'a5pect of man's love of man.' This, to Cohen, is

. the entire intention‘of the Jewish religion, to turn "the

88 into an ethical instrument --

recompense for God's love"
into love which man extends to his fellow-man.

Indeed; Cohen cannot complete his discussion of the .
festivals without relating to the'rejéicing whiéh was |
commanded for the days of Succoth. We have dalready seen in
Cohen's‘interpreéation of the Sabbath that to him.préciqely

\ rejoicing will bring aboutessianic peace. In this

4 _ . o ‘ o : (’\<\
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connection Cohen interweaves the notion of rejoicing and

' peace together with still another tenet of hi# messianic

vision -~ equality among men.89 After all, he mentionsa ihe
Torah does.noﬂ command mere rejoicing on Succoth, but 
réjoicing in equality. ?Tﬁou‘shalt rejoice in éhy feast,

‘ ’
thou ... and the stranger and thé’fatherless'and,the widow."90

Here, according to Cohen, all resemblance'between the Jewish

norm of rejoicing and the.polytheistic norm disappeérak

6Rejoicing as commanded by the Jewish law is not "a Dionysian

and not a Bacchanalian delight in lust,"91 not in format and

To the Jews rejoicing is a spiritual and

'social experience whereby the gap between reality and

mes§ianic peace and equality is narrowed.’

R b s sem—— 18 e
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CHAPTER V

COHEN AND TRADITION: SOME COMPARATIVE ASPECTS

The novelty of Cohen's thesis is to be sought'beyond
the bare ass;rtion tpat Judaism is linked with ethics.
Granted that the degree of intensity of the correlation
between the world of the Jewish léw and the realm of ethics
' is viewed differently by the various scholars, it is, how-
ever, universally accepted that the former is permeated with
"an ethical aura. "Cohen, of course, does much mo€% than that.

Having stated that "the law and revelation are Ahentical,"l

#

”

and thus being committed to the idea that the law is a direct'
outflow of the concept of qniquenéss, Cohen seems to attempt
to intro?ﬂce his entire ethical model through the ‘law. 1In
other words, it would seem that to Cohen the law embraces all
motifs operative in the ideal of ethics. With thé law the
Jew may be redeemed from his individuality and led to achieve
the purified notion qf humanity; with the law the Jew‘may be
led to the realization of the messianic kingdom of perfect
equality and peace; and finally, with the law the Jew may
pull down the walls of his immediate social ties and thus
spread the ethical message to the whole of mankind.

Indeed, presenting the Jewish law as both the expression

and framework of an entire ethical model, or mdtg

- 118 ~
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3
fundamentally, establishing an entT%e_ethical method upon the

aspect which can be considered as the most obvious problem of
modern Judaism, is no doubt a worthwhile project. On the
other hanq, the intensity,of Cohen's statement, his great
insistence upon the fact that ethics is the only considera-
tion of the Jewish law, exboses Cohen's thesis to obvioué
qriticism. The question whether Cochen's présentation of the
law truly reflects the authentic spirit of $rad}tional
Judaism cannot but be raised. s

‘ Cohen, it appears, was fully aware of the pyoblematic
nature of his presentation of the Jewish law as based pre-
dominantly on a system of ethics. Thus, in develcping this
thesis he makes remarkable efforts iﬁ order to demonstrate
that his presentation and traditional Judaisﬁ'are in complete
harmony. Quoting a multitude of Jewish sources -- rabbinic,
philosophic and particularly Biblical -- he attémpts to per-
suade us that his approach not only does not contradict bu£
in fact is in total agreement with the mainstream of
traditional Judaism. Thus, an investigation, albeit basic
and brief, of the traditional approach to some dspects of the
law, and then a coﬁparison between this approach and that of
Cohen's is not only legitimate and fair to éohen but will
also grant us the insight with regard to the authenticity of
his interpretation.

The concept of suffering plays a basic role in Cohen's

ethical teaching. 1In fact, he invests great efforts in

order to reject various attempts to exclude suffering from

R
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within the framework of'ethics.2 To his mind the ability to
experience the other's suffering -- to cbserve and then to

share it -- is a basic and indispensable aspect without which

. moral consciousness is inconceivable. One's experience of

the other's suffering Eu:ns intq pity and pity in turn is
transformed inté'love towards one's fellow. Indeed, suffering
becomes a virtue in Coheﬁ's method, and there is no wonder
therefore that thé'gréat merit of the Jewish nation -- its

being chosen by God as Am Sequlah -- is addressed by him

.within the framework of the concept of suffering:

Hence, Israel's relation to God has been conceived by
the prophets as well as the historian as a kind of.
suffering. God loves Israel as He loves the poor.
For Israel is rejected by God, oppressed by enemies,
split and divided politically, and finally even

s driven from its land. ;

\“\ The Jewish law, being.both an embodiment of ;thiCS é%d
a reflection of the genuine spirit of Judaism, must indeed -
predominantly be concerned with human sufferinq.‘ A; we have
seen,‘in his detailed analysis of the laws of the strgngef; -

the Sabbath and the festivals, Cohen places great emphasis

laws with the underprivileged

-

upon the concern of these
suffering individual. Thus, Cohen's great insistence upon

the intimate connection between the concept of suffering and

‘ the Jewish law will be the major subject for evaluation.

At first glance it would appear that the norm of
personal suffering which stresses compassion for the suffering
fellow-man is indeed the main concern of the Biblical law.

Helping the poor, protecting the orphan and widow, preserving

G

1Y
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thé rights of the stgfnger, the wage earner and sérvant, are
- < .

but a brief illustration.of the concern Biblical law shows
for the underprivileged. Consequently, a superficial view
of these comménaments might leave the impression that the
burden‘of moral behaviour falls entirely on the wealthy, the
master and employer, as if the Biﬁlical morality rests«con-
tent with regqulating personal relations SO that the sufferihg
one will not be exploi&ed by the wielders of‘powerl Moreovef, \\\
the fact that many of these laws are linked with the histof-
ical experience of slavery in Egypt might lend further
credence to the claim that the Jewish law is preoccupied only °
with the éoqcépt of suffering.

However, preciselx within the framewbrk of these laws
we find a surprising verse in the Bible. Adjacent to the
commandments dealing with the suffering individual -- with
the widow, the orphan, the servant and the stranger -- we find
the commandment "Neither‘shalt thou favor a poor man in his |
éause."4 At this point, which seemingly contradicts the N
basic spirit of all the previously mentioned precepts, one
can readily see how judiciously balanced the Jewish law is.
Here the focal point is shifted fro$ primary concern with
the concept of suffering to the concern with the concept of’
formal Jjustice. More exactly, concomitant with the concern
the law shows for introducing the sense of éompassibn and
improving the lot aof the suﬁfering.individual, it equally
aspires towards a formal system of laws applicabfe to an

.equal degree to society as a whole whereby there is no
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exception to the rule, including those who might merft such
exceptions. For this reason the gashbam connects together

V;he}gbva*VQEse from Exodus with the parallel verse from
Leviticus “Yé\shall do no unrighteousness ;.. thou shalt not

respect the person of the poor, nor favor the person of the
migﬁty.“5 Obviously, sympathy and compassion are great
virtues, but even these must be limited within the boundaries

of formal justice.

In the same vein we can view what is considered to be

thé greatest of all moral precepts of the Biblical law "Thou
shalt love thy neighbpur as thyself."6 ‘Along with one's
natural inclination to respond only to the obvious positive
meaniné of the opening words, one must not ignore the limiting
. -factor in thé last two words.. "As thyself," so that it be
completely and unmistakabiy clear that love and éll that it
enfolds iswdeeply"engraved in the context of formal justice.

Here again the Rashbam makes this point crystal clear: '"Your
~

neighbour, if he is good; but if he is evil, it is written:

the fear othod,‘the hatred of evii."7 Indeed, the above

love cannot be viewed as merely a poetic expression of

emotionality divorced from real life but rather as an integral
,part.of a formal social outlook.

Of course, there is much more to "Thou shalt love ...."
than mere formality. This commandment is the meeting point
between the two sides.of-the moral issue. On the one‘hand,
we view the last phrase, which by being both positive and

_limiting, proclaims the moral order in its strict formal
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phase. But just as we stress formality, we still find
emotionality a central theme --— the purpose thereof is to
remove morality fr&m the realm of mere formality and p&ace it
in the world of feeling and compassion.' In a similar vein

" ope must approach the concept of Tsedakah as meaning both
formal morality on ﬁhe ohe hand, and emotional charity on the
other hand. Indeed, that is how Maimonides interpreﬁs the
matter. He uses Tsedakah as a means of portraying both sides

of the moral teaching of the Jewish 1aw.8

- Cohen, to a large degree, tends to overplay one attri-
(5612\2}3 to underplay the other attribute of the well balanced
formula of the Jewish law. Having made the symbolic and
educational purposes of the law its essential value, he, in
many instanceé, compresses the law into the 1limiting frame-
work of the concept of suffering, while entirely neglecting
its fofmal aspect. Cohen's interpretation of the above
mentioned verse "Thou shalt love ...." is perhaps the best
illustration of this tendency. The entire value of love,
expressed in this verse, is according to him exhausted in the
concept of suffering. It is intended only to awaken man's
sense of compassion towards the suffering stranger. After a
long and detailed analysis of the Biblical legislation con-
éerning the alien Cohen writes:
Finally, out of these basic determinations of the law
the general commandment of the love of the stranger
becomes intelligible. Verses 17 and 18 in chapter 19
of Leviticus, which reveals the so-called love for
the neighbour are elucidated by verses 33 and 34 of
the same chapter, which are as follows:. "And if a

stranger sojourn with thee ... thou shalt love him
as thyself."9 ' :
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Love for the s_uffering stranger is one notion w'hich elucidates
the verse "Thou shalt love ...." Not surprisingly, the only
‘other notion to do sao is love for the enemy. The Hebrew
Biblé, Cohen cannét but admit, .does not ex‘plicitly cortain the
commandment of love for the enemy, but this idea clearly
springs from the general spirit of "Thou shalt love ....,",
that is, from the .prohibition of enmity, of hatred for-one's
fellow-man.'° | In this context, even without being guided by'.
polemics, one cannot but notice the apolog'etic spirit v».;hich
springs from Cohen's di;cussiOn of the concept of love as
presented i.n the Jewisﬁ law. Without any douBt, lCohep's
"love" is borrowed' from without the boundaries of Judaism and
thus it is in many respects foreign to JeQish law. Suffering
and compass'ion' are of course indispensable notions of the
Jewish concept of love, but the idea‘ ‘of moral justi.ce is
equally inseparable from it. Ahad ha-Am is basically correct -
wimen he claims that 10\‘1e in its Christian unrestricted sense
is essentially something alien to Ju&aism.ll However,
| Judaism must not be confused with an éntirely formalized
approach. Only love which does not transgress the bounds of
formal justice and remé‘ins within its.fold, reflects the
balanced fofmula of morality as perceived®by Judaism. |
It may very well be that the best expression of the
Biblical law bringiﬁg into harmony both the formal and non-
formal attributes of the law .is: to be found in the egalitar'ian
legislation in Leviticus chapter 25, the chapter dealing with
the Sabbatical year. There, God's proclqma\i:ion "for the land

i

L
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“is mine,"12 is without doubt an effort to stfuggle.with.the
overall problem of privately owned land, the rpot of social
inequality in the old world.13 However, ta the degree that
these precepts seem to oppose private property in principle,
they also protect its ownership‘by individuals and families.
Thus, the main part of the chapter pertaining to the .
Sabbafical Year deals almost entirely with ways and means for
the redemp;ion of privately owned land. Consequently, this
chapter can hardly be interpreted, as Cochen seems to:do, as
‘a proclamation of some primitive communism.14 Here again, we
may see both sides éf Jewish mo;ality. On the one hand, the
general desire fér equality is affirmed, but this is contained
within formal bounds whereﬂy the possession of private
property is guaranteed.

It is obviously significant that the entire éoncept of
.equality as reflected b; the laws of the Sabbatical and .
Jubilee years is addressed by Cohen in his chapter "The

nl5

Problem of Religious Love. Naturally, within such a frame-

work he is able to press this whole matter into the limiting
boundaries of his notion of suffering and discuss it in

terms such as "love," "loving care" and particularly "com-

6

passioﬁ" and "pity."¥ Indeed, Cohen's interest in chapter

25 of the book of Leviticus terminates after verse 24.17

When it comes to the rest of thig chapter where all practicai

formalities and technicalities are described, Cohen seems to

lose interest.18

»

-Another well balanced formula of the Jewish law.is that

Ppum——mam—
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which brings into harmony 'th'e obta.inab'l'e realii:y with'thg )
utopian ideal. 1In this context a viv’id, crystal clear . 0
expression of Jewish law at the crossroads between reality
and ideal is found‘in Deuteronomy chapter 15. In verse 4 we
are astonished by the optimistic portrayal of an unrealistic
world, "“There shall be no negdy among ybu." This, 6f.c0urse,
expresses an idea which would be realized only if 'the
condition stated in the precedir(xg ve;rsé were fulfilled -- "I:".
only thou diligently hearken unto the voipe of the Lord thy

God to observe to do all these commarldmentslwhich I command

thee this da);." But only three verses later the B;ble brings

us back t'o reality: "if there is among you a needy ‘man." -
And, in verse 11 the ideal hope disapplears'comp;etely and

reality is finally fullly accepted: "for thé poor shall never

v

cease out of the land." One cannot imagine a more 'clearcut
juncture of the Jewish law. The et:.hical ideal,is vividly |
proclaimed, but this .does not contradict the fact that tl:he
law has to face and to cater to obtainable reality. s
Evidenf:ly, the centllal theme of this portion of chapter 15
lies in the verses 7 to 11 wherein the formal laws regarding‘
’the pbor are prescribed. Moreover, if there is any doubt
left that reality here is the central concern of the law and
the rest is but a lofty desiré; the later Talmudic inter-
pretation removes it entirely. From "There shall be no needy
.among you," the Talmud derives the rule that the search for a

lost object belonging to one's self must take precedence over '

the search for that belonéing to another,. and i:\l\-is is A

\\ .

N
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reinterpreted bj Rashi -- "Beware of poverty." Indeed,”

neither the Talmud«nsr Rashil place emphasis upon only the
utopian méaning of é:is chapter.

Cohen, it seems, fakes no cognizance of the'abﬁve
tradipional‘interpretations. In hié-ideological.zeal, being
permeated wi&h the notion of ideal social orde; and messianic
kingdom of prevailing perfect justige and peace, he fails to
rec6gnize the immediate and praqticél moral thrust of the
above law. Referring to'chapter 15 in the book of

k]

Deuteronomy Cohen says:

Two sentences stand side By side: one sets up the
negative demand, while the other represents the '
inherited experience against utopianism. The one
.says: "There shall be no needy among you." The
other says: "For the pdor shall never cease out
of the land." The demand in its riggg is not
softened by the presumed exper;gnce. N
Typical to Cohen, the experience of rwality is .only presumed,
utopia, howeﬁer,‘is'real. Indeed, for Cohen, thé value of
the Jewigh law lies not in its practical and present
observance but only in its being a symbol, a means of educar
tion, an ideological milestone pointing to the ultimate
realization of his own ethical ideal.

In summing up, it seems.that Cohen has artificially
upset‘the balance prevalling in the Jewish law. _His emphasis
* upon the utopian and messianic to' the exclubion of the
. worldly and immediate, the stress he places upon the
educational element while belittling the formal aspects of
daily practice, must lead him to the reduction of Jewish law

to the one notion of suffering. Truly, the Jewish law is

/: o
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deeply concerned with human suffering. That cannot bevéain-
said. . However, the Jewish law does not rest contént with

holding out Ehe hope of a kingdom of heaven in which 'poor .

Y

and rich shall be alike, nor does it presume upon human com-

passion for the sufferer to alleviate his lot. It prescribes

immediate concrete and formal steps to be taken to care for

< 3
14

the sufferer. Thus, while granting the fact tﬁat tbe Jewish
law is, to a serious degfee, éoncerned with the suffering of
the poor:we need not, as indi;ated, be led to ag acceptance
of Cohen's overall outlook of total identification of the
notion of suffering with the Jewish law. Nor need we sub;

¢

scribe to his assertion that the entire partibular.ler of

God for Israel is in fact a’special‘form of love for the )
suffering poor.?l Cohen's analogy betyeen the isolation.of
Israel =-- the landless and homeless -- with the social mis-
fortune of the individual's poverty is, to say the least,

arti;iéial. What Cohen does here is to identify the concept

.. of a chosen people with human misfortune. Indeed, Cohen is

anything but right in exalting poverty and suffering and

. ralsing it to a positive value. The concept of Sequlah can

hardly be connected to the misfortunes of Israel. After all,

one may believe that Sequlah is something positive.

-
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CHAPTER VI

MENDELSSOHN AND COHEN: ETHICS AND THE LAW

°
A

There is little doubt that the Jewish religion has
always been permeated by a vital concern with ethics. Right
down from rts Biblical eriqin‘to its present stete of |

'development the ethical phenomenon has always been essential
" to Judaism, both as a principle and as a goal. However, this
intimate connection between Judaism and ethics received
different degrees of emphasis at different times in'the pro-
cess_of deéelopmeﬁt of Jewish religious thought and litera-
ture. The ethical spirit of the Bible, for example, cannot
be denied as it dedicated a iérge hart of its legal and .
prophetic literature to ethical teaching applicable to all
spheres of life. Nevertheless, the Bible di& not formulate
an abstract and comprehensive definition of ethics. We may
take an adgitional example: the general ethical concern of
the Ialmudic literature is also undisputed. It never, how-
ever, attempted to narrow down Juaaish within the strict
boundaries of a supppsedly comprehensive moral system; “This
Qes generally the Jewish approach to ethics throughout the‘
different periods prior to Enlightenment; the ethical
.:imperatives were at most only dhe category, althqugh a
prominent one; within the total'coqtent of the Jewish

!
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religious sphére, and the laws classified aé ethical consti-
t&ted only one phase of the.Jewish code.l What 'strikes one
aS revolutionary in modern times, as has already been demon-
strated by Nathan Rotenstreich, is the intensity hnd'the
insistence upon the primacy of ethics in Judaism.2 Indeed,

no longer is ethics only one among many considerations within

3y

" the large domain of the Jewish faith, but the pivotal

consideration, if n&t the only one. Ethical conduct is no
longer regarded as one indispensable meaﬁs for the realiza-
tion of the religious task, from now on it is the exclusive
means, perhaps even more, the ver& task itself, and religion
is a mere means for:ité achievement. This ogtlook is
strongly amplified .in Hermann Cohen's\early religious
postulates in which he claims that "God's significance'lies
wholly in His guarantee of ethics and His beiﬁg the guarantor
of a moral universe.'"3 Undisputedly, religiohiloses at this
\jﬁncture itsksovereigd.role and is seén as an instrument.
One can claim ethics is now relidion's only raison d'étre.
The prominence attached in modern times to the ethical
value of Judaism is qot always t?aceable to clearly definable

religious grounds. For example, Albert Einstein's appreci-

ation of the Jewish quest for morality does not necessarily

evolve from any particular terminology. It is not the moral
character of the commandments which inspired his love for

the Jewish heritége. It is rather the .general and lofty

Jewish concern with morality which makes him "thank [his)

lucky stars" that he belongs to the Jewish people.
o~

)
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- Judaism seems to be concerned almost exclusively with
the moral attitude in life and to life. I look upon
it as an essence of an attitude to life which is
incarnated in the Jewish people, rather than in the
essence of the law laid down in the Torah and inte-
grated in the Talmud.4
Here the existence of Judaism is no longer justified by virtue
of the cardinal place assigned to ethics in its law, but in
its role as a prominent phase within the realm of ethical
ideology.

In a Qay, the above mentioned address marks'the‘end of
the road which began with the new revolutionary approach to
the Jewish religion, the inevitable concomitant oﬁ Enlighten-
ment. . This shift of emphasis in current Jewish thought from
what is called religious, in traditionalvterminology, to the’
ethical or moral considerations, resul ted ns doubt from the
increasing indifference of modern philosophy to abstract
metaphysics and a transfer of interest to the huﬁan condition.
However, changes in philosophical trends do not merely .
indicate abstract intellectual consideratio;s, but mugt
primarily both reflect and cater to\new practical and
historical reafities. In this sense the transition of Jewish
philosophy into the sphere of'eﬁhics.is rooted in the modern
Jew's efforts to attain ;qual civic rights and involvement in

the general‘cultj_ure.5

Consequently, the assertion that Jewish religion is a
unique and exalted religion could, and obviously did, create
obstacles on the way towards equal rights and integration in

general sociéty. Thus, the modern Jew, loyal to his religious

I3
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heritage, but constantly in quest of‘his place.within society
and culture, had to assuﬁe and to present Judaism as
universally valid and relevant to all. 1Indeed, an insistence
upon the universal ethical value of Judaism might render the
Jew secure in his position among the general public.

As previously stated, the concern of modern Jewish
lphilosophy with ethics is not new. However, the insistence
upon its primacy, where religion is pressed into the service

1 ]
of ethics, is without doubt diametrically opposed to the
traditional approach to Judaism. While the rabbinical
position does not acknowledge an independent realm of ethics
and treats law and ethics as derived from a single divine
source, modern Jewish thought in the 'main insists upon the
primécy of ethics and its independent status. This indeed
represents a radical departure from the traditional scheme
of things.

The inclination of Jewish thinkers since the eighteenth
century to treat ethics as a sphere independent of divine law
does not necessarily reflect a negative attitude to the
commandments. However, in the scale of values asﬁigned to
the law revealed in the Torah, the commandments are not as a
rule considered by them as an adequate-source of ethics. To
some of the Jewish moderq philosophers the principles of
morallty are known iﬁdgpendently of any external sburce .
because they arelgrgunded in human feasoﬁ. Again, Aoraligy

no longer enjoys the sanction of religious law but is

primarily an independent realm innate in humanity. At this

L3
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point Moritz Lazarus' doctrine might sérve as a beneficial
-il1lustration. "Morality," he claims, "was not created by the
Sinaic code; it springs from its bwn-and from man's
particular nature."6 Furthermore, he unhesitantly stresses,
"Abraham observed all moral laws, reason was the source of"
ethical ingtruction."7 This no doubt constitutes not only a
revolutionary chahge of Jewish £raditional views; it also
presents a misrepreséﬁtation or perhaps a denial of the
rabbinical attitude which firmly insisted on the chrono-
logical primacy of the law and upon the fact that Abraham
observed the entire Torah before it was given on Mount Sinai.

The approach described above characterizes only in
general the treatment of thelp;oblem of ethics by Jewish
philosophers in modern times. 1Indeed, one need not assume a
complete uniformitf of method or of concept. One can
certainly distinguish and differentiate various views on the
role of ethi¢s in the Jewish law. In this regard Moses
Mendelssohn, who is considered the father of modern Jewish
philosophy, and Hermann Cohen, who is considered the last
Jewish philosopher to view Judaism as a predominantly ethical
system, reflect two extremes of modern Jewish philosophical
treatment of this issue, ,

We have already discussed Mendelssohn's dilemma. As we
know, he was anxious to preserve the position of the Jewish
religious law which he himself meticulously observed. At the
same time he was deeply influenced by the prevailing moods

and trends of Enlightenment which insisted upon the idea that
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all men muét'be\granted equal rights and status in'virtue of
their being moral agents, the religious persuasion being
co;sidered totally irrelevant. Consequently, Mendelssohn's
philosophy is primarily aimed at bringing together Judaism
with the then flourishing movement of Enlightenment and
seeking to guarantee the preservation of Jewish particularity
without endangering the civic status of the Jews and without *
forfeiting the universalism which he}believéd vital for
Jewish social and cultural emancipation.9 To achieve this
goal of integration, Mendelssohn_develoﬁed his previously
elaborated theory that Judaism is'not a revealed réligion but
rather a revealed law. That is to say'the theoretical
religiousltruths are not part of Judaism‘or indeéd of any
other institutional faith. Furthermore, these truths do not
require the support of divine legislation since they are
etérnal Yerities which 'may be graéped_by un;ssisted human
reason; and as such are acdeptable.to all men in all élaces
at all times, regardless of their religious affiliation.
Thus, while dismissing certain positive assumptions whicﬁ
have been taken for granted in the tfaditional concept of
Judaism, Mendelssohn is inevitably led to reducing the
affirmative aspects of Qudaism to one catego;y: the Jewish’
law.

This, however, does not yet solve Mendelssohn's dilemma,
but in a way serves to aggravate it. Since the lqw that

Mendelssohn affirms as being an exclusive possessio f the #/
£ a

Jewish people is widely recognized for its ethical character,
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one could have conceivably suspected him of claiming that
morality is part of a special legislation revealed solely to
his own people. Obvidusly, to Mendelssohn such an observa-
‘tion is impossible. Had he classified ethics as a phenomenon
available to Jews in a manner inaccessible to all othérs} it
would have placed him in a position at total variance with
the spirit of humanism and uniVersalism, the essential tenets
of Enliggtenment. TqQ avoid this undesirable consequence,
Mendelssohn, as demonstrated in the ogening part of this
study, denies that there is any special internal Jewish moral
teaching and‘he soon establishes the auténomy of morality és
eyolving from universal and natural religion. Ethics, being
a'speculative principle, is indeed subject to Mendelssohn's
basic reductionist methodology =-- it is removed from the
domain of Judaism and placed within the category of natural
religion. Fur%permore, since ethics reiies upon internal
human conviction it cannot be part of any mandatory law which
by defiﬁition relies on means of enforcement and punishment.10
Thus{ Mendelssohn manages to unify Judaism with the rest
of humanity. He allows no special moral code or moral know-
ledge for the Jews by making morality universal and applicable
in equal measure to all men in virtue of reasén.ll In his
great anxiety to affirm the unity between Jews and the rest of
mankind, Mendelssohn seems not to be concerned at all with the
fact that the Jewish code includes an entire section of moral
prescriptions in which religlous conviction and not punishment

12

is the motivating factor. In fact, he never attempts to

,
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confront this problem. All that seems to matter té pim is
to assure his conﬁemﬁoraries, Gentiles in particular, that
Judaism makes no distinctive claim to ethical knowledge and"
the Jews, like all other men, must approdch the fundamental
principles of ethics through the light of universal reason.
Mendelssohn's effort to discuss ethi¢s in purely
rational terms, suggesting that moral salvatioh is equally
accessible to all men regardless of religious affiliation,
obviously exposes him to tbe embarrassing charge of atheism.
Thus, he takes great pains to estéblish that the principles
of universal and natural morality stand in perfect accord
with God's will and that morality without religion is in fact
impossible. "Without God," he writes in Jerusalem, "love of
man is nothing but congenital weakness, and humanitarianism,
little more than a chimera into which we try to trick each

w13 This, to be sure, does not yet lead Mendelssohn to

other.
the conclusion that man’ is obligated to act ethically because
it is God's command. Morality, rather, is God's command as
He, reflecting His very nature,’is by definition capable of
ﬁilling only what is moral. Although not stated explicitly,
one canlinfer that to Mendelssohn both God and man are
equally subjecé to rational universal ethics.14

In short, we find in Mendelssohn an assessment of etﬁics
within the framework of ratidnalism, which makes it an
;utonomous domain. As rétional, it is available to every
enlightened man who takes the pains to meditate, geing

autonomous it is binding upon all, independently -of any
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external source of authority -- command or punishment. The
command of God, thus, -is not indispensable to gharantee
human ethical conduct. Here Mendelssohn is confident that
man's natural reason and good sense will eventually lead him
to make the right moral decision in accordance with the

natural law.15

a
Up to this point we presented Mendelssohn's attempt to
unify the spirit of Judaisﬁ with the pre&ailing mood of the
Enlightenment by separating ethics from the realm of Judaism
and the Jewish law. We shall now move to demonstrate
'Mendelssohn}s effort to advocate his theory from within the
Jewish religion itself, More exactly, @e shall follow
Mendelssohn's attempt to prove that the concept of natural
ﬁoral law is far from.cbntradicting any Jewish traditional
notion. In fact, it is wholly consistent with one of the
pillars of Jewish law proper. Here, Mendelssohn use;‘the
concept of the Ngahide Commandments == the‘seven laws con-
sidered by rabbinic tradition as the minimal duties enjoined
by- the Bible on all men.16 All who "observes the laws of
nature," thus Mendelssoﬁn, is called in Judaism "the.
righteous among other nations," and in order to attain this
position one is "obligated only to fulfill the Noachide laws."
. it is indeed a standing temptation to employ the seven
commandments of the Noahides as a bridging'concept between
Judaism and universalism. One does not need to elaborate

here in order to conclude that with this concept Judaism

acknowledges the existence of a poten£1a1 of morality in

@
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people other than Jews and does not equate it with the

observancg of the entire Jewilsh law.18

Howevér, the mafter
is mucH mofe‘gompiicated with regard’to'the qﬁestion whether
these laws constitute a formulation of natural obligationsz
Throughout the ages there was .a serious divergence of opinion
aé to whéthgr thesé iaws are considgred natural, thus apply-
ing to all mankind, or whether these laws are igtended to
apply oniy to ‘non-Jewish resiéents in areas under Jewish
jurisdiétion.19 Mendelssohn; nevertheless, does not seem to
be disturbed by the'-complexity of the matter. 1In his
correspondence with Lavater, he unhesitantly identifies the
Noahide laws with the doctrine of natural law and natural
. ! . .
;eligioﬁ.zo Presumably, these seven commandments, the
observance of whichvwilllquayify all men to the privilege of
being considered pighteou§ a;e the basic rules of rationél‘
;utonomous ethicé. *
Mendelsséﬁn's emphasis th&t the Noahide conception is,
in effect, the Jewishygcknowlédgement of an independent
‘rational code may seem at first sight far from being satis-
-factory éafticularly with. regard-to the first Noahide comﬁandf
ment. .Indeéd, one ﬁa§ be tempped to question the connection
between the prohihition of idolatry and those aﬁtonomous laws
which do not gequire a particular theological framework.
Méndelssohn, however, does not fail to ;econcile this
.possib}e pitfall of his argument. Having claimed that the
correct attributes of God may be grasped by means of reason

"through nature and events,"21 he seems to be logically
' 14
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consistentlin his‘argument'thai the prohibition of idolatry
is one of the naturaillaws. “
| The disparity between ethical authority based on 'divine
revelation as opposed to rational consent reaches a climax in
Mendelssohn's criticism of Maimonides' views. At one point,
however, their views seem to be as one. Maimonides' agser-

22

tion that the Torah "has a natural access,"{“ may, at first

‘But soon enough when Maimonides' attitude finds its place

within the framework,pf clear-cut Judaism, his divergence
from Mendelssohn's views becomes inevitable. “The reason,"
Maimonides writes, "inclines towards it and in revelation it

- 23

is confirmed."” Mendelssohn's automatic identification of’

reason with morality is no longer possible according to’
Maimonides. To Maimonides, all ‘men may be endowed with i

reason. Mprélity, however, must be rooted in a clear aware-

¢ . ness of the fact that observance is God's command. From this

" " point onwards Maimonides' outlook of the Noahide 'laws becomes
articulate, crystal-clear and no longer open to inter-
pretatidn..

A heathen who accepts the seven commandments and observes
them scrupulously, is a righteous heathen, provided that
* he accepts them and performs them because the Holy one,
blessed be He, commanded them in the law and made them .
known through Moses our teacher. But if his observance
is based upon reasoned conclusion he is not deemed one 24
of the pious of the gentiles, but one of their wise men.

AQuite naturally, Maimonides' insiéteﬁce that the Sinaic

——

revelation is the only proper basis for accéh&ance of the

25

Noahide laws arouses Mendelssohn's indignation. The fact

| | | oV

glance, suggest a basic-affirmation of Mendelssohn's outlook. .

-
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that Maimonides rules out the claim. that Judaism affirms
that éthical knowledge can be érasped by way of unaided\)
reason must evidently be founq.by Mendelésohn both painful
and unacceptable. Hé}e, the possibility of achieving a
synthesis of Judaism and Enlightenment, an issue to which

Mendelssohn dedicated his life, becomes questionable.

In short, two sentiments, philosophical and social,

-3

.join together to form Mendelssohn's concept of the relation

between ethics and Judaism.' The fi;st is Mendelssohn's’

awareness of the place of Judaism within the general con-

temporafy phiiosophical framework, and of the place of the
Jews within the general social environment. The second, no
less important, is Mendelssohn's acute feéling that he must
not step beyond the boundaries of Judaic religious rules and
the Jewish community. ' : k

Mendelésohn's thesiS‘consiéts, thus, of two stages. 1In
the,firsﬁ stége“he attempts to reconcile contemporary philos-
ophy with trad&tionallJudaism.‘ Here he presents dudaism as a
tolerant faith which neéither opposes the spirit of the age)
nor insists on special privileées, certainly none with
respect to ethics. In order to do so Mendelssohn strips
Judaism of an?‘doctrinal basis,'and particularly emphasizes

the fact that it lays no claim to any esoteric knowledge in

the domain of ethics. In the second stage Mendelssohn

attempts to establish his place within the framework of Jewish
values, and among his Jewish brethren. With this end in view

-

he resorts to the Noahide laws to prove ‘that this concept of

~
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.unlike Mendelssohn, and as the very title of his book o
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ethics is by no means incémpatible‘with traéitional Jewish
attitudes, and has in fact a firm and well established place
within the accepﬁed Jewish norms.

.

One should not find fault in this pait}qular method of .
bridging the gap between the spirit of Judaismy on the ohe

" ¢
hand, and that of other peoples, on the other. And indeed

‘ many a Jewish philosopher has adopteé the'very_same apéroach.

However, 6ne should aléo not disrégard Mendelssohngs point of
departure and his frame of reference. It is essentially the
prevailing contemporary philosoph;'—— the spirit of the age --
that is‘hgld up as a model for comparison and emulagion. It

is in these terms that Judaism is submitted to critical

L eg
v e

investigatian and whenever any thesis is found to be of

N

universal value, Mendelssohn has no compunction in divorcing .

P

it from Judaic particularism, thus allowing Jdd;ism“only the‘
'narrow scope left to it by the philosophy of the Enlighten-
ment. '

Hermann Cohen is of course no less keen on reconciling

Judaism with the prevailing moods of his time. However,

Religion of Reason from the Sources of Judaism suggests, he

started from diametrically opposite premises. 1In Cohen's

case, as we have seen, Judaism is the point of dééarture, s
the source to which’a clear-cut philosophical doctrine can .

be tréced. Indeed, Cohen repeatedly tells us that Judaism ]

is wholly consistent with reason and consequently displays

universal aspects. This, however, does not lead him to

_ RN —
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reduce Judéfsﬁ to a bare minimum. Thus, whereas in
Mendelssohn's case ethics is displaced from Judaism and
app?ars under the heading of natural law, Cohen's intellectual
effort is, as we have demonstrated, distinguished by his
emphasis upon the fact that ethics has a rightful place within
the framework of Judaism and within the framework of its law
in particular. ~

One cpula say that Hermann Cohen is the last but the
most promin;nt Jewish philosopher of the school which inter-
preted Judaism as ag'ethical method. As previously dis-

~cussed, £¥3m the point of view of moral awareness, Cochen

finds the purest manifestétion of Judaism in the prophets --

- e " €
in their prophetic message and even in their style of
writihg.26

Thus, Cohen could indeed grasp the overall con-
cept of ethics summed up in the pérspective of Biblical
prophecy. Nevertheless, he concedes the basic fact that
Eeligiogiis a wide sppere and cannot therefore be analyzed
through one rgligious phenomenon only. Furthermoge, Cohen
agreés that from the point of historical and compafﬁtive
analysis, the term relyéion includes a wide range of
reliéious attitudes to the world. Consequently, Cohen's
mgthodology, which aims to preseM Judaism as an ethical
method, consists of an attempt to establieh the uniqueness
of Judaism in comparison with other types of faith which are
objectively called religion -~ polytheism in particular.

Here Cohen éstablishes that the most distinctive feature

whicb differentiates Judaism from polytheism is to be found
N ]

~
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in the prophetic statements "I am the Lord and there is none

w27 In these verses,

else" and "... for I am God and not man.
according to Cohen, lies the cofe of all Jewish uniqueness -~ .
the concept discussed earlier in this study of the uniqueness -
of God -- namely, the perception that thg essence of God 1is
toﬁally distinguished from all earthly essences. Now, the
main metHodological problem facing Cohen is how to reach some
form of synthesis between the realm of qbntemporary philosbpﬁy,
wlth its o§erall ethical concern;, and the world of Judaisnm, ‘
with its.insistence upon the above concept of the uniqueness
of God. &

In this respect, Cohen §ubscribes to Maimonides' basic
view that the image of God is totally distinct from the image

‘of man.28

This idea leads Cochen to the essential feature of
the concept of uniqueness -- the distinction between God's
and man's position facing the world. Unlike man, God's "
-position is not to be grasped in relation to one or another
*individual or human collective, but on;y in relation to the‘

universe.29

At this point Cohen establisheé the meeting
ground between Judaism and the ideology of ethics ==~ Judaism
as an isolated and self-enclosed particuiarity, is granted no

30 Only by being an expression - \

. special position before Gbdd.
| of an ethical pnivefsal teachihg does.it attain religious : .
ful€illment. Thus, by becoming an entity oriented to the

universe, Juda;sm, just as in the case of 'God, cannot be

grasped in relation to the narrow sphere of Jedry nor to an}'

~other particularity, but'only in relation to the whole of

> ¢
Py
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man.kind.3
from thi;coutlook one hay deduce Cohen's‘understanding
of pan's role in the world. Just as to ﬁim the only meaning
of God's existence is in His being the Quarantor of a moral
universe, so man's very being is warfanted by him only in so
far as he relates to humanity ipd strives for a moral mankind.
Cohen, as previoﬁsly méﬁtioned, recognizes that this is not
necessarily in harmony with man's very n;ture. Thus, his

scheme presents a demand for man's revolutionary change in

‘attitude toward life. 1In fact, he calls upon man to combat

"the senses" which are "basically common to man and animal"32

- -

and to lose his individpality so that he will regain it at a
later stage, in an exalted purified form.33
Having this in mind, it would be benefiqial to revert
once  again to the disag;eement between Mendelssohh and
Maimonides as to the posiéion of ethics, and thus relate
Cohen's argument to the general framework of these ideas.
We have already seen that the passage in Mishneh . "
Torah in which Maimonides makes righteousness conditibnal ’
upon revglation on Mount Sinail is a disturbingly real problem

to Moses Mendelssohn. For him, as stated, all men have equal

access to human goodness, regardless of their religious

beliefs, for ethics is a natural propensity. 1In this context

lies the fundamental problem involved in the dispute between -
Meéndelssohn and Maimonides. Whereas Mendelssohn affirms the

validity of the moral natural law, Maimonides denies such a

concept. Or, in othér words, whereés Maimonides makes the
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ethical life conditional upon diviﬂé authority; Mendelésohn
claims that divine direct guidance‘is not altogether hece;-
sary for ethics as man's_ natural viréues are wholly
sufficient.34 '
Precisely here iies not only the diverging point of
Maimonides and Mendelssohn but alsa the'diverging point of

Cohen and Mendelssohn. Whereas‘MendeISsohn is convinced aof

" the existence of man's natural ethical virtue, Cohen is

rather skeptical on this point:
The ethical personality is not given and may not be pre-
supposed with certain natural tendencies and conditions.
... The ethical subject 1s not the spirit which so

easily becomes a moral ghost. The e;hicgl object is not -
simply born and hereditarily_determinede 5

The rift between Cohen and Mendelssohn is now deep and
unbridéeable: .contrary to the abbvé indispensable premise of
Mendelssohn's doctrine, Cohen shifts the discussion of ethics
from ‘what man is' to 'what man ought to be'. For hiﬁ ethics
is much more conce;ned with man's spiritual growth and his
duty to become, than with what he is.as a given entity.
Consequently, Cohen seems to dispose once‘and for all
with the deterministic concept of a given, unaided and .
unchanged natural moral law'and to open the ga?es for a
theory of moral educqtion, developmeqt and purification.36

Unlike Mendelssohn who rules -out the possibility of moral

progress and thus "cannot believe ... that it could ... have

‘been the intention of Providence to let mankind ... advance

w37

poward_perfection, .Cohen emphasizes the notion that man

is not created a morally immutable entity but one who can

N
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and should be made in the image of eﬁhical imperatives.
Moreover} contrary to the coOncept of natural -law, which
defines man in the restrictive terms of his most primitive
and fundamental being, Cohen int;oduces the quest for the
ultimate excellence which originates outside man but is still
within his grasp. 'ng;lly, contrary to Mendelssohn who.
actuallylexciudes God, thus religion, from the\aomain.of

ethics, Cohen sees ethics as the only relevant concern of

religion.38 .
’ This accounts for Cohen's almast violent rejection of
Spinoza and his great admiration of Maimonicies.39 Cohen's

conception of an ethical God does not allow for Spinoza's God
‘who is governed by nature, nor does it allow man'; morality
to be determineh by natural. law. Unlike Spinoza's God who is
‘nothing but "that which we certainly know to be useful for

us,"40 Cohen's God is "a symbol .... to be emulated by

humanity.“41
Maimoﬁides, on the other hand, }s to Cohen the'embodi-
meht of the long proéesé of human purification which moves
towards the realization of the messiahic ethical goal.
Maimonides' interpretation of meséianism occuplies, therefore,
an important position in Cohen's ethicai religious scheme,
Here we find a .notable demonstration of Cohen's admiration
for Maimonides' claim that in the days of the Messiah "The

nd2 "We do not long for

y world will follow its normal course.
the days of the Messiah,"” Cohen cites Maimonides' statement,

"because we ﬁay +«. drink wine, (}ut] because goodness and

C m—————
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wisdom will prevail."43

Hitherto, we have determined three basic doctrines
emphasizing the deep gulf between Cohen's and Mendelssohn's
views of ethics and its place in religion in general and in
Judaism in particﬁlar.‘ While Cohen views ethics as a process
of human development and purification, Mendelssohn rules out
the possibility of human ethical progress. While Cohen sees
ethics as the only reievant cpnéérn of religion, Mendelssohn
divorces the two and places ethics within the domain of
natural law. Finally, while Cohen believes that ethical
teachings is indeed a main concern of Judaism, Mendelssohn
places ethics outside of the boundaries of the Jewish
religion. Having made these points we shall move on to com-
pare Cohen's view with that of Mendelssohn with regard to the
role of ethics in the Jewish law.

Within this context Cohen's early view sharply differs

from his later understand;ng as formulated in Religion of

Reason. Indeed, prophetic Judaism was the central theme in

Cohen's early outlook on the Je&ish religion. In th}s
connection his message is quite clear: Judaism in its
prophetic framework possesses all the ingredients needed to
bring about the realization of the "Kingdom of God," namely,ﬁ
a kingdom of “"mankind united in the ideal of morality."44
The "Kingdom of god" whiéh is none other than the messianic
era itself, is, no doubt, a concept projected only into the

indefinite future. This insistent claim made by Cohen that

the realization of Judaism embodies a future potentiality

™\
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only, whereby the particular existence of the JeQish nation
is no longer a prerequisite, calls for a closer study.

Not unlike Mendelssohn, Cohen, for many yeérs, was
reluctant to make his attitude to Judaism public. As pre-
viously stated, only in 1880, when the - German historian
Treischke attacked the Jews and defined them as an alien race

did Cohen declare his outlook concerning, the Jewish question.45

B\a\typical spirit of an enlightened Jew, Cohen called

Here, i
for the total integration ef German Jewry into German soqiety
without any dual loyalties. With that, however, Cohen'é
~-s;gnding as an ;dvocate of Judaism was not yet concluded.‘ A
mere eight years later, he was called upon to'react to
another anti-semitic claim that the laws of the Torah apply
.oply to relationsﬁips between fellow Jews and not to
relationships between Jews and Genpiles, whom the Jews are
permitted to rob and deceive.46 Cohen was now obligated to
bring two notions into harmony -- that of a Jewish particular
existence with its own way of life and its own special
aspirations, and that of the total loyalty that the Jews are
compelled to feel for their host land. Indeed, the concept
of Messiaﬁigm provided Cohen with the connecting link between
these two notions. Israel's segregation and isolation is not
an act of simple self?preservatiOn but it is primarily
directed to the achievement of the welfare and unity of al%
mank{hd. Consequently, the justificationpof Jewish national
existence lies in i£s task to bring about the establishment

of .the "Kingdom of‘God."47 ‘ .

'
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Iﬁ this context we may understand Cohen's tendency "to
present Judaism as valid only for the future days of the
Messiah. However, with Cohen's arrival in Berlin and with
the first app?rent cracks beginning to show in his hitherto
steadfast faith in the Jews' cultural integration, he was no
longer hesitant to adopt a new attitude to Judaism.48 Now,
he was not content with a definition of the ethical value of
Judaism within the limited abstract terms of prophetic

messianism, but he reverted to Jewish present reality -- to

its religious law. In Religion of Reason, Cohen assigns the

same ethical pathos and commitment to the law as he had pre-
viously attributed to the prophetic Kingdom of God.

Here again the contradiction between Cohen and
Mendelssohn is clear and obvious. Unlike Mendelssohn, who .
distinguished between ethics and Judaism, and consequently
had to differentiate between moral law and Jewish law, Cohen
remains consistent in his overall methodoiogy, one which
seems to unite the two. Again, we witness the development of
Cohen's thought. His early theoretical abstract outlook of
"God's unique oneness which implies [that ﬁe is] the

irreplaceable ... ground of the moral universe,"49

is now
concluded with its practicgl consequence: "God cannot
remain isolated on His Olympus, but as Creator of the whole
earth He must impose His commandments upon man as laws for
his life."50 The commandments, by virtue of their ethical
nature, are directed to all men; the Jews, who acknowledge

the theoretréal concept of uniqueness, are those who accept

L} A
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the yoke of the law. Thus, the essentially abstract idea of

ethics was provided by Judaism with the essence of reality.
The conceptual meaning of the Jewish law is analyzed by

Cohen within the boundaries of his overall methodology,

namely, by cdmparison to polytheism and within the framework

of the concept of uniqueness. Unlike polytheism, in which"~

" the uniqueness of God is by definition an inconceivable con-

cept, Judaism does not view the law as the gods' egotistic
commands but rather restricts it to its ethical purpose, that

of making man more perfect by raising him tp the highest moral
level.51 The Jewish law, therefore, in itg various manifesta-
tions, is not a binding senseless order. This, as previously
stated, is the meaning of the peculiar content of the Jewish

52 On the one

law which is expressed in the term<SMitzvah."
hand, it is a éommandment imposed by God, but on the other
hand, ‘the obligation to fulfill this law is rooted in man's
sense of .ethical duty ~- the truest exﬁression of his
acknowledgement of the uniqueness of the Law Giver.

Thu;, Cohen reaches his essential conclusion: Lthe
Jewish law, being a synthgsis of both =-- an imposition of the
unique God, and an expression of man's moral awareness —-- isy
axiématically, an ethical commandment. ,Kil that is left now
for Cohen to do is to analyze the particular laws and to

classify them according to their ethical dimension. In this

connection Cohen points out three categories of the Jewish

‘law, Firstly, laws in which the direct moral value is

3

explicitly stated or can easily be comprehended.5 Secondly,




-us the concept of mankind.
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laws of purely ritual Q?mensions.wbich serve as symbols and
expedients to call to'mind and educate man in order to create

the state of mind necess;ry for the '‘acquisition of %he sense

of moral conviction and obligation. These laws, being mere

means, may, according to Cohen's estimation, be reviewed, .
chénged or discarded if time'and circumstanees sO require.54

Thirdly, "border line" laws which contain both ritual and

moral considerations. In this category, claims Cohen, the

ritual dimensions are continually discarded along the procesé. -
of development of the Jewish legal system, so th51 the

particular law is increasingly refineé to eventually become

purely moral.”> ) B "f\

Two conclusions may be drawn from the discussion thus

far: first, that according to Cohen, God is rightly appre-

_hended by the Jews and therefore their law holds the

ingredients of an ethical feaching. Second, this teaching,

by virtue of its ethical essence, must be aimed at the whole

of hgfanity. jhe far-reaching consequence of this statement ° ' -
-~ the thepry of the Jewish mission and the justification 6f
the exile ~- now becomes evident. Here, in contrast to the .
classical Jewish view which perceives exile in terms of
catastrophe and divine punishment, Cohen sees exilelas a

main part of religion's ethical scheme. "The one God," he

4

argues, "has taken our country from us so that He might give
w6 Exile, consequently, is a
logical conclusion of God's essence and thus it forms an

indispensable category of Judaism. The Jews, therefore, must

\ o
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fulfill their mission in exile as a true testament of pure
monotheiém, and propagate it among the nations. This task,
according to Cohen, had so far been accompanied by pain and
suffering, whereas now iL may Be fulfilled without paying
that price. "Qur dispersiom," he declares, "had long ceased
to mean exile to us, we live in our state as weli as for it."57
To sum up, exile is not a pumishment for breaking God's moral
commandment, iﬁ is rather an essential moral oommandment.58
The "Jews who promided\the concept of ethics with iFs notion
of reality muot become é‘model and make their teaching and
experience part and parcel of the future.hispory of mankind.
The attempt to provide the Jews and the Jewish réligion
with a legitimate place among the nations is the essential
problematic queétion,with which both Mendelssohn and Cohen
struggle. Thé need‘to|come to terms with the tension between
Jewish particularism and .universalism is, therefore, a mark
of both Mendelssohn's and éohen's dqsgrides. fhéy do so by
addressing themselves to the problem o& the ;elation of
ethics to Judaism and to the‘Jewish law.' This, however, is
the only common‘groqnd bgtweeniMendelssohn and Cohen. True,
Mendelssohn, like Cohen, holds that God comm s us, but
fnlike Cohen, he believes that ethical commandments are
addressed to all -- not necessarily through the particular
teachings of the Jewish religion but rather phrouqh natural
law which by definition is universal. évidently, Mendelssohn

b}
comes to terms with the Jewish modern problem by placing .

ethics outside Judaism apd the Jewish law. 1In keeping with
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his dverall reductipnist methodology, ﬁendelssohn presénts
Judaism as a particulaiistic religion divorced of any special
ethical doctrine. Indeed the greatest merit of Judaism lies,
in Mendelssohn;s eyes, in 1its narrow format, ﬁamely, in the’

fact that it does not impinge on the realm of universalism.

———

-seemingly the price which Mendelssohnéis ready to pay in

Placing etﬁics outside of thg‘Jewish commandments is
order to be able to live in the modern world while still
- keeping his roots in the Jewish-pré—modern norms. Cohéen, on
the other hand, is not ready to pay this price. For him it
is essential to present Ju@aism as a universal valid religion
whiéh should be emulated by all other people. Thus for Cohen
it.is wrong to speak about a«ﬁatural moral law. From his H
phi1050phica& perspective there is no place for ethics which
’is complétely divorced from Judaism. In fact, according to
him; ethics is the only concern and task of Judaism and the
Jewish law. 1In total confrast to Mendelssohﬁ's view which
does not provide any place for ethics within Judaism, éow

Cohen Judaism without ethics is meaningless.



CHAPTER VII

MENDELSSOHN AND COHEN: REFCRMATIdN OF THE LAW
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From an historical‘ﬁérspective it can be asée%;ed that

the Enlightenment marks the perioé‘of time wﬁen an act of

rebellion was proclaimed against the past. Even the briefest

"of analyses of the\agproaches‘of Enlightenment would lead to

the conclusion that practically all the old and traditional

v . . - , o .
© tenets were no longer accepted as a matter of course and were

challeﬁged. During this period the human mind was returned °*

to its central position, that bffthe highest and ultimate

criterion for all phenomena. -Consequently, both traditional

leadership, be it religious or political, and traditional
soci;i organization, religious ané political alike, were no
loﬁger axiémaéically accepted. The individual, it was
asserted, must be placed in the center; he must be elevated
above hlstorically evolveq\political and religious institu-
tional authorities. 1Indeed, this historical period th%h
“marks a complete break with the past, which regard; the past

as heing a total error, can be defined as one of rebellion.

. Europeéh Jewry could not disregard this drama which was

being enacted in their very midst. Nor could tﬁey turn their

face aside from a world which, for the first time perhaps,

opened its gates to them. Indeed, European Jewry found

»
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itself in a position of having to respongd to the challenge
issued by the Enlighéenment. And, reluctantly and hesitantly
in the beginniné, secéions of European Jewry began to accept
the new ideas, and in a short period ofitime Enlightenment
began to show its imprint on Jewish life. To be sure, the

Jewish Enlightenment, the Haskalah movement, had just as /

“dramatic an effect on Jeyish life as the Enlightenment had on

the lives of the non-Jews. On the Jewish side too, practic-
ally all that was considered o1d and traditional was no
longér accepted as a m&lter of course. The long lasting
traditioﬁal communal structure, the almost hermetically
closed Ghetto, was no longer considered the only\possible way
of lifeﬂ The rabbinical leadership aﬁd strict authority,
which was hardly contested before, was both questioned and
challenged. Finally, the values and laws of the Jewish
rellgion, which had for centuries determined both the
individual and communal life Xi the Jew,xaere no longer

automatically affirmed as the bnly poséible way of existence.

D . N

The cultural aspect of the Jewish response to the

Enlightenment was dramatic as well. Languages, .literature,

- arts and science, all subjects of very little interest in the

2
past, became areas of-Jewish creativity and Jews began

entering into fields of wor1d1§ learning. No less significant
was the change in the social structure of the Jewish com-
munity. Thé walls éf the Jewish Ghetto began to crumple under
the wéight of Enlightenment and Jews began spreading to non-

Jewish neighbourhoods, becoming- involved in social circles
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;itherto exclusively non-Jewish. Indeed, considering these
re?olutionary changes in the Jews' lives, religlous changes
too became an inevitable need. And, it did not take long
before the inner conflict in Jewish life found*a vocal
expressiJﬁqli"Our religion", %t was maintainéd)by a group of
Jews in Ber n, "clung to the forms and prescriptions that
had been handed éown for centuries, but our inper religion
is no longer in harmohy with this interpretation ... and
there is a contéadiction between our inner life and faith
and the external life, the givén 1aw."1 As previously said,
the past format of the Jewish religion,\being based on strict
observance of an uncompromising law and being constituted on
a strict communal organization and rigid ;abb;nical uthority,
could no longer be retained; it could not but be adZ:ted to
‘the new rgalities. ‘

The resolutions of the French Sanhedrin {1807) mark
perhqps the f;rst submission of a rabbinic body to the
pressurés of the Enlightenment. A resolution was adopted to

?the effect that wherever the law of the st&te ¢clashes with
the rules of tﬁe Jewish law, the former prevailé. In an;
case, it was decided there, the Jewish law would not be,
binding while one is enlisged for military service. Of more
signifiéance was the ideological principle which was estab-
lishééiby the Frencﬁ Sanhedriﬁ: since the law includes both
geligious and politidal san;tions, the latter were no longer
to be valid‘as the q§wish people had ceased to exist as an

¥

independent political entity.2 All these resolutions are

¥
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highly significant in that they testify to the impact off
Enlightgnment upon Judaisﬁ. However, becaﬁse they were

vaguely defined, their practical cénsequences seem to be but
marginal, unlike the establishment of what was later called

the Reform Movement of Jﬁdaksm which présaged far-reacbing
gractical consequences. In this case, as we shall see, the
guidelines determined were not vague and general in character
Sut clear and precise} establishiﬁg a form of Jewish religion
which was far different from anything known before.

Typical of transition in Jewish religiocus mattérs, the
Reform Movement evolved gradually. It began with a
relativély HBdA{;:: attempt of some rich German Jews to
introduée a new m of prayer house (temple) wherein
services would be conducted differently. The g:iﬁan language
was introduced into the prayer book, and some prayers were
recited in Gefhgn only. A mixed choir and instrumental mﬁsic
accompanied the éabbaéh'service and a sermon in German was
part/of\the rilual. Furthermore, an attempt was made to
underpla} the national c%aracter of the Jewish religion.
Prayers refe;rinq to the coming of the messiah and the return
to Zion we;e deleted. As stated above, all these were but ™
minor changes. Nevertheless, they mark the opening of the
floodgates and the consequences were qdick to follow. 'Not
. surprisingly, this attempt proved to be successful and the
idea of reforming Judaism gained more and more adherents.
Eventually, the first conference of reform rabbis convened’

in 1844 and decided to reéaffirm the French Sanhedrin's

4
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resolutions and t& permit:intermarriage between Jews gnd
Christian§;3 ~
As soon’as the second rabbinical réform assembly had
convened (1845), the problematic and comélex nature of intro-
duciné”reforms into Judaism becape evident. When the
religious value of the Hebrew‘languagé was contested, .a rift
was revealed in the reform camp. Whereas the extremists'
demand was té signifié;;tly reduce the weight of the Hebrew,
the moagrate memb;rs, headed by Rabbi Zechariah Frankel,
oppbsed‘such a move. Finally, thé resolution limiting the
religious use of Hebréw was passed, butlFrankel together with
his supporters left the Reforﬁ Movement. And, although the

prestige of the movement was significantly damaged it never-

theless continued to spreaa in Germany, in Western Europe and

v

o

finally it reached the United States. ‘
It was between the years 1844 and 1885 (between tﬁ‘*
conference vf reform rabbis held in Brunswick,‘GermanQ and
" ithat ﬁeld in ?1ttsburq, United States) that the basic
principles of the Reform Movement were formulated. The
Pittsburg platform, being the guide for. the refqrm policy
for almost half a century, will se;ve us as a summa}y of the
doctrinal bqsis of the early Reﬁgfm Mqvement. First, the
Reform Movement holés that Judaism "presents the higﬁest
conception a? the God idea"” whigh {s "the central religious

4

truth of the human race."” It is therefore the mission of

) . .
Israel to free itself from the past "enforced isolation" and

5

to serve as a "Kingdom of Priests"” for the benefit of the
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rest of humanity. Second, the modern era, being a time of
"universal culture of heart and intelleet" holds out the
promise of a near fulfillment of this mission and the real-
ization of the messianic hopes "for the establishment of a
kingdom of truth, jﬁstice and peace among men."6 The Jews,
being willing to-realize:their mission "consider [themselves]
'no longer a nation but a religious community.“7 Thﬁs, they
"expect neither the return to Palestine, nor sacrificial
worship under the sons of Aaron, nor reestablishment of any

laws concerned with the Jewish state."\8

These being the

basic¢ ideological concepts of the Reform Movement, it goes

L4

without saying that any prayer and in particular any law and
custom clashing with it was necessarily removed:

* - - Today we accept.as binding only the moral laws and
maintain only such ceremonies which elevate and .
sanctify our lives, but reject all such as are not
adapted to the views and habits of modern civiliza-
tion .... We hold that such Mosaic laws and
rabbinical laws as regulate diet, priestly purity °
... [were] originated in ages under the influence
'0f ideas entirely foreign to our present mental
and spiritunal state ....

~

From an historical perspective, one caﬁ argue that the
direct and practical imprint of the Reform Movement proved
less significant than might have been expected. Reservation®

regarding the reformists' acts had already been expressed &t

the early part of the 19th century, even among, those influ-
enced by the Enlightenment and willing to adoﬁt the ideas
! prevailing in Eutopean society. Consequently, the doctrines

: of the Reform Movement have largely been moderated since

GIN
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then, thus bringing Reform préctice closer‘to traditional
norms.10 But these are not proper bases upon which the impqct
of the Reform Movement is to be estimated. ‘Its influence goes
f%‘rbeyond its direct practical accomplishments. It is
sufficient to mention .that what are presently the Conservative
and Orthsdox Movements, in one way or anothex evolved as a
result or reaction to the Reform Movement.Il Indeed, the
Reform Movement re}leéts th% dévelopment which Judaism has
undergone and still undergoes in thé modern era. It repre-
sents the-struggle of the Jewish reiigion in its encounter
with the new realities of l1ife after Enlightenment.

As an institution, the movement of Reform Judaism was
established during the early pa;t of the 19th century,
Approximately half a century after Moses Mendelssohn's death.
Howéver, the roots of this movement are to bé ;raéed to the

18th century, the early stage of the Enlightenment.

Mendelssohn, who 1s commonly held as the spiritual father of

the Jewish Enligh'enment, is popularly -- and occasionally
. t

among some men dfglearning +«=- regarded as the forerunner or

herald of the movement of Reform Judaism.12 An attempt to

compare Mendelssohn's response to modernity with that of
Reform Judaism will be the scope of the first section of
this chapter. Ta be sure, it is my intention to demonstrate
£hat there {s really no connection at all between
ﬁendelgsuhn's Jewish philosophy and the ideas of the Reform
‘Movement. More specifically, by employing elements from

both Mendelssohn's thinking and reform ideology, it will be

b

| somem——
e
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sgown that Mendelssohn's Jewish statement amounts to-a total
rejection of any ideological basis underlying Refdrm Judaism.
Basicaliy, the formulation of Hermann Cohen's Jewish
philosophy took place during the last part of the 19th cen-
tury and;the early years of the 20th century, times when the

Reform Movement had already heavily influenced the perception

- of Judaism among the German Jews. Cchen's 3ewish thinking is

occasionally associated with the liberal attitudes to Jewishl
religion, yet, it is not commonly regarded as reéresenting
the precise ideological framework of the Reform Movement.
The study of the impact of reform ideélog? upon Cohen's
Jewish philosophy wil} be the subject of the second section
of the present chapter. Here an attempt will be made to
demonstrate that/Cohen's Jewish teachings are to a consider-
able extent no more than a most sophisticated philosophical
fo%mulation of t;e essential premises of the movement of
Reform Judai§m. Moreover, I will argque that in many
respects, and in particular in his attitude to the Jewish
law, Cohen is not only in full agreement with the !pform
views but can be considered a representative of the‘extreme
wing of Reform Judaism. ‘ “ o
Finally, in the last section of this chapter I shall —
employ the insight gained in order to understand Cohen's ~ 4
somewhat surprisingly favorable evaluat;on of Mendelssohn's
philosophy. It will be prguéd there that Cohen's attempt to

associate Mendelssohn with the trends of the Reform Movement

are based upon a misrepresentagign of the latter's ideas.

) - (\ :
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" "In keeping with the general theme of this study, the
attitude to the Jewish law will be central to the following
examination. Indeed, the ideological and philosophical N v

assumptions which underlie the various approaches to the law

will also be_presedted.

There are Ewo basic philosophical pillars which under-
lie the Reférm theories: the notion of ¢hange and develop-
ment and the concept of rational, ongoing revelation. As fo;
the. first, it is maintained that religion, both in its
doctrines andlité pfactice, liké every human iﬁstitution,
updergoes continhously a dynamicﬂprocess of change and .
development. Judaism, being iznthis respect no different
from any other human institutidén, is a clear manifestatioh of
this process.’'r Thus, any generation and any age not only may,
but'is in fact duty bound to deviate from the old one. It is
the task of every generation to forge a new link in the -
eternal chain of Jewish religious creativity.

In d religipus scheme wherein dynamics apd development
are the essential notions, revelation can no longer maintain
its traditional, episodic and supernatural character. 1In
this connection, the Reform Movement follows a general trend
of modern philosophy. The attempt to reformulate the
traditional concept of revélation is fundamental to modern
religious tgought. No longer is revela;ion regarded as a
mysterious phenomenon, an unearthly episodic event in whiéh

some truth, unattainable by human reason, was divinely

%
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revealed. In conformr£y with the ney optimistic attitude to
man, modern thinking tends to redefine the concept of
revelation as an eternal continuous process wherein divine
truths are disclosed to man through‘his intellectual
faculties. Basically; such a view ofirevelation had been
‘offered by the adherents of natural religion. It was main-
tained that all doctrinal as well as moral prescriptions
needed for maﬁ's salvation are equally attainable to all, at
all times and places by dint of human pure and unassisted
reason.

Jewish modern philosophy, to a large extent, also
followed this basic concept of'revelation. As previously
deﬁonstrated, both Mendelssohn and Cohen subscribed to a
rational continuous revelation. fhe Reform Movement of
Judaism which declared ;tself as a progressive movement
obviously fdllowed suit. Not only does the concept of.
rational continuous revélation permeate its ideology, it
also becomes the basis for its main religious endeavour --
the reformation of the Jewish law. Abraham Geiger (1810-
1874),‘the Qost profound ideologist of early Reform Jud;ism)
views revelation as a natural rational enlightenment, a
result of a subjective divine inspiration, and not a |

¢ collective supernatural ebent: |
We will not narrow the term [revelatjfon] within certain
limits in the manner of dogmatical eory:; it may be
understood in different ways, but as to its essence, it
is ever the same; it indicates the point of contact of
human reason with the Fundamental Source of things.
The ancient teachers of Judaism never denied that this

phenomenon was, after all, connected with some human
quality,13

-

-t
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Mendelssohn was committed no less than Geiger to the
1dea of a continuous, rational and natural revelation. -
Indeed, he discarded doctrinal truths and ethical prescrip-

tions from the particular Jewish revelation in order to make

-

them autonomous, natural and rational phenomena. This, how-
ever, does qot preveﬁt Mendelssohn from affirming an
exclusive Jewish revelation which, to be sure, is not
connected at all to the universal natural revelatioﬁi The

Sinaic revelation is not natural but "miraculous and super-

14 ot universal but a "particular grace [for] a-

wl5

particular people, not ongbing but an event of one "great’

nl6

day and not truths had been disclosed therein but "laws,

éommandments, statutes, rules of conduct, instructions of
God's will."!?
In removing the Jewish revelation and sétting it apart

from the continuous, natural and rational revelation,

‘Mendelssohn removes the Jewish law from the realm of human

reason. The law, belonging entirely to .the divine domain, .
is thus uncontestable by human reason -- it needs neithe;

human proof nor understanding, all it needs is human obed-

ience.

their purpose to us. However, it should\be sufficient
for us to-know that they were commanded by Him. Inas-
much as we have to take the yoke of His dominion upon
us, we are obliged to do His will. Their value lies
in their practice, not in_the understanding of their
origin or their purpose,

God has given us many commandments withggt revealing

-

This being the basic premise of Mendelssohn's Jewish philos=-

ophy, any connection between him and the Reform Movement is

N

o

4
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1

absolutely inconceivable. The law, in Mendelssohn's ming,
can be rationally understood, and man is capahle of -- and
to ;ome extent Quty bound -- to reflect upon the law and to
attempt to discover its meaning. But understanding of the
law and obedience of the law are two totally distinct cate-
gories. The results of the human endeavour in the law bear
absolutely no relevancy to practice -- the law may not be
changed or modified. ‘The phenomenon of human reformation of
the law is in totai contradiction to Mendelssohn's explicit
statement. This, to him, is the privilege of God only.19
In harmony with the concept of continuous revelation
is the Reform emphasis upon the ever changing character of
the Jewish religion. Reformation of the Jewish law becomes
thus the main labour of the Reform Movement. The law must
constantly be reformed so that it will reflect the changing
pattern of Judaism. Geiger, in this respect, can be con-
sidered as representing the moderate attitude of Reform

20 Unlike the extremists, he does not demand a

Judaism.
revolutionary change in Judaism but only an evolutionary,
gradual development without breaking the ties with the past

heritage. For Geiger this means that the law need not be

‘éntirely aﬁblished, and he is thus ready to preserve a whole

section of the law. Claiming that the moral. message of

Judaism is an ever present and unchanging tenet, he declares
that the moral commandments are eternally valid.™ Much more
complicated is Geiger's approach fo the ceremonial aspect of

the law. It is obviously declared by-him as the evolutionary
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/
section of the law. POn the other hand, it is clearly seen

\\\\~\that he is’'reluctant to allow its total abolition. Gelger's

solution to this dilemma is rather simple: he reduces the

'/// body of ceremonial laws, and treats some laws, traditionally
regarded as~ceremonial,Aas purely moral precepts, or at least
as fulfilling a moral function. "It would be wrong," Geiger
writes, "to consider as ceremonial certain Biblical laws ...,

ndl

these are necessary ekpressions of loving kindgess. This

view is really moderate when compared to that of some other

figures of Reform Judaism.22 It leads Geiger to oppose the

attempt to shift the Sabbath to Sunday and yet to permit

instrumental music and some manner of work on the same day.23

It furthermore enables him to retain the practice of circum-

cision and yet to declare it "ein barbarisch blutiger Act."24

Mendelssohn, in ‘direct opposition to Geiger, will not

/,allow for any concept of change or development to interfere
with his- Jewish thinking. Thg concept 6f change and develop-
ment did not assume any significance‘in Mendelssohn's view of

history in general, nor did it assume any importance in his

interpretation of Judaism.25

In a way, Mendelssohn rejects
altogether the validity of the concept of change and develop-
mené in human history and thus in the history of the Jewish
religion. But even when -he does mention changes which might
take place in human life in different times, he takes great
pafns to ensuré that the reader does not misconstrue his

words and does not assume the law to be modifiable in

accordance with changing circumstances, unless so decreed.
,
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The law can perhaps ... be changed according to the
requirements of a particular time ... but only if

and when it pleases the supreme Lawgiver to let us
recognize His will -~ to make it known to us just

as openly, publicly, and beyond any doubt ..., as

He did when He gave us the law itself. As long as

this has not happened, no sophistry of ours can . \
free us from thé strict obedience we owe to it.26 =

The above discussion gives only a brief and a bare
simplified outline of Mendelssohn's attitude to Judaism vis-
d-vis that of the Reform Movement. But even this should
sufficg to show how shaky and groundless are all those
assertions of a new structure of Judaism that Mendelssohn

27

intended to build. But furthermore, all along the line the

Reform Movement stresses its belief that the crucial task.of
Judaism is to 1lift its Tzln character from the narrow system

of laws to a wide system of ethical ideas of a universal

1

scope. To that end, it is claimed, Judaism needs to shift

its emphasis from its legal aspect to its prophetic teaching.

t

More fundamentally, according to Reform ideology it is the
g} <

task of Judaism to belittle the centrdlity of the law and to

revert to its true essence which is ethical monotheism and to
e

spread it throughout the world. In this respect again v
Mendelssohn's system of Judaism is totally incompatible with
that of Reform Judaism. In view of the fact that Mendelssohn -
reduces Judalsm to law only, he represents a position of
total contradiction with any formula which makes a universal .
task central to the Jewish religion. If what is essential

and unique in Judaism are but rites and ceremonies which are

)

to be practiced exclusively by the Jews, then what message

(N
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does it carry to the world? Moreaver, if Judaism focuses
exclusively upon its law which was handed down in Sinai,
namely, upon its past archaic aspect, then what prophetic
ideas for the future of humanity c&n it preach? Finally, if

Judaism does in no sense claim the possession of any

~r

exclusive” knowledge of morality, then what particular
ethical teaching can it offer to the rest of mankind? -

" In summing up, fhe gulf between Mendelssohn's Jewish
philosogpy and the Reform ideology is wide, deep and
anridgeable. His oveYtall outlook of Judaism ré;resents a
totai contradiction to that of Reform Judaism. But above
éll; his approach to the law, his uneéuivocal rejéction of ‘
any change, his impassidnape exhortation, to opserve,the law .
regardless of inner doubt or outer pressure, dll c?hbine tg N
place Mendelssoﬂh.;n a position far different from. that of.
Reform Judaism. Mendelssohn wangéd perhapg tb refQrm the
Jews =-- to provide them with new cultural and material
opportunities in modern times but this indeed has nothing
pef se in common with the attempt to reform the Jewish
religion. - N

-Interestingly enougﬁ, it was a spokesman of the Reform ~
Movement who exposed the fallacy of the myth that Mendelssohn
was the one who initiated the reforﬂ ideology. David
Philipson (1862 1949) goes only so far as to estimate that
Mendelssohn's insistence on secular education for the Jews-

might have indirectly enabled the coming into exisgence of

the Reform Movement. However, from a philosophical
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perépective Philipson ‘declares Mendelssohn's thinkiqg ag\
regressive and anachronistjic: .

: -

.+ His [Mendelssohn's] conception of Judaism that it is
divine legislation; that since the ceremonial law was
revealed by God, it ... must be observed until it
shall be replaced by another revelation .... How
poorly taken Mendelssohn's position on this matter.
... Mendelssohn's position was altog er incon-
sistent. He would not grant that religious belief
and practice are subject to the same zhw and progress.
*»+. For him Judaism was a closed chapter. The con-
ception of Reform Judaism is the very opposite.28

Philipson's réma;k regarding the "poorly taken Mendelssohn's

position” can of course be contested. Otherﬁise, his
estimation is correct in all its detail. Philipson is right
not only in digassociating Mendelssolin from the ideology.of
" the Reﬁorﬁ Movement but also in emphasising the lack of

consistency in Mendelssohn's,.d€wish thinking. But this
= .

apparently was the price that Mendelssohn had to pay in

. el
order to iqure that the Jewish law wquld not be reformed.

The "imprint of the previously mentioned reformulation

of the traditional concep£ of revelation is evident in both

.

Mendelssohn's and Cohen's Jewish philosoph%es. The modern
fogmula of revelation, indeed an essential issue in any
religious thinking, will serve us as a methodologicai iink
between Mendelssohn's attitude tg law reform, on the one
hand, and that of Cohen, on the other hand. v

Mendelssohn, as Lndicated, yas'affected by the concept
of revelation a%éoffered by the adherents of'natura}

religion, whereas Cohen reflectd the fhfluence of Kant's

?

.

.
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- reformulation of the concept of revelation.29

A keystone in
Kant's phirosophy is that moral obligatioﬂ'is meaniné;ess iﬁ-
not emanating from aﬁ inner moral conviction born of free ,
choice.‘ Thus, Kanh,establishe§ that human conscience is the
source of inner;revelation of the law of morality. From
this Kant deduces the autonomy of the moral law, maintaining
that it~cannot but originate in rationel will. |

Mendelssohn could have subscribed to Kant's theory
just as he subscribes to that of natural religion. As pre-
viously demonstrated, he removes morality from the realm of
the Jewish law in order to make it an autonomous, natural
and rational domain, attainable to all by means of natural
revelation. Mendelssohn, however, affirms still another set
of laws, those which have been revealed at Sinai and which’
emanate ftrom God's will alone. Thus in Mendelssohn's scheme
we are faeed with .two sets of laws; the ra\tj:onal laws asg
continuously reflected in the natural revélation, and God/s '
divine commandments as laid wan in that unique act -- the

-

596elation on Mount Sinali. )
Mendeissohﬁ's dual approach whereby he recognizes the
%existence of two separate sets of laws is not shared by
.Cohen. Cohen's methoa of harmonizing the natu§a1~and the
Jewish particular }evelation is not by tota"y differen=
tiating the two, but by integrating them into onhe. To Cohen,'

-

ag previously deﬁonatrated, revelation on Mount Sinai is not

an outntandinq and mysterious phenoménon, rather, |t 15 part = _

and parcel of a continuously ongoing process. 'It follows

Wik
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thus that in Sinai too man acknowledged the law of morality
by dint of pure rétional insight. Consequently, the Jewish
law is hot a distinct category, but an integral part of the
universal aﬁtonomops moral law.

"The above rift between Cohen and Mendelssohn has its
origins of course in the most fundamental division bepweeh
their opinions with regard to the question of the relation
bet@een Judaism and nétural, rational religion. Wherea§¢
Mendelssohn views them as two separate domains, thus‘removing
from Judaism all concepts of natural religion, Cohen
integrates the two -- to him all basic concepts of the
"Religion Sf Reason" are to be recognized in "The Sources of
Judaism." Here, however, Cohen_faces a problem which is
legitimately neglecteé by Mendelssohn: how to integrate
into epe'the Laws of Judaism which are Divinely "impose [d] ...

"30

commandments upon men as laws for their life, 4yith the

moral laws which are, from the Kantian perspective, human
& .
"autonomous laws of reason."’l
)

As indicated, this integratidn is achieved by Cohen

through the term "Mitzva." Accordingly, Cohen's interpre-

tation of "Mitzya" is rooted in both -~ in the Kgntian
concept of éthi%s and in the anélent doctrines of thekJegish
reliqion.f As in Judaism, the moral laws are commandmeats_
which p;iginate'in God, but they are equally 1mpergk1ves és‘
required by Kant's pﬁiiosophy which presupposes that the
moral action can be pe}tormed'only from ﬁrha autonomous

4

sense .of duty. - ' .

.
3 .. - ,
‘ .
. ) S ‘ ..,..,..F\ .
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The mitzvot of Judaism, being the point of encounter of
God's commandment and man's senge of duty, are all, by
definition,*mp;al in character. It would seem thus far that
Cohen affirms all Jewish laws as valid. However, while
recognizing the moral value of the entire Jewish law, Coheh ’
differentiatés between those which are directly moral and
others which are diréctéd to contribute to Man's moral
education. This appafently innocuous distinction made by
Cohen leads to far-reaching implications of his grasp of the
Jewish law. 1In keeping with Maimonides' view, Cohen divides
the law into two distinct groups -- judgements'(Mishgatim)

i
32 The Mishpatim, being concerned "with

33

and statutes (Hokim).
the purely moral sphere,” their eternal value is

uncontested by Cohen. The Hokim, however, being concerned
34

"with the sphere of Ritugiz” are regarded by him as mere

35

means which mcannot stand by themselves." of course,

Cohen admits that "the divine work of morality makes use of

n36

extensiyg means . Better still, he agrees that "about all

of them ([the rituals] it is to be supposed that t{ey belong

37

to moral education." Nevertheless, "education might take

38

wide detours in its course.” More precisely, all

particular rituals musﬁ be constantly examined concerning
their)su{tability with regard to their being conducive to
mo?ality. Iindged, the reformation of the Jewish law is not
only a legitimate religious labour, it is indispensible for !

-~

the Jewish religibn in order te-attain its moral purity.

3 J

Mendelssohn too, ip,previously indicated, does not deny
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the Jew the right of enquiry and evaluation of his religious
observances. Moreover, he would certainly have agreed with
Cohen that the present validit& of some laws is a matter

9 However, removing the origin of

"that may be disputed."3
the law from the human sphere, he clearly distinguishes
between reflection about the law and its practical conse;
quences. For Cohen, on the other hand, such a distinction is
.inconceivable. To him, the law, on top of being divine,
holds a contributing component which is intrinsically human
in nature. Thus, he caénot but associate the speculative and
practical. 1In direct variance with Menéelssohn's statement,
Cohen's argument is that the ritual law is invariably subject
to constant humanly decreed reforms.

Cohen objected to his being classified as a reform
Jew.4° He indeed was neitg@er a membér nor a leader of the
Reform Movement. To be sure, he is only rarely mentioned in

41 Nevertheless, considering

the accounts of Reform Judaism.
the above, and examining the ideclogical development of the
Reform Movement, one cannot avoid noticing the similarity
between. Cohen's teachings and that of the reform school.

There are three essential aspects in which the Reéorm
Movement éompletely differs from the traditional scheme:
thelproblem of Jewish nationalism, the concept of messianism,

"and the attitude to the law. Making usé of both reform
ideology and Cohen's &ewish philosophy, it will be demon-
strated that in all these basic aspects Cohen's fhterpretation

of Judaism characterizes him as a Reform Jaw.

¥
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With respect to the national problem, the attitude of
traditional Judaism can be summarized as follows: the Jews'
long suffering is viewed as an expression of puniéhment for
sins committéd by them. Thus, the dispersion among the
nations is recognized as a temporary state which will even-
tually come to its end. Traditional Judaism therefore
continuously expresses the hope for the early resurfect;on
of the Jewish nation wherein all Jéws will return to their
home-land and become again a political entity.

3

This scheme is entirely rejected by Reform Judaism.

Dispersion among the nations is not regarded as a temporary
state of punishment, but as part of the divige plan of .the
Jewish universal mission. Reform Judaism acknowledges the
Biblical Jewish state, but only as a "precious memory of the
past"42 and not as & hope for the future. Therefore, the
traditional desire expressed in the prayers to return to
Israel i$ aiien to them -- "Reform Judaism desires no return

43

to Jerusalem." It follows thus that the Reform Movement

defines Judaism not as a nation but as a "Religious

Community."44

In this respect again, Geiger can be considered as the
main representative of reform ideology. Although he held
that the Jewish group must continue existing as a religious
community, he nevertheless would not accord them the status‘
of peoplehood. The Jews are, accbrding to Geiger, enjoined
by God to teach mankind the true meaning of monotheism thus

foster universal morality, peace and jusfice. The

- tsm o e <
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scattering of the Jews is not'regarded by Geiger as a divine
punishment but rather a divinely ordained blessing. It
follows therefore that the Jews must give up their ethnic
and national aspirations; only their religious particularity
and unity must be maintained. Thus Geiger insists on the
deletion of all references to national aspirations from the
prayer book, oan the omission of the celebration of the
a‘ditional festival day, and the removal of the prayers
recited in the Hebrew language -- HebreWw being for him a
pivotal manifestatiom of Jewish nationalism.45 |
Cohen's vehement opposition to Jewish natigialism is

clearly evident in his rejection of Zionism.46

Believing
that with a political state the Jews will be divesting them-
selves of their universal messianic task, Coﬁep‘views the
poséibility of a Jewish national political entity as a step
in the opposite direction,47 Consequently, Cohen rejects
the very word exile and g}efers the use of the term

diaspora.48

The Jewish diaspora is conceiveq by Coheﬁ as
part of the messianic idea. Unlike Reform Judaism Cohen

does not demand'the deletion of parts of the Jewish prayer
book. He comes to terms with the prayers expressing the

hope of return to Jerusalem by interpreting them as mere
symbols of the messianic need for the continuation of the
existence of the idea of "the servant of God" who is ipvestéd

“

with the universal task, not however reflecting acknowledge-

ment of a concrete national rebirth.4?

Unlike—tClassical refb;m which defined the Jewish entiﬁy

¢

¢!



o momg ey o

- vt s @ e BT Fos e

- - 176 -

as a mere religious community or communion, Cohgn'regards it

as a nationality (nationalitet) -- a people united by his-

torical bonds and by a sacred language.50 But here again,

the, difference between Cohen's understanding and that of the

Reform Movement is more a matter of terminology than of

essence. The Jewish people's necessity to retain their unity

is to Cohen not an end in itself but only a means for the
fulfillment of their universal mission. This precisely is
the claim of the Reform Movement as put, for example, by
Kaufman Kohler (1843-1926), another most authoritative
ideclogist of Reform Judaism:

Just because of this universalistic Messianic hope of
Judaism, it is still imperative, as it has been
throughout the past, that the Jewish people must

continue its separateness as a "Kingdom of priests
and a holy nation."31

The different attitudes concgrning messianism .adopted
by Reform Judaism on the one hand, and traditional Judaism
on the’othef, are in effect offshoots of their divergent
stands on the issue of nationalism. Whereas traditional
Judaism emphasizes the'coming of a national "personal®

messiah 7! a concomitant of the redemption of the Jewish

people from their exile, the reform ideology emphasizes the

universal character)lof the concept of messianism. Achrding

s q |
to Reform Judaism the task of messianism is not to deliver

Israel from exile but to inaugurate an era of world peace

and morality.52

n

Here again Cohen could easily accommodate to the reform

i

program. Belittling the prophet's particular national ,

)
\

e
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notions such as the "Tabernacle of David" and the "Throne of
David," he goes on to assert that "nationalism in its s

arrogant shape is the most offensive antithesis of [prophetic]

-*
>3 The prophetic statements with respect to

messianism."
national resurrection are interpreted by Cohen as merely
"national reminiscences permeated through the future divine .

w34 More precisely, the messianic idea

dominion of the world.
is grasped by Cohen ohly in its world wide s%@%ificance; the
return to Israel and the rebirth of this ancient state is not
considered by him as part of the messianic scheme but as
contradicting its very essence.

The Halakhah was the main subject for reform. In this
connection the Reform Movement rejects the idea tha; all
laws are equally binding. The principles of ethical mono-
theism as expounded and reflected in the morai s&ption of the
law are eternally valid, thus this section must be consideréd
as fixed and binding. But rituals and ceremonies are not
divinely ordained but only "enactmen£5‘arising from circum-~

w33 These are mere ways of exemplifying religious

sFances.
truths and are not, ih themselves, permanently binding.
Practices which may inspire one generation may be objection-
able t9 the other, thuslqhey may be discarded or altered as
the need arises. ‘Even the validity of two.basic ceremonial
laws was contested by Reform éolicy makers. The rite of
circumcision, it had been argued, despite its being ordained
in the Bible, must be abrogated. Furthermore, the Sabbath

ingtitution, it had be&s>c1a1med, need not necessarily be
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celebrated on the seventh day as in Palestine, but may, under
56

the prevailing conditions, be shifted to Sunday. Though
these proposed notions were finally rejected,'they may serve
as illustrations for the Reform attitude to the Jewish law.
Both Biblical and Rabbinical Judaism, it so appears,

did not lose sight of such foreseeable problems which might
evolve from the dual character of the law (i.e., £from the
division of the law into a moral and a ritual category):

"My judgements”" -~ these are things which, if not had

been written, would have had to be written, such as

bloodshed, robbery .... "My statutes" -- these are

things to which the Satan ... raises objection ....

Should you say "these are empty things," the scripture

adds, "I am the Lord, I have made decrees, you are not

at liberty to criticize them.57
Consequently, from the point of view of obedience, traditional
Judaism .xejects any attempt at distinguishing among the laws
-- be they written or 6ral, moral or ritual -- they are all
equally declared as divinely ordained and thus equally:
binding: "My judgements shall ye do, and my statutes shall ye

keep to walk therein: I am the Lord your God."58

Cohen's diséinction\petween the moral and the ritual
laws is similar to that of\the Reform ideology. As stated,
he makes the former goais aﬁd She latter means, thus making
the rituals subject to refor%. Here, however, unlike the
Reform program, Cohen @oes n%t proceed to explicitly list
those rituals to be discarded. But there is still another
aspect in which Cohen joins the Reform Movement in its

attempt to reform the Jewish law. Expioring this aspect, we

shall be able to determine précisely how many angd which

N\
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rituals Cohen sees as obligatory in modern times.

As previously indicated, Cohen, wholly in character
with the reform ideology, places the idea of universal
messianism at the top of his Jewish religious pyramid. This
spirit of universaiism,'ip was assumed by the early leaders
of Refo;m Judaism, is incompatiblé with the idea of Jewish
nationalistic isolation. Therefore the immediate attempt of
the initig?ors of the'Reform Movement was, in Cohen's words,
"to weakenﬁand to depreciate all those elements that dis-

w59

tinctly mark the Jewish national character. More exactly,

the Reférm Movement sought to d;preciate the ritual law which
in their view was the fundamental and most decisive element
guaranteeing the national character of the Jewish religion.
Cohen, as might be expected, symbathizes with this
approach of the reform ideology. He admits that in the past

nationalistic isolation was absolutely essential "if mono-

‘\\\\::eism was to come to thrive at all.“60 Thus, rightfully,
"fhe law was a product of national ferment and has been

L]

thought of as such from the beginning."61

But gradually this
isolation becomes superfluous. With the civilized world
undergoing ghndamental ideological and cultural changes and
with the racial character of the nations being largely
reduced thus paving the way to the establishment of a
confederation of states, Jéwish nationalism is no longer
1nd£§pensib1e. Now, says bohen, when "messianism ﬂs

62

arreadi] a factor in world history," Jewish national

isolation is no kphger 1hdispensib1e, but in fact regressive

A s
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and inCOmpatible with the prevailing historical reality.

- This, however, is not to.Pe interpreted as suggesting
that Cohen dismisses the need for Jewish isolation ' .
altogether. Religious isolation, which to Cohen's mind is
not connected with Jewish nationalism, must still be pre-
served.’ Cohen seems to offer two explanations for this
anomaly. Currently, there'are two other monotheistic
religions; Cohen, however, implicitly at least, seems to
doubt their monotheistic purity. Jewish monotheism, on Ehe
other hand, includes less mytholoqiéal elements than the
other two major religions. gonsequently, "isolation remaidé\\\\
necessary if the Jewish kind of monotheism is to preserve its

undiminished value against the two other kinds."63 But even

when messianism is ultimately realized and monotheism in its//
crystal purity is equally shared‘by all religions, the ’
separate existence of the Jewish people will still be per-
misgible. *Since Cohen defines messianism in social and
political terms, his concept rejects nationalistic isolation;
but religious separation does not contradict his system.64
Since Judaism must exist indefinitely as a distinct
religious entity, the law, the essential instrument of Jewish
religious isolation, must not be abolished under any circum-
stances. Here, however, Cohen faces a problem. "Like a
dpecter,"” he writes, there appears the Talmudic statement

"The laws are abolished in the Messianic Time, ">

., But the
exception which immediately follows “gicept the Day of

Atonement,"sﬁ séems to relieve Coh&n's anxiety. Now, when

LA
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the Day of Atonement is declared as_eternally binding, the
Talmud no 1ongér clashes with his own stand,

Indeed, Cohen's angciety, the "specter" haunting him,
is not traceable to his fear that all laws might be abolishéd

at some indefinite future. Having declared that messianism

’ ‘
<

is already a factor in current history -- it being well on
its way to realization -- the question of what particular
laws ought to be obsefved in the messianic era is no longer

a purely theoretical one but assumes ac‘pte practical dimen-
sions. It is in this light that Cohen's haunting "specter"
and the fc:llowingi question become intelligible. "As the main
pillar of religion," Cohen refers to the above Talmudic
statement, "must remain eternal ... so the proader question
immediately arises whether yet other laws are to be included

in, or added to this exception."67

[
Cohen's main concern is not with the issue of preserving the

To be more precise,

Day of Atonement as the only ritual in the remote future,
but rather with the issue as to whether in his own days the
observance of the Day of Atonement will suffice, or does it
require supplementary law® in order to preserve Jewish
religious ‘isolation. ‘

It is 'in the answer to this ques‘tion that we presume -~
in our own terms -- to discover‘the solution to Cohen's oft
disguised attitude to the reform of the Jewish law. Cohen's
claims and rationale in this connection are obviously rather

sophisticated and nét all that easlly discoverable, However,

ih the course of the following study we intend to lay bare

L
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the core of his argument and to demonstrate the similarity

be tween Cohen’s’approach to the issue of law reform and those
of the ;adical wing of the Reform Movement.

We havé dealt so far with two essential principles in-
Cohen's treatment of the law. Firstly, Cohen excludes the
possibility of a complete abolition of the Jewish law in its

) ‘ entirety since it is precisely this Jewish aspect that safe-
guards thé unigueness and distinctqess of Jewish religious
é;istence which -- as indicated -- must Eg eternally pre-
served. However, since the degree of isold%ion, or insulation
perhaps, currently required to ensure this existence has ’
.considerably diminished, the very apparatus’safeguafding the
Jewish separate being (the 1aQ) stands in need of revision,
that is, of reform. It is now incumbent upon us to expose
the principle guiding Cohen in this act of reform, and once
we have dealt with this igsue, it feﬁains to be seen which
particular laws are to be abolished, or pfeferably which are
to be ohserved once the process of weeding out has been
gccomplished. .

’ Insofar as the guiding principle is concérned Cohen
seems to be, as in many other instances, deliberately vague,

’

- dropping an occasional hint here and there:

The continuation of-the religion of the Jewish mono-
theism is ... bound to] the continuation of the law
in accordance with its general concept -- not to the
pa¥ticuldr laws —- because the law makes possible
the isolation which seems indispensible to the care
for,~ and contribution of, what is at once, one's own
and eternal.

\

( _ Beyond the velled hints: "what is at oncé, one's own and
, { o

o
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eternal," ("des Eineqen“69 -- one's own and particular) is of

. ¢

course nothinéﬁgther than the concept of God's uniduengés
which to Cohen is the essence of puge'monotheism. Thus, not

isqlation per se is re&uired but onliy that sufficient extipt
- . g :

of isolation indispensible to gua}anteeing the existence of

pufé monotheism. Here one hardly needs to resort to the ‘
imaginative faculties in order to divine 'the extent to which |

- El s R - A

the laws are considered essential to the preservatién of this

A}

monotheism. Cohen indeed does not suggest a clear list; the .

followind statemedt, howe%gr, will quitgvexplicitly reveal

his intention: )
. <y

The law, even if it were to be adhered ... only on the
Day of Atonement is a bulwark against leveling pure .
monoftheism .... In the same way, the preseryation of - s

the Sabbath for the community is a signpost of the
fundamental social and ethical teaching of Judaism and
protest sagainst the transformation of the Sabbath into

a day of remembrance of Christ's resurrection. This
transformation of the meaning of the Sabbath is a more
weighty matter than substitution of one day for N
another.

]

Whereas on the issue of .the Day of Atonement Cohen i§'quité ,' P

¥

explicit -~ indeed; "The Day of.Atpnement is the day of

n1l when it comes to the Sabbath, his statement

Monotheism,
is rather abstrusehand far from being uneqy%yocal. Let us-- i
recall here that in our discussibn of the Sabbath we Rave
left open the qdestion ;hether Cohen retracted his originail .
suggestion that the Sabbath should be ob;ervéd on the first |
day of the week rather thah the seventh. In this case, as

in othe{s, Kaplan's 6tcasiona11y uQFlear translation does
o ;
N ’ 4

- B .
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stand. The Griginal, however, is much more rpvealing.

Kaplan, for reasons best known to himself, has omitted the

72

word "prinzipielle" and thus wh&t we get is "the preser-

vation of the Sabbath for the community ....," instead of

"the preservation in principle of the Sabbath for the com-

73

munity." _Thus, it is not the Sabbath with its attendant

and specifically elaborated laws that is to be preserved, but
rather it is only the.general’framework of this institution
th;t must‘be kept alive. At this point Cohen's 'intention in
the latter part of the above quotgfion stan?s glaringly
revealed; we understand how the exact meaning of "This trans-
formation of the meaning .is more weighty than the sdbséitu—

w74 The Sabbath is to be pre-

tion of one day to another.
servgd; however, as for its Biblically assigned timing and
rﬁles -- these to Cohen are not weighty matters.

in short, in all fairness to Cohen, one must Se led to
the conclusion that the observance of two ceremonies only --
the Day of Atonement and the Sabbath in principle, would
satisfy his Jewish philosophical system: Hence, Cohen in
his reform zeal actually goes beyond the reforms advocated by
most of the radicals in the Reform Movement. The implica-
tions of his argument of the Jewish law is clearly more far-
reaching and ;adical ‘than that of Abraham Geiger who, as
mentioned, rejected the shifting of the day of the Sabbath.

Cohen, it appears, comes very close to Samuel Holdheim

(1806-1860) whose extremism and radicalism was held up to

* ridiule and contempt by many/among the mést devoted. members

’
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p ' .of the German Réform Movement of Judaism.

N 3

7‘Cohen seems to be aware of the restrictiveness of his

75

statement of the Jewish law. He therefore mentions the value I

76

of’some_holidays. He furthermore goes on to suggest ‘the

possible contribution of some laws to "the work of art.“77

He also speaks about the value of the burial laws of'Judaism.78

And, he even emppasizes that some laws produced some Jews

"who achieved importaht things for culture in all branphés."79
All these, howevéf, are vaguely stated, non-binding aréu-
ments; all these laws are ef coﬁrse not forbidden but con-
sidered trivial in Cohen's Jewishvphilosophy.' Thus, there

. can be but little doub£ that diminishing the obligatogy
practice of the law to A ba;e minimum marks a central theme
in Cohen's attitude to the role of the law in modern Jewish
life.

"Cohen," writes Franz Rosenzweiqg in his introduction to

Jidische Schriften, "was a liberal Jew -- and who if not
80

Cohen was a liberal Jew?" Rosenzweig, it seems, shrank
from reaching the obvious conclusion that Cohen's thinking
does not mere}y reflect undefined liberalism but in fact
reformism. Mordecai Kaplan, on the other hand, is ready to
go beyond Rosenzweig's assessment: "Cohen's rationale for
Judaism has much in common with theirs [with that of the

w81

. *  Reform Movement]. Finally, Berkovitz is most explicit in

his appraisal of ?ohen's Jewish outlook: Cohen's Jewish
.philosophy is nothing but "a philosopher's attempt to lend

scholarly dignity to the typical assimilationist ideology of

‘ ‘ \
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In a way, Cohen himself testifies to'

A . .
reform German Jewry."

82
the truth of these estimations. His opinion of the Reform
Movement is:
The endeavor to reform the worship is ... completely
in agreement with the old law .... The entire ten-
dency of the reform is truly a religious one; it 83
cannot therefore be depreciated as merely extrinsic.
We have thus far amplified the difference in approach
to the role of the law in modern Judais etween Moses
Mendelssohn and Hermanhn éohen, two prominent figures in modern
Jewish philosophy. With this in mind we shall now turn to
- . s
examine Cohen's attitude and appraisal of Mendelssohn's Jewish

thinking. - -

‘In his Judische Schriften, Cohen, with unconcealed
Al
pathos declares the following:

Moses Mendelssohn was a German man, a German thinker
and a German writer .... It was his German heart that
motivated_him, another Luther, to translate the
Pentateuch. Thus He gave Us access to the German
languageé epabling us to enter the world of German
culture. <

e same spirit is revealed in Cohen's remark about the

} A
Reform Movement made in the latter part of the above state-~
ment: "The Reform [Movement] of Judaism was a German Reform,

"85 It

reaching to you from Germany and through Gefmany.
would appear therefore that Cohen's deeé esteem of
Mendelssohn and of the Reform Movement is only matched by his
almost notorious adulation of Germanism. Now it remains to

be seen whether Cohen attempts to identify Mendelssohn him-

self with the ideological content of the Reform Movement.

-
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From the $ocial and cultural point of view, Cohen can
g 3
have little difficulty 1in placing Mendelssohn in the center

of the trend of reforming Jewish life. There can be no
86

)

denying th;t Mendelssohn's translation of the Pentateuch,
his advocating the German language, his own interesé in

. German poetry and philosophy, did reveal for many Jews, and
perhaps for, Jewish 1;}e as a whole, the horizon of European
culture. Bug Cohen abparently could not rest content with
restricting Mendelssohn's imprint on Jewish 1ife to such a
narrow perspective. The champion of Jewish enlightenment who
had opened up for his Jewish brethren the gates of reason and
culture, must, in one way or ano%her, be associated with the

trend of reforming the Jewish religion: In his article

Deutschtum und Judentum, Cohen makes the following statement;

And even if we are not allowed to recognize a. new
teaching in Mendelssohn's Juddism, it would be not
only -pure thanklessness and even a fateful historic
misunderstanding if we were not to recognize
Mendelssohnaas a reformer of Judaism, and not only

Jewishnessj .

-

This being the nature of Méndelssohn's religious
endeavour, he must be associated with the focal idea of
Reform Judaism -- with‘universal messianism. Mendel;sohn,
‘Cohén asserts, "joined a great ... messianic tendency which
became important not only for the Jews put also for the

88 Just to recall: the messianic

teaching of Judaism.
tendency which Cohen mentions here is. not a lofty and
utopian idea; it is a current concrete process linked to

Cohen's understanding of history as a progressing phénomenon

¢
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’and'to‘ﬂis estimatién of cog}emporary historical trends. 1In v .
genéral, there is, according to Cohen, a linear progress in
the history of the human species. Ethically, humanity, in
his fmind, constantly undgggoes a proceﬁé of purification and
‘development which willgffiéventually realized in a confeder-
aiion of states and u;timately in a messianic kiﬁgdom of a
united, just, and peaceful mankind. After World War I, claims
Cohen, this messianic'process is well on its way: "The stéte'
is .... built up‘into a confederat%g? of states," and "in
front of our eyes ... Messianism’beéomes a factor in world
history."89 ’ .
The extent to which Cohen's concept of messianism is
removed from Mendelssohn's understanding, becomes readily ,
evident when even brieflyiexamining the latter's concept of
history. It was Cohen himself who criticized Mendelssohn
for lacking a cdncept of Human hisE?rical progress.90 >
-Undoubtedly, at this g?int Cohen is entirely jusFified: not ,
only did Mendeissohn not suggest the historical progress of

1

mankind, in fact he very explicitly, as previously discussed,

‘denied such a possibility. "I cannot conceive of any )
education of the human race," he writes in Jerusalem, "I éo

not believe it to be the intention of Providence to let man-

kind ... advance steadily towards perfection in the course of A

91 Indeed, a concept of linear progress in hiséory

time.
would have contradicted Mendelssohn's basic assumptions of
natural religion. This understanding is put by Alexander .

Altman as follows:
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History did not assume any significance in Mendelssohn's
thinking about natural, universal religion. His firm
belief that the means of achieving eternal felicity were
freely available at all times and in every clime,
militated against assigning to history any essential
role so far as religion and morality were concerned. In
a sense, Mendelssohn denied the validityfgf the belief
in universal progress.
Indeed, there is no connection at all between Cohen's
(and to be sure that of the Reform Movement) view of history
and that of Moses Mendelssohn. Thus, their conceptg of -
messianism must also differ fundamentally. But moreover,
Judaism, to Cohen's understanding, does- not join the curren£
messianic trend as an equal or silent partner. It was the
Jewish religion which initially called ‘the ideahof ethical
monotheism into being, and it is precisely th}s teaching which
will bring messianism to its ultimate realization. As we have
already seen, Judaism'is provided by Cohen with the ethical,
universalistic task. For him, it is this task which is the
. . ‘
entire justific tion of Jewish existence. Mendelssohn, Cohen
suggests, by bringing the Jews back into the realm bf~history,
rejoined them with their original messianic mission.93
One can hardly conceive a more glaring misrepresentation
of Mendelssohn's approach to messianism than the above rather
superficial identification of Mendelssohn's view with the
ideology characterizing Reform Judaism. Messianism, to be
sure, seems to be of only little interest to Mendelssohn, and

it fB/in no way central to his fundamentg@l philosophical, work

of Judaism. But even in one of his rare allusions to the
94

.

time when the "acknowledgement of God will cover the earth,"

AY
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* he discusses messianism in typical national terms and

meﬁtions a "leader who will make this people again into a
free nation ... in the land of their fathers."95 But even
this, as- previously demonstrated, is §tated in a rather vague
framework and gives little proﬁise of early fulfillment. In

short, Mendelssohn certainly did not anticipate the early

"'realization oﬁ the messianic era, not the Jewish traditional

one -and certainly ndt that of Cohen or of the Reform Movement.

-

Still less can Mendelssohn be identified with the idea

that Judaism possesses some“unique teaching which might lead |

‘ humanity into ethical messianism. In fact his tendency is to

undérplay the unique features of the Jewlish religion and to

®

present it as not crucially better than natural reiigion.

"We add riothing ‘to natural religion but 1aws,"96

he writes,
but this law, with all its importance as a safegquard device
for the true theoretical notions, does not elevate Uuda;sm
to any height unattainaSXe by all others by means of pure,
freely available, reason. Morality too, as we have demon-
strated, ié, éccording to Mendelssohn, attaintable through
natural religipn and natural law. In this Qespect again
Judaism does not cl§im any particular'knowledge, and tﬂhs
has very little to offer. .
After placing Mendelssohn within the midst of the
Referm camp as one who effected the concept of universal-
istic messianism, Cohen cannot but be puzzled by the fact

that Mendelssohn did not join the Reform ranks with respect

to the law as well. In other words, it appears self

~



- . P R D s e, e AT - v

- 191 -
‘ L 3

contrédictory to Cohen that the wvery same philosopher who

modified and reduced the basis of isolation in Judaism so as
to enable it to undertake its messianic miss}on, could also
argue for a strict observance of theylaw -- the main basis of

Jewish isolation:

~

It would appear to be an inner contradiction that
Mendelssohn could bring about a new madification of
the cultural life of’'Jewry and of Judaism as well

on the basis of isolation of Judaism under*the law.
His 'political and cultural effect has been messianic;
his inner religious teaching and practice seems to
make primary that which, as long ago as the Middle
Ages, was recognized as secondary. :

It is indeed inconceivable to Cohen that Mendelssohn céuld .
have introduced both progﬁess and regression into Judaism =-
aktthe one hand directing it to its very task thus in tﬁe'
right historical direction, yet on the other hand basing
Judaism uspn an archaic rigid law which is an act standing
"contrary to the Jgistory of the Jewish religion."98

Cohen's way of addressing what seems to him the "inner

contradiction" in Mendelssohn is very revealing. He takes it

for granted, not to be questioned, that Mendelssohn effected -

the messianic tendency in Judaism -- that which underlies the
Reform ideology. Thus, it is the fact that Mendelssohn
rigidly and unqgnditionally affirmed the law which calls for
a serious investigation. w§s Mendelssohn a "hypocrite," or

"doctrinaire," or perhaps "ignorant ... or even blind that

he did not see how this yoke [of the law] was becoming
lighter from year to year?"99

Cohen here does 'not explicitly answer, but the sound

-
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of his voice is clearly heard. Mendelssohn indeed was not a
"

hypocrite, nor doctrinaire. and surely not ignorant of the

prospects that the future holds for the Jewish law.

, .
Mendelssohn was fully aware of the form Judaism will assume

in the days to come. And the reader too, Cohen ;uggests,
.must not attempt ﬁnderstanaing and appreciating

Mendelssohn's message by merely reading his philosophy (of
course, this way Mendélssohn might be conceived as repre-
senting the absolute opposite of the Reform ideology). To
fully appreciate Mendelssohn's effect on'dudaism, thus Cohen,
one must evaluate him through a wide historical perspective.
In doing so, it becomes crystal Flear that Mendelssohn's
impact was not restricted to the cultural phase of Jewish

life, but his imptrint is revealed in its very essence ~- the,

whe

observance of the Jewish law:
It was the .natural consequence of Mendelssohn's cultural
reform that in the inner religious development, too, a
balance was sought between the old form of worship and
the national spirit and culture of those people in whose
historical development the Jews had taken an increasing
role. Worship was a part of the law, and as the former
became assimilated, so the whole of the law_was expected
to undergo a corresponding transformation.

Now Cohen's argument is clear: the reform of the "old
. {

worship" is but a "natural consequence" of Mendeissohn's way.

Exposing the Jewish culture to reforms, Mendelssohn initiated

thg reform of the Jewish law.

.n

Cohen does not, explicitly at least, argue that reform-
ing the Jewish law was Mendelssohn's intention. It is perhaps

his academic integrity which stops him at the edge of saying



ﬂ«&«ﬁ‘-

E———

‘e

,-\193 . 12

. . o ‘
so. But Mendelssohn, we cannot but recall, was not "ignorant"

nor "blind," he was fully aware of the ways of history. ‘e
Indeed,‘ explicitly or implicitly, in keeping with Mendelssohn's

clearly expressed. intention or acting against it,’ Cohen's
’

\*Luther" of Judaism must be brought under the wings of the

o
\Reform Movement. s
1 i °
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CONCLUSION !

FROM “"THE PHILOSOPHY OF THE WHOLE" TO A

+

PHILOSOPHY OF. THE PARTICULAR

We have established already t%gt the idea of reason is
the basic conceptual Bridge betyeen‘the philosophies of:Méses
‘Mendelssohn and.Hermann Cohen. In emphasizing the position
of reason shared by thege two philosophers -we have hinéed at
the basic problem that characterizes their ‘attempt at con-,
structing a qewish philosophy which is obviously particular-

v

istic in nature. Assigning a place Eér the particular within
the u&iversal, justifying the existence of the individual
wiéhin tﬁe framework of the comprehensive is indeed the '
central dilemma faced by Mendelssohn and Cohen alike. This
dilemma is further augmented in Mendelssohn's and Cohen's
discussion of the Jewish law. If, as we have said, Judaism
represents the parficular, we can further say that the Jewish
law represents the particular within the particular. Judaism
is here not characterized by theory which is rather easily
assimilated {n universal principles. Rather, Judaism is here
distingqished by its practical concern with daily l1life which
severs the Jew from other men; Moreéver, the tﬁeqrwrof

universal philosophy was not merely an abstract concern in

. - /
the doctrines of both Mendelssohn and Cohen. The "union of

Iy
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faiths," the concrete end of natural theglégy was thought to
be negring realization in Mendelssohn's time.l similarly,
the united<humanity, the contreteeexpression of ethical
idealism, was thought by Cohen himself as standing on the
_threshold of history. To a great extent both Mendelssohn
"and Cohen en;isaged the approaching day when the ng would
have to iive as a weltburger (citizen of the world) in a
socieéy in which every barrier between men would be destroyed
in the! name of bure reason. Thus Jjustification of the Jewish
law is no longer an abstract Matter for Mendelssohn and for
Cohen. It becomes rather a concrete issue of justiéication‘
of the very existence of a people governed by a particular-
iéfic law in a world reaching out for a univefsal law.

| The enterprise of Moses Mendelsschn and Hermann Cﬁhen

'of finding a justification for the Jewish law within a
philosophiéal system whose key element is the uni?ersal(will
conclude this. work. X

' Although not stated explicitly in the foregoing, ip
should be apparent what the eésential difference is between
the methodological forms which served the two philosophers
in their attempt to define the place of Judaism on their
philosophical map. Cohen uses a method which is common to'
other Jewish thinkers -- the method of integration. Cohen
in effect applies the method characterized by J. Guttmann

who views “the history of the Jewish philosophy as a process

"of successive absorption of foreign ideas which were then

transformed and adapted to specific qkwish points of vieh.r."2

N
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As we have already indicated, Cohen began his philosophical -
inquiry by absorbing ideas ffom the philosophical school

prevalent in his time ‘and only later transforming these ideas

»

and adapfing them to the sﬁecific issues within Judaism, in,
particular the law. Cohen therefore represents the con&ep—‘
tional methodology of discussing Judaism within the context ®

of general éhilésophy. Mendelssohn, on the other hand,
represents a method which i; utterly different;. ﬂe adopts
foreigﬁ concepts bﬁt‘éoes not assimilate them ®o0 his Judaism. *°
He rather sets Judaism and philosophy apart from each ozher.'

as two distinct. categories. ‘Within Judaism -Mendelssohn

leaves only thdt which he regards indubitably Jewish, and what .

N »

is indeed uniquely Jewish does not suffer the same adaptation,

%

it stan@®s apart from the éeneral philosoph®cal framework.

~

In the two preceding chapters of comparison between the

¥

approaches of Mendelssohn and Cohen to the Jey}sh‘law we

proceeded in a chronological fashion. We began with

)

Mendelssohn's approach and then compared it to that of .Cohen.

s v
In this summary, because of meihodological considerations,
ba , ’
wawill begin with Cohen and conclude with Mendelssohn =-- we

o . - -

will move from the conventional to the extraordinary.

In his introdudtion to Cohen's Jildische Schriften o

Rosenzweig,mentions,Religiqn of Reason, declgfing that this
philésophical work will continue to be read many years after
v ' .
Cohen's "system," like all "systems," loses its vitality.3

with this Rosenzweig intends to suggest that Religion of

T

Reason, in which Cohen lays out his position of specific
=easst ’ , ,

) .
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Judaism (an existential position one feels Rosenzweig
beliéves), is what will leave the stamp of Cohen in the world
-0 of philosophy and not his general system of "philosophy ‘of

(. the all.'"4 Indeed, the importance of Religion of Reason lies

in Cohen's attempt, even if u;acknowledged by him, to break

out of his "system" in order to indicate a philosophical

k‘ rationa{e for' Judaism®as an expression of the'particular at

_ a time when tﬁe "philosopﬂy of the all" is in the process of

- . stifling.the ;uman.spirit. Exactly in this connection thé

. dichotomy in the development of Cohen's philosophy is
apparent. This ;ame figure who dédicated the better part of
his life tg constructing a "system," to eradicate the
partibular, when the time came to fake account of his
philosoph;cal work, chose to dedicate: it to a phenomenon
considered by many one of the most eloquenﬁ expressions of

1the particular in the history of human culture. One must

therefore read Cohen's interpretation of Judaism and of the

precedes initially from a pure conception of "the philosophy

of'the all," to a second stage in which he dcknowledges the
~value of the religious phenomenon, to the third in which he
» . assigns a place to the Jewish religion within the generai
religious phenomenon qu to the final stage in which he
recognizes éhé importance of the Jewish law. .
. However, one must not leap here to extremes; Cohen's

development from the comprehensive approach to a recognition

s "y

of place for religion in general and for Judaism is not

e . |

Jewish iaw as the_last link in his philosopi}pal chain which
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simply iconoclasm. The religious phenomenon never Qained an

autonomous role in the philosophy of Hermann Cohen. The
value of religion lies only in its serving as an additional
dimension within "the philosophy of the all,".that is,

within the concept of reason. Already in his introduction

to Religion of Reason Cohen is'quick to clarify this position;

It is not his concern to develop a concept of religion per se,
nor does he strive to structure an independent philosophy of
Judaism., He 1is rather interested in "a ¢oncept of religion
which is anticipated in the ideal project."5 But neverthe-
less, a change is a}read& visible. Until now Cohen was pre-
pared to say that reason is composed of two categorieg,’
science and philosophy; he ngw adds religion as the thlrd
category which completes the general model. Clearly, Cohen, ,
on this point, is carefuf/not to devalue religion. He does
not ab§orb religion within philosophy or science since this
way religion’would become merely a vehicle for the common
people who héve no share&in these .two disciplines. Alter-
natively, Cohen does not suggest‘ihat religion follows
directly from science and philosophy since in this way once
again religion would be in a subordinate position; religion
would be an automatic possession of those who have a share

in science and philosophy. Cohen is thus obliged to agfée
‘that "reason.does not\exhau§t itself in science and philos-
ophy..“6 Within the framework of reason religion has a

separate and legitimate place,.

Ethics is the property of reason to which religion

o

) (’\\\
. )
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contributes. Cohen's judgement concerniné the importance of

religion to ethics has what may be called, with great

caution, an existential tone. Indeed, this existential

dimension is the means by which Cohen ultimately was able to
pass from the-"philosophy of the all" to a philosophy of the
particular. The existence of the individual as "I" and "Thou,"
individual suffering, the sense of sin, the desire for\repent-
ance, the search for love, all of these are new expgéssions

for Cohen which indicate his desire to make a place for the
existing self wizCin objective rationalism. Pure ethics, he
admits, does not relate to man as a concrete individual but
absorbs him into the. whole. Ethics, says Cohen, "knows no

man,"7 it "tries to remove all [man's) sensible character-

8

istics." Not so rel%gion. Religion does not regard man
f #*

merely as a represenéative of the whole of humanity, it sees.
him' rather as an individuwal, existing with his pain and
anxiety. Thus, it is only religion that can redeem man. '

Human suffering is the crack through which religion
enters Cohen'sigystem. It is the shortcomings of religioﬂ
that enable Cohen to regard religion as a legitimate

phenomenon of the human spirit. Since suffering is a

problem which cannot be resolved by speculative means via
b

- abstract philosophy, "thus we touch upon the boundaries at

which religion arises, at which it illu‘gnates the human -
horizon with suffering."9 Indeéd, we cannot'expect Cohen tb'

deal with human suffering simply as an isolated part in the

existence of man. Suffering, for him, must be absorbed
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within the general scope of ethics. Apart from objective
pain, i.e., social suffering from poverty, fogﬁCohen the
greatest suffering is that which e;erges from man's -discovery
of himself as-a sinner, at which point réligién assumes its
function: "The discovery of man through’sin is the source

through which every religious development flows'."lo Sin, for

~

"Cohen, can be understood via the religious category alone.

Man: as we have noted; perceives himself as not merely having
committed a particular social transgression, but finds him-
self, in all his existence, in a-state of sin. And in sln
man stands alone. The solitude of man in suffering as a
result of sin cannot find its relief in anyone o;her than
God. 1In this Cohen finés the raison d‘étfedof religion as a
whole but not yel for Juaaism as a particular religious
manifestation.

As we have argued, religion does not assume an

independent positioh in Cohen's philospphy but is only a.

third category which completes reason. That is to say that

" true religion is only true in virtue of being a religion of

reason. But because the universal nature of a religion of
reason is its necessary condition, "there must be a contra-
diction in our [that is, in Cohen's] intention to derive the

latter from the sources of Judaism."11

The apologetic tone
is already apparent: no single religion can claim the title
of a religion of reason. But on the other hand, his judge-
ment is unambiguous: "The supremacy of reason in the sources

"12

of Judaism [is] indisputable. what then are the special
Ve .

‘ ™\
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‘qualities which give Judaism its incontestable superior share
in the religion of reason? Or more precisely, what ju§tlf;es
the particular existence of Judaism in a system which only
makes room for the universal religion of reason?

We have already dealt thoroughly with Cohen's concep-
tion of uniqueness. Here we will only reiterate the central
features. God is one; this is generally the understanding
of monotheism. This érticulation of monoth;ism, however, is
not the central feature for Cohen. God is one rather in a
;ense that He is one of a kind, that is, He is uniéuen In
the development of the concept of the uniqueness of God,
Cohen takes the crucial step towards specific Judaism. Here
he is not™only creating a link with. the prophets, whom he
regards as the purest expression of monotheism, but also
with the most imporgant rationalist in the history of Jewish
philosophy. For Coheh,‘Like for Maimonides, God is "the
first being" and He "creates all other beings,"‘an§%1f "He
does not exist nothing else could exist." Thus, "The Lord
God is truth and He alone is truth."13

God is unique; He alone ié truth, and thus He is the
necessary being without which tﬂere cannot be other being.
How can man apprehend the unique existence of God?
Mysticism is immediately ruled out by Cohen the rationalist
as a ramantic activity. Reason is the tool which God
created in man and it is the only route by which man can
know God: ™The first grace of God is the grace of feason,

and further there is no .other kind of divine grace which is

.
.
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not bounded by reason.“14 KOnce again Cohen displays intimacy

with Maimonides and stretches out his hand across the ages to

the greatest exponent of Jewish rationalism of the past: one

cannot know anything of God other than via His attributes

whiéh must serve as signposts for man in order that he may

follow His ways. 7/ -
One must see Cohen's embrace of the traditional

intellectual origins 6f Judaism only within its-general per- @,

spective. Just as Cohen can embrace the particular within

Judaism to a point where we forget limitations of this

embrace, so he simultaneously breaks dut of the accepted

standards of Judaism to remind us that whatever is particular

Qithin Ju;aism exists only to serve the ends of the universal.

Again "there is no other divine .grace which is not bounded

i3 Reason therefore is the content of revela-

with reason.
tion. Divine revelation on Sinai, more than anything is an

expression of the existential particularism of the Jewish >
people; it is no longer~regarded as an expression of

particularism but rather one part only, though certainly an

important part, of }ational revelation through which God

\\
reveals Himself to all men in all places ~- "Was the Torah

revealed in its entire fullness ... on Sinai?"16 Cohen, no
doﬁbt, sees in the Torah the particular book of Judaism.

The value Qf this book, however, does not lie any longer in
its setting Judaism apart But in its*contribution to anyone

to whom God reveals Himself -- its universal contribution.

The mission of Judaism in spreading.the T.rah is clearly for

- ) (’\\\ ' ol
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Cohen the jﬁstification for the particularistic existence of
Judaism within the universal rei}gion o6f reason. \
Thg heart of revelation and thus the heart of the
Torah is the law of God. This unique God whose Being gives
existence to all His creation "cannot remain isolated on His
Olympus but as creator of man ... must impose His command-
ments for their life ..., laws [that are] intended to be

17

" valid as the foundation of a moral world." "Cohen, as we

have already shown, is not a stringent observer of the
details of the law. In fact many of the léws are rejecﬁed by
him as irrelevant to moral ends. Thus, more than its
details, the general principle that the law has to be
observed is important for him. There is no doubt, however,
that Cohen's\declaratioq with respect to the validity of the
Jewish law, even as we have. seen is, done with great‘féser-
vations, brings him to the heart of the particularism of ‘
Judaism.

We h;ve now added the last link and thus closed the
chain of development of Cohen's philosophy from "the
philosophy of the whole" to the philosophy of the particular.
We saw at the outset a pure philosophical system including

gneither "man" nor "God:\and Cohen's subsequent attempt to
make a place in this system for the religious phenomenon.
We then saw Cohen;s efforts to include Judaism as a
particular religion within'religion as a whole and finally

his assertion of the value of Judaism as a way of life

which gets its expression in the Jewish law.
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Cohen knows no dualism; his.general philosophical world
and his Jewish philosophy of the particular are interwoven.
The use which Cohen makes of the tool of integration, of

e
absorption and adaptation, brings the dimension of unity to
hi§ world and eﬁables him simultaneously to be a man of the
universad religion of reason and of the Jewish religion. Not
so Mendelssohn. Among all the Jewish thinkers Mendelssohn
was perhaps the only one who renounced inner integration and
chose to live in two separate worlds -- the world of
philosophy and the world of Judaism. q. Guttmann, in his
near ciassic statement, defines similarly the spiritual world
vof Mendelssohn. Guttmann also speaks of "two worlds in which

H

Mendelssohn lived" -- "In his belief, he was a child, of

-3

universal religion of reason, and in his observance of the
law of religion he was a.member of the Jewish community."18
One must assume that Mendelssohn chose to a;}ange his
spiritual world in this way out of his desire to live within
two spheres at once, loyal to both, without allowing either
to be absorbed into, or to be dwarfed by the other.
Mendelssohn attempted to prove to his fellow Jews and to t?e
world that it is possible to live both as a devout Jew, a
strict observer of the Jewish law, and as the "German
Socrates," and thus he distinguished in a definite manner
between thé Jewish world and the world of philosophy. -

| In the ogening of his discussion of Mendelssohn,

Guttmann defines the concept of the German Enlightenment in

* the da}s of Mendelssohn in the following words: "German

L]
\“ J'\
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Enlightenmént still seriously entertained belief in revela-

tion and miracles, both of which were upheld, of course, by
nl9

-

historical religions. And therefore: "IfAChristianity
was ....required to surrender two basic elements of its
content, Judaism could £ind 4.mgme within such a perspective

20 If this indeed was the fact of

with little difficulty.”
‘the matter, Mendelssohh would not have had to make any dis-
tinction between the world of universal philosopkhy and -
particular Judaism. Mendelssohn would have been able to
make use of the traditional tool of integration. He would -
merely have had to develop the basic Jewish concepts in
terms of the ideas of philosophy of reason which were .
established in his days. Guttmann's statement above, perhaps
contfary to his intention, as it emerges from his qverall_
view of Mendelssohn, 1is apt to create a misleading impression
with respect to the direction Mendelssochn chose to follow.
The model of the Jew which Mendelssohn envisaged was not the
religiously "integrated" Jew. Religioﬁs integration, one
must assume was clear to Mendelssohn, necessitated com-
pgomise, and Mendelssohn certainly wanted nothing to do withf
religious compromises. Even a cursory look into Jerusalem
and his other writings gives one a sense of Mendelssohn's
apprehension regarding what compromises would do Fo Judaism.
The compromises that Cohen came to were not open to
Mendelsséhn; his Jewish world was so concentrated and str%ct

that a comproﬁise of Judaism was not a real possibility. In

contrast, then, to Cohen and to other modern Jewish thinkers,

i
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Mendglgsohn had to decide between the integrity of thes
"system” and the intégrity of Judaism. And for Mehdelssohn
thefe could be only one choiée.‘ Although he might not
acknowledge it, Judaism had to emerge victorious even at the
expense of the strength of his adherence to the religion of
reason.

In order to bring about the vié%ory of Judaism, its
complete preservation at a time when the universal system
was supreme, Mend!lssohn had to do two things simultaneously.
In a seemingly paradoxical manner he had to diminish the D
realm of Judaism aﬂd likewise to limit the absolute dominion
of reason. Régarding the effofts‘of Mendelssohn to narrow
the scope of Judaism we have said many things in this work.
We have already defined Mendelssohn's appgoach to Judaism as
one of reductionism.‘ But one ought to seriously doubt that
Mendelssohn himself saw it that way. Mendelssohn undoubtedly
believed that for the Jew as an\edherent of strict Judaisnm,
the only thing that is obligatory is obeying the 1aws'of the
Torah in all their details and pafticulars. While one may
think what one likes about the Biblical proofs that
Mendelssohn offers to demonstrate this particular view, his
sincerity is not in‘questiOn. Mendelssohn's insistence
therefore that Judaism does not comﬁand the belief in
articles of faigh is not to be seen as an attempt to reform
Judaism to suit the universa} religion of'reason, but rather

as an honest effort to rid Judaism of errors and to set it

out in its true light. Mendelssohn's view then is that in

o
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order to preserve the integrity of Judaism there is only one
area which is sacrosanct =-- the Jewish law. 1In order to
completely and strictly maintain the law, it seems that
Mendelssohn was ready to compromise in what threatened its
wholeness -- the unlimited faith in the human reason.

The core of universal philosophy Mendelssohn clearly -~ R
accepte9( Hunrian reason is éble to discover the existence of
God, to‘recognize His attributes and thus to céme to know
the eternal truths which are requiredafor the achievement of
salvation and happiness. "“The eternal truths are necessary
for man's salvation and happiness,"21 and these eternal .
truths are tﬁree: "God, providence and a future 1ife.,"22 -
without which "love of man is nothing but a congenital weak-

23 These three eternal truths then must be "intel-

w24

hess."”
and therefore one cannot but believe
that "God provided man with whatever degree of reason he

w25 And from this

requires for its understanding.
Mendelssohn's essential conclusion: "I recognize no eternal
verities except those which can ... be comprehended by the
human intellect."26 |
, Up to this point Mendelssohn's conclusions are in line
with the ‘prevailing notions of universal reason and indeed
the Bible, as he reaés it, clearly supports them: "From the

27

nations"“"; "The heaven declares the glory of Goa"28;

"... by the mouth of babes and infants thou hast found a

bulwark ...."29 These taken together, in Mendelssohn's view,

4
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demongtrate the Eiblical concept that simple reason is
sufficient to grasp th eternal truths necessary for human
salvation and happiness.

Up to this point Mendelssohn is speaking as a man, as
a hLmanist who cannot but believe in the intellect of the
human species, and refuses to believe that the truth of

salvation and happiness are not distributed even-handedly to

all men. There is,» however, another facet to Mendelsséhn,

Y

34

the Jewish religious one, from which flows his conviction

that every mortal must accept the truth higher than that |

which comes from human reason: "And the wisdom of man is as

not against Him"30; "Weak and nearsighted is the eye of

n"31; "Who can say, I have entered God's sanctuary, I have

n32

ma
comprehended the system of His intention. Standing before
God, Mendelssohn's religious humility unsettles his absolute |
trust in the human intellect. The secure and transparent
world of other adherents of natural theology is no longer the
world of Mendelssohn. As a devout religious Jew hé stands
«ar apart from the German Aufkldrung even when it is repre-
sented by Lessing, his great friend: "Nothing is so
defective that we cannot give an account of the reasons."33
Mendelssohn, it is apparent, is ready to "compartment-
aliz:?yhis spiritual worlid. As a man he is a devoted member

of the philosophy of reason. . As a Jew, on the other hand,

he cannot but restrict the scope of reason. Mendelssohn's

readiness to restrict the scope of reason is what, in the

°

final analysis, enables him to accept a worldgof values

| o N
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which, if not exactly opposed to reason, is not completely
based on 1t. He undoubtedly accepts the miracle on Mount
\sinai: "All the miracles performed (or are said to have been

pexformed) anywhere in the world, cannot be compared to this
gr;at miracle.“?4 He does accept that thé Torah was heard by
Moses spoken from God Himself, and that there is no trutﬁ,
therefore, to the title given to Moses of "The 1awgiver."35

It is God, rather, whé gave the law to Israe{. And if indeed
God is the Lawgiver, reason cannot but submit before the law.
For Mendelssohn there is no place for heretical doubt concern-

ing the validity of any single law even if reason so requires:
There is no asking why the Lord, Blessed be His Name
forbade us meat and milk, for he commanded us many
laws and did not reveal to us their rgasons .... And
I say this not to diminish, heaven foj#bid, the honor
of the masters who laboured with some of these issues
and exerted themselves to come to know the reasons of
thé Laws .... Only it is clear and evident that with
all the breath of their understanding they raised
nothing but thin arguments founded on little sub-
stance .... But to us, the community of the believers
in God and in“His Torah, our wise men, blessed be
their memories, aptly said: And if you say: it is
void, -- I am God, I established them and you are not
permitted to ponder them.36

Now the division in Mendelssohn is clear. As a phiioso?her,
and even as a philosopher of Judaism, he cannot but disp#ay—

iiberalism and accept that reflection upon the law is per;
37

" missible, that the Jew may "search for its meaning."” But

as a Jew, labouriﬁg with the traditional interpretation of

the.Torah, he cannot but totally reject such an activity.
»

Indeed, for Mendelssohn the traditional adherent ofzf?e

Jewish religion "there is no asking ....
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We began with the question of how Mendelssohn egtab-

11£k€3 the validity of the ‘jawys Of partiéular Judaism, beside

the values of the universal philosophy of reason. We have

tinction between the,tyo realms, the realm of the uhiversal
relipion of reeson and the realm of the JewisH iaw. We have<
also suggested that in order to preserve the whole of ‘he
—Jewish law,“Mendelssohn was obliged to compromise in the
rezlm of reasof. PreciselY‘in his inte;pretation of the
dietary laws, of marginal importance at best, this picture

is made especially distinct. When hehdelssohn staaps before"
Go ahd His law as a member of "the community of believers”
reason loses;iés absolute authority and he is no longer

e -

permitted ‘to doubt. ‘ ‘
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#considerations, as was the case after the Enlightenment. It
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\ FOOTNOTES -

Introduction

-

lFor a discussion of considerations raised in regard to
this statement, see Isador Twersky, "Religion and Law,"
Studies in Jewish Law: A Philosophy, Isador Twersky (ed.)
(New York: Ktar Publishing House, 1982), pp. 203-211l.

4 2Antﬁ-‘-"ﬂalakhic tendencies raised in Judaism can also be

recognized during periods-prior t‘ the Enlightenment era.

One of the most obvious examples is the extreme gnti-Halakhic
position which characterized the thinking of the radical wing
of the Sabbateah Movement (1666). Gershom Scholem describes
this phenomenon as "the first time ... ([that] the rigid
emotional and intellectual attitude born from the continuity
of life unesﬁlxﬁe undlsputed dominance of the Mosaic and
rabbinic Law Gave way tgo a4 new .mood." Major Trends in
Jewish Mysticism (New York: Schocken Books, 1974), p. 313.
However, there is a substantial-difference between thls
episode in Jewish history and antinomian trends in Judaism
after the Enlightenment. First, the exfreme anti-Halakhic
attitude of the followers of the Sabbatean Movement was largely
moderated when it came to the actual practice of the law; the
great majority of the adherents of the Sabbatean Movement
remained devoted to the rigid observance of the law despite
their ideelogical doubts. (Ibid.) Second, this anti-
Halakhic attitude originated primafi%y from the example of

" the "maasim zarim” (bizarre anti-Halakhic actions) committed

by Sabbatai Zevi (ibid. p. 291 ) and less from ideological

_%s for this reason that these anti-halakhic tendencies did
" not endure much beyond the actual influence of Sabbatai Zevi
himself.

1]

31t is. important to note in this connection that the
Enlightenment affeqted Jewish life differently in the various
countries of Europe. There was a substantial difference in
the impact of the Enﬂﬁghtenment on the Jews between Western
and Eastern countries. ,But even the Western countries of
Europe differ from one another in many-respects that condition
the process of Jewish integration: the pumber of Jews
accepted in the general society varied from one country to
another and the political institutions and socio-economic
conditions, upon which the actual integration depended, "also

. - 211 =
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varied from place to place. Yet, in countries such as
Germany, France and England, the Jewish emancipation, in its
general sense, occurred more or less simultaneously (1770-
1880) and have followed a somewhat similar pattern. Thus,
some major trends in the impact of the Enlightenment of

Jewish life can be discussed in general terms.

There were of course many other factors which affected
the Jewish status during the .Enlightenment Era and eventually
contributed to the change in position of the Jewish law. An
important example is the impact of the new attitude to
economics in Europe upon the Jewisgh community. The new
rising socio-economio ideas contributed to the changing
attitude towards the Jews. With the appearance of the notion
of the welfare of theestate people were no longer to be
judged primarily by their religious affiliation but by their
potential contribution to the state economy. Rulers of -
Western Europe recognized the usefulness of the Jews' economic
experience and extended certain rights-to some Jews. This way
Jews in Holland, England and later France and Germany were
able to break out of the seclusion of the Jewish ghetto. This
new toleration was not granted to all the Jews; the great

majority still were confined to the ghetto neighborhoods of

the cities. But these Jews who succeeded in entering the
world beyond the traditional Jewish community brought about
the first cracks in the walls,of the ghetto and eventually' in
the rigid concepts of the Jewish religion.

Chapter I '

1"Neither Pagan nor Mchammeden, nor Jew, ought to be

excluded from the civil rights of the Commonwealth'because:
N

of his religion." John Locke, "A Letter Concerning . .

Toleration," Works, Vol. II (London, n.p. 1823, reprinted

Germany: Scientia Verlag Aalen, 1963). " [The Jews are
not otherwise to be regarded than under the common circum-
stances of human nature."” John Toland, Reasons for

Naturalizing-=the Jews in Great Britain and Ireland (London:
n.po' 1914), Ch- 5“

2It could not have been an expression of a more

.enlightened perception of Judaism since all these theories

that postulated the equality and brotherhood of men derived
their strength from a basic act of rebellion against religion
and religibus authority. Thus, the terminology used by those
who promoted the notion of equality essentially diminished
man's religious backgrouhd. 1In this way Locke, included the
Jews' among the Pagan and Mohammeden and Roger William§

included them within one category of Pagans, Turks, and anti- '

Christians. For an extended discussion of the attitude of
English Deists towards Judaism, see S. Ettinger, ha-

Antishemiut ba-Et ha-Hadashah (Tel-Aviv:. Moreshe-7Si riat
ha-Poalim, 1978), pp. 57~ EL ,
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3Indeed, both Locke and Toland in their writings exhibit
a certain degree of apologetics with respect to what
Christianity did to the Jews. Toland went further "in that he
took the church to task for its treatment of the Jews. 1In
this connection, however, Toland takes great ﬁﬁins to empha-
size that granting rights to the Jews would not constitute a
threat to Christianity, either by doctrinal or by cultural
influence. John Toland, "Two Problems Concerning Jewish
Nation and Religion," Appendix 1 to Nazarenus (London: n.p.,
1914), pp, 10-41. 'See also, Max Weiner, John Toland and
Judaism (Cincinnati: Hebrew Un%on College Annual, Vol. XVI,
1941), pp. 215-242.

dcited by M. A. Meyer, The Origin of the Modern Jew
(Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1967), pp. 1J-18.
See in this connection, L. J. Koplad, "Friendship of Lessing
and Mendelssohn," Yearbook of Central Conference of American
Rabbis, Vol. XXXIX (Detroit, Mich.: 1929), pp. 370-387.

. 5The same conclusion can be seen in Arthur Cohen's

following analysis: "It was fortuitous in that others more
profound than Mendelssohn would have been less well received
had they appeared in Berlin of the eighteenth century.
Nahman Krochmal would not have thrived in Berlin; his Jewish
learning and historical sense were too intense, ... and his
vision too imperiously Jewish to have been welcomed by
European humanists, who wanted the *ultural Jew around to
prove a point." Arthur A. Cohen, The Natural and the Super-
natural Jew {New York, Toronto, London; McGraw-Hill Book
Company, 1964), p. 22. .

6In his article, "Moshe Mendelssohn" ha-Tekufah, Vol.
26-27, 1930, p. 549, S. Ravidovitch mentions a letter by the
Christian preacher Ludke which indicates that Lavater
believed that Mendelssohn adopted a new form of Judaism which
bore only little resemblance to normative Judaism. There-
fore Lavater assumed that converting to Christianity would
have been welcomed by Mendelssohn.

)
o

7Cited by M. A. Meyer, The Origin of the Modern Jew,
p. 31. For discussion of the intentions behind Lavater's
call to,Meddelssohn, see B, Mevorach, "ha-Reka le-Pniato
shel Lavater le-Mendelssohn,” Zion, Vol. XXX (Jerusalem:
The Historical Soclety of Israel, 1965), pp. 158-170.

an a letter to Avigdor Levi (Berlin, March 30, 1770),
Mendé#lssohn confesses: TBX DYD DALY PRITIW DIMIYYY 037 DANA TN
".730K71 PNTND TR L,N?IXIA ATA 2200D TAX TND DY MIDI0 MYINanl *nY8)
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(Mendelssohn, Gesammelte Schriften, Vol. 16, ed. Haim
Borodia Introduction by Haim Borodianski (Berlin:
Akademié=— ag, 1929), p. 139. In his letter to Lavater,
clares that the Lavater affair "has shaken me
Indelssohn, Jerusalem and Other Jewish Writings,
tr. Alfred Jospe, Introduction by Alfred Jospe §New York:
Schocken Books, 1969), p. 113. : '

QFor discussion on this topic, see Yom-Tovy Lipmann
Zunz, ha-Derashot be-Yisrael, tr. M. A. Zack, ed. H. Albeck
(Jerusalem: Mosad Bialik, 1945), pp. 205-224.

lO'i‘hat"Mendelsso_hn was suspect of not obseﬁcing some of

the Jewish laws is evident from the letter of R. Jacob Emden
to Mendelssohn (Altona, Augugt 14, 1772). R. Emden does not
explicitly blame Mendelssohn. Yet, he mentions that rumors
of such an effect are spreading in the Jewish orthodox

"community. R. Emden's letter, which is essentially a critique

on Mendelssohn's attitude to Rabbinic authority, concludes as

follows: a9 mippy b0 717007 2712 ... A2AANY AIRT QAAR VNI WX O7aTa
aYa Y1any nYyyn Yy 071319000 127 AUN72v) nyTa? oagh anY X9 oronow natn
77 Ay on%aYvy wap? *aNa K7 7D 0onY% ndIa pvnd NanN 71 n?pan 2navn

AVIAY 21 731 ?YaaY 319 ANy Dynpa wol 1In 3 yan? xhp gmYe maaay
Y3 AT YY INTAP? K71 12 YU ONUNP 1713 BATER 73A0 YN anan mavy

Mendelssohn, Gesammelte. Schriften, Vol. 16, p. 168. ".o>nJm

11Even though Mendelssohn does not specifically claim
this, it can be deduced from the opening passage of his letter
to Lavater (Berlin, December 12, 1769). Expressions such as
"My study of the foundations of my religion do not date from
yesterday" (Jerusalem and Other Jewish Writings, p. 113) and
"after all these years of study” (Ibid., p. 115) are proof
positive of Mendelssohn's assertion that he had engaged in a
systematic formulation of his philosophical view of Judaism
long before circumstances dictated it.

12This should not contradict the fact that already in
1758 Mendelssohn devoted some energy to Jewish matters.
Together with friends he issued a weekly "Kohelet Mussar,"”
and ten years later he wrote a commentary on Maimonides' logic
"Milot ha-Hegayon." . These publications, however, were of an
episodical nature and did not form a comprehensive philos-
ophical system of Judaism, and consequently, left but a small"
impact on Jewish religious literature.

v

-«
13"If you add ... the circumstances of my life among my
fellowmen, I am sure you will find my position justified. I
am a member of an oppressed people which must appeal ... for
protection and _shelter which are not always granted, and
never without limitations." Mendelssohn, Jefkusalem and Other
Jewish Writings, p. 119. To this we shoul d D. Eisenstein's

™\
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description in order to better undersfand Mendelssohn's fear
of Christian reaction: "MendelWsohn was invited to engage
in a religious disputation to elicit one of two positions. .,
Either to demonstrate the value of the commandments, or to
openly admit that he does not hold with them. Either route
constituted a trap for him. Were he to demonstrate the
rational validitysof the commandments, he would have been

.libelled as harming thg religion in power ...." D.

Eisenstein (ed.), Otzar Vikuhim -~ A Collection of Polemics
and Disputations, n.p., p. 222.

14"According to the principles of my religion, I am not
expected to try to convert anyone not born into my faith.
Even though many people think that the zeal for proselytizing
originates in Judaism, it is in fact completely alien to it."
Mendelssohn, Jerusalem and Other Jewish Writings, p. 116.

)

5Ibid., pP. 116. The effect of the Lavater affair upon
Mendelssohn is also revealed in his letter to Avigdor Levi
(Berlin, March 30, 1770): 211n¥31 *m12?1 Y28 23T mav 2 p? %3 aamv
o... OTRYD AN AT 13N WNI O AYryIT NY 23 ,pnTa
Mendelssohn, Gesammelte Schriften, Vol. 16,. p. 139.

. ”~

P4

16The concepts of natural theology which Mendelssohn was
ready to adopt were those which primarily postulated the dis-~
covering of basic religious truths that might unify mankind.
Thus, he affirmed the approach undermining the traditional
claim that any positive religion can possess unique religious
truths of its own. However, Mendelssohn did not necessarily
accept all concepts offered by natural theology. There were

‘those extremists who rejected revelation entirely with whom

Mendelssohn did not share any common position. But natural
theology in general remained much more conservative than the-
radical positive criticism of religion that prevailed among
the extremists. Most of the natural theologians did not deny
rewelation while, however, concentrating their efforts for
the discovery of the truths underlying common religion. This
religion offered three principles: God, Providence and '
immortality of the soul as the common foundations of the
"religion of humanity." These notions, which seemed to
Mendelssohh as not contradicting the Jewish religion, were
willingly accepted by him. For elaboration on Mendelssohn's
approach to the idea of the interreligious community of
faith, see B. Mevorach, "ha-Reka le-~Pniato shel Lavater le-
Mendelssohn," pp. 158-170.

17Mendelsaohn, Jerusalem and Other Jewish Writinés,

p. 61,

18 NIXYN DYN 1ANPAYYY 13001 YT Y X100 ayn berl 1A e
‘ narer L., dpIm

Mendelssohn, Gesammelte Schriften, VOl. 16, p. 151,

[ — B - [T .

-~
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19Mendelssohn, Jerusalem and Other Jewish Writings,
p. 6. ' ) .
20yp34., p. 154.
2lip14.
22

With respect to the first two categories, Mendelssohn
states: "a) God the Author and absolute Sovereign of all
things is one and simple. b) This God is aware of all that
happeéns in His creation.". Only with the third category --
the law, does Mendelssohn connect his outlook to the par- __
ticular domain of Judaism: "c) This God has made known His
laws to the children of Israel through Moses the son of
Amram." Ibid. ] ' )

231pid., p. 156. -

24 1V7ENA oy '?nR730RY 70UA 21N 7Y 'I01’A 1IAT TIP3y AN

" 7Y Yon npaynny b *a LY YOn nanNn 1y
+» Mendelssohn, Gesammelte Schriften, Vol. 16, p. 151.

2 . X . . s .
] 5Peretz Smolenskin arrives at a similar conclusion to

'wit that one can discern stages of development in Mendelssohn's
Nz wish-thinking. In the first stage, claims Smolenskin,
Mgndélssohn attempted to base Judaism on reason alone. How-
ever, when he realized that in doing so he deprives Judaism of
its special characteristics, he substituted legislation for
reason: "Thus, said Ben Menahem: ... the pillars of our
religion ... rest on the bed-rock of pure reason ... after
this declaration was made, a question arose in Mendelssohn's
mirfd: what is the thread that ties Israel together? As a
result Mendelssohn was compelled to state: only laws have
been given to us." P. Smolenskin, "Et la-Taat," Maamarim
(Jerusalem: Defus ha-Poalim, 1925), Vvol. II, p. 15.

26See note 18 above. _

27Mendelssohn, Jerusalem and Other Jewish Writings,
p. 61.

28 .

Mendelssohn, Jerusalem oder uUber religidse Macht und
Judentum (Berlin: Welt-Verlag, 1919), p. 78. "Revealed
religion is one 'thing, revealed legislation, another. The
voice that was heard at Sinai on that great day did not
proclaim, 'I am the Eternal, your God, the necessary
autonomous Being, omnipotent and omniscient, who rewards men
in a future 1ife according to their deeds'. This is the
universal religion of mankind, not Judaism."

[

™\
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29Alexander Al tmann, Moses Mendelssohn =-- A Biograpﬁ-
ical Study (Philadeddhia: The Jewish Publication Society of
America,. 1973), p. 544.

o

301444., p. 537.

31See note 21 above.

-

32Alekander Altmann, Moses Mendelssohn- -~ A Biograph-
ical Study, p. 544. -

33Josef Albo, Sefer ha-Ikkarim, Vol. I, tr. Isaac Husik,
Introduction Isaac Husik (Philadelphia: The Jewish Publica- \\\
tion Society of America, 1946), ch. 4. - ‘

N\
341p14.

355ee for example Ibid., ch. 1. o

- ’ N
36Ale‘xander Altmann, Moses Mendelssohn -- A FNiograph-
ical Study, p. 544. .
i

- 37Mendelssohn, Jerusalem and Other Jewish Wriéings,
pp. 72-75. -

"

“

381pi4., p. 154.

*91b1a., p. 73.
3

4OMendelssohn, Jerusalem ober uber religiose Macht und
Judentum, p. 111, "I am now able to summarize my views of
the Judaism of the past and to group them together from an
all-inclusive point of view. According to its founder ...."

-

41Josef Albo, Sefer ha-Ikkarim, Vvol. 1, ch. 4. -
42Mendelssohn, Jerusalem and Other Jewish Writings,

— p. 97. :
43

Ibid.

>

441p1d., p. 61.

L4 - s

45. "Judaism does not claim to possess the exclusive

revelation of eternal truths that are indispensaple to

L [V —
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salvation." Indeed, .the revelation "indispensable t®& salva-
tion" is in no way, according to Mendelssohn part of Judaism.
Thus, the above is the only logical conclusion of
Mendelssohn's argument. Yet, in more than one place
Mendelssohn seems to suggest that the Jews might attain

sal only by practicing their law. See Jerusalem and
er Jewdsh Writings, pp. 61, 99, 128~129. One can only

surmise that the inconsistency revealed in these statements.

is due to Mendelssohn's awareness of what he himself describes
as the "shocking” effect of his argument. It appears that
Mendelssohn could not but stop short of explicitly stating -
that Judaism by itself (a purely legal phenomenon not
including those "religious doctrines and tenets ... necessary

for man's salvation”).cannot be a source of salvation.

461pid., p. 6l. | ’ .
471pia., p. 70.

481p1q. ‘

4gij:d., p. 71. ‘ -
301p14., p. 72. ‘ .
sélbid; : . ’

321pid. - ] T
531pia. o+ ‘ |
S41p1d. . y : T
55 .

Ibid., p. 78.

361bid., p. 128. S

571pid., p. 70. - . )

5841 do not believe that human reasdn is incapable of
perceiving those eternal truths which are indispensable to:

.man's happiness or that God, therefore, had to reveal these

truths in a supernq}ural way." 1Ibid., p. 65.
3%1pid., p. 96. . ’

-~ - I ,
601pid., p. 128. ot o
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¢

le. A. Levi, "Moses Mendelssohn's Ideals of Religion
and Their Relation to Reform Judaism," CCAR, Vol. XXXIX,
p. 353. J. Guttmann's position is less extreme, yet he
agrees that "The concept of extreme deism that a specific
revelation of eternal truths is impossible, was adopted by
Mendelssohn." Dat u-Madda, tr. Shaul Ash, ed. S. H. Bergman
& N. Rotenstreich (Jerusalem: Hebrew University Magnes
Press, 1955), p. 203. See also N. Rotenstreich, ha-Mahshava
ha-Yehudit ba-Et ha-Hadashah, Vol. II (Tel-Aviv: Am Oved,
1966), p. 31. Mendelssohn himself certainly does not deny
some affinity between his outlook on Judaism and deistic
concepts. However, he does reject, although implicitly, the
accusations that his picture of Judaism is totally identical
to the deistic ideology. In a letter to Elken Herz (Berlin,
July 22, 1771) Mendelssohn writes: 199712 1ayY9D varia Ry
XYY .... A27T91P2 DAIADIVIIDND IN DIADIYT BYT D2IPY 2AITIIR 7IN 1T
PI?T A?9%72 [OYRY 13hY 211 . MDARYT X 'NOY 12T AR 921 7D ATa_J7INN
137030 278D Y21 ,1IAIRDNY 1INYIAN KIA 22T, 1AyY 177N vedhyTr 119 BY7IN

: ] . “.aTn NYD
ndelssohn, Gesammelte Schriften, Vol. 16, pp.150-151.

62Heinrich—Graetz, The Structure of Jewish History,
tr. I. Schorsch (New York: Jewish Theological Seminary -#n
America, 1975), p. 228. - .

63

to the philosophy of Spinoza in many basic points and it is
because of this fact that he was compelled to keep distance
and to dissociate himself from Spinoza's views in order not
to become suspect as an atheist. For Mendelssohn the world
must be reqarded as completely detached from God, while
according to the pantheistic view of Spinoza the world
immanently exists within God. With this Mendelssohn is able

to approve of the concept of creation of:the-world by God and

the derivative concepts of divine providence, reward and

-punishment -- concepts rejected by Spinoza. In particular

was Mendelssohn compelled to dissociate himself from

Spinoza's attitude towards Judaism as expressed by the latter

in his Tractatus Theologico-Politicus. Clearly, Spinoza's

opinion that revelation of religious truths is an impossibility

became a basic tenet in Mendelssohn's interpretation of
Judaism. It is perhaps for this reason that all other
related opinions of Spinoza are sharply rejected by
Mendelssohn. Whereas Spinoza characterizes Judaism as being
based on the revelation of merely ceremonial laws aimed at
creating a temporal political entity, Mendelssohn denies the
inseparable linkage between ceremonial law and the ancient
Jewish theocracy. Thus, whereas, for Spinoza, the ceremonial
laws lost their validity with the destruction of the ancient
Jewish state, Mendelssohn maintains that these laws retained
their validity even if they lost their actuality as a
political constitution. To Mendelssohn's mind only those

A e s ps ARz - O

Mendélssohn, as arqued by J. Guttman, was very closed
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laws directly dependent upon the land of Palestine are no
longer binding. For Spinoza's opinions, see Tractatus
Theologico Politicus, trans. R. H. M. Elwes, Ch. IV, V
(London, New York: George Rutledge & Sons, n.d.). For an
extended comparison between Mendelssohn's Jerusalem and
Spinoza's Tractatus, see Y. J. Guttman, Dat-u-Madda,

pp. 192-218. N

L]

64Mendelssohn, Jerusalem and Othexr Jewish Writings,

p. 61.

65Mendelssohn's arguments pertaining to Christianity
are of course scattered all over his philésophical work.
However, the most extended and clear~-cut statement is to be
found "in his reply to the Prince of Braunschweig-wolfenbuttel.
(Berlin, 1770). Kitvei Moshe Mendelssohn, Vol. I, trans.
S. HerbBerg and Y. L. Baruch, ed. S. Perelman, Introduction
.by N. Rotenstreich (Tel-Aviv: Masadah-Ligvulam, 1947),
pp. 216-221.

. . )

66Meniflssohn, Jerusalem and Other Jewish Writings,
i .

Ibid., p. 70.

p. 65.
67

681hi4.

-

691hid., pp. 62-69.

YO"For the fulfillment of our obligations, two things
are required in turn: action and conviction. Action is the
realization of the ‘duty demanded; conviction ensures that
our action springs from proper and correct motives. Human
perfection thus requires conviction." 1Ibid., p. 118.

Tl1pia., p. 22.
721pi4., p. 21. .
"31p1d., p. 22.

74"Laws do not change attitudes; arbitrary punishments
and rewards do not produce a concept of truth nor improve
morality." Ibid-, p. 21. ‘ 3

751b1d., p. 104.

~
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761h14. )

"M1pid., p. 105, | o

T81pid.
791pid., p. 155.

801p14., p. 105.

8l1p1d., p. 129,

821bid. 1

83 1bia.

Chapter II . Y

1Pes. 119a. '

2Mende;ssohn, Jerusalem and Other Jewish Writings,
pp. 114-115.

3Ibid., p. 90.

41b1d.

5It seems that Mendelssohn was quite aware that his
method:0of separating betwee€n speculation and practice was
not shared even by some among those educated Jews from his
own circle. Some of Mendelssohn's Jewish admirers could
only tolerate his approach to this matter but could not
emulate him. Some of Mendelssghn's disciples, out of regard
for their teacher's feelings made it a rule not to discuss
the ceremonial law in his presence. D. Friedlander, a dis~-
ciple of Mendelssohn writes: "The insignificance ... of the
latter (the ritual law] had already become an object of
scogn in everyday life." Friedlander is a good example of
a learned Jew who could no longer make the distinction between
intellectual spéculation and practice. Once he could not £find
any value in the ceremonial laws he could not but contend that
these were given by Moses and not by God, thus they might be
changed and even abandoned if becoming encumbrances to life
in society. 1Indeed, for Friedlander and for other learned
Jews Mendelssohn's statement, "Their value [that of the
ceremonial 1aw§] lies in their practice, not in understanding
their ... purpose," no longer held true. For extended ,

]
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discussion of this topig, see M. A. Meyer, The Oriqin of the
Modern Jew, pp. 51-83.

¢
6
p. 145.

Mendelssohn, Jerusalem. and Other Jewish Writings,

X

" 71bid., p. 115. '

81pid., p. 105.

.9"Something as innocuous as mere type of script could
quickly degenerate in the hands of some men and lead to
idolatry." Ibid., p. 84. "The need for written symbals was
the cause of idolatry." 1Ibid., p. 85. To this Mendelssohn
brings the following illustration: when the calligraphic
symbols assumed the character of concrete things, the
message of God's greatness was transferred to the concept
that He is an anthrophomorphic creature such as "man,"
"animal," "plant." 1Ibid., p. 87. .

10:p14., p. 89. °

1pia., p. 91,

lzlbid., p. 74. Mendelssohn relies here upon the
Talmudic interpretation of the Biblical verse as "A
destruction of the law." Brachot 54a. The common trans-
lation of the verse is however: "It is time for the Loxd
to work -- they havermade void the® law." Psalm 119; 126.
(See tran'slation of Jewish Publication Society).
[A]
13Mendelssohn, Jerusalem and Other Jewish Writings),
p. 74. N

J"‘Hints’. to such an affect can be detected in
Mendelssohn's letter to R. Jacob Emden (Berlin, October 27,
1769) : -pyya miMa paInkN DRND DAAN MR L,anON TNIRY X931 733K ya oy

N3Nt 217 NP MeYaa axp 'wadl YxneY "1 nv j'a Chy1T TRD MR
19%  .0°yn X% Tigen vk MINNY pAn *I0RY L,0717TR DOR3 029930 ,0R73))

Y.any TY1 PX? 20270 0170 DAYDT] 192 2nDND
Mendelssohn, Gesammelte Schriften, Vol. 16, p. 131. For a
similar opinion, see Y. Hainemann, Taamei ha-Miz tvot be-

Sifrut Yisrael (Jerusalem: ha-Histradrut ha-Zionit, 1965),
vol. II, p. 22. \

15
p. 89.

Mendelssohn, Jerusalem and Other Jewish Writings,

161p1d., p. 90. \

)
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171bid.; p. 89. ' : |

18

Tbid., p. 156.
™

19“At this time divine wisdom may no longer find it
necessary toc set us apart from other people by special
ceremonial laws." Ibid.

20Mendélssohn, Kitvei Moshe Mendelssohn, p. 227.

ZLIn his counter-inquiry to Bonnet's "Palingenesis,"
Mendelssohn tentatively points to this direction: "In fact,
(l.e., the divine wisdom) might choose a second public
. manifestatlon to introduce ritual observances that will 1link
the hearts of all men in adoration of their creator."

Jerusalem and Other Jewish Writings, p. 156.

22Ibid., pp. 98-103. .

231pid., pp. 11-49. .

241pia., p. 99.

#S1bia. B ‘\\\ | ;
26 |

Ib_,id., pp. 99-100. ' e . )
» .
 271p3a., p. 100. ‘
281pia. | _ 'A ‘ - ‘
2LgIb:i.d. . .
30Sc—‘:e Mendelssohn's argumeﬁt concerning the right td

use coercion. 1Ibid., pp. 23-49.

31Ibd.d., p. 100. See also p. 101: "It is evident
that man must be quite unfamiliar with the Mosaic laws and
constitution of Judaism if he believes that they bestow
"rights and power upon the church or authorize ... punishment
for unbelief and heterodoxy.™

32yp14., pp. 100-101.

31bi4a., p. 101. c \4}

.
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341bid., pp. 100-101.°

351bia., p. 101.

N
° . . o E

Ibid., p. 105. ° : .

- o
i RN

Mendelssohn, Kitvel Moshe Mendelssohﬁ{ap.~227.”

36

37

38Peretz Smolenskin, Maamarim, pp. 14-15.

s 3
{

39Jacob Agus, The Meaning of Jewish Historz, Vol. II
(London, New York, Totonto: Abelard-Schuman, 1963), p. 327.

M1pia.

41Mendelssohn, Kitvei Moshe Mendelsséhn, p. 175.

o

421h3d., p. 174. On the other hand, this particular
statement made by Mendelssohn might also be considered as

‘nothing more than a reply to those ‘who opposed (in this case

Michaelis) the grantimg of equal rights to the Jews on the
ground that their hope to return to the land of Israel makes
them ineligible for citizenship. Mendelssohn's reply to this
argument is as follows: "The hope for return to Palestine,
... has no influence on our conduct as citizens. This is

‘confirmed by experience wherever Jews are tolerated. In part,

human nature accounts for it -- only the enthusiast would not
love the s0il on which he thrives. And he who holds contra-
dictory religious opinions reserves them for church and
prayer. In part, also, the precaution of our sages accounts
for it -~ the Talmud forbids us even to think of return by
force. Without the miracles and signs ‘mentioned in Scripture,
we must not take a smallest step in the direction of forcing
a return .... The Song of Songs expresses this prohibition in
somewhat mystical and yet captivating verse ...." Ibid.,

pp. 174-175. , °

431pia., p. 224. _ o I

41b1a., pp. 224-225. i

451pia., p. 224. , . :

461h14., p. 219. ‘ f'

47

Mendelssohn, Jerusalem and Other Jeﬁish Writings,

3 ™
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Chapter III

»

4

1There is a lack of written material regarding Cohen's
life. The biographical remarks in this work have been
gathered mainly from Franz Rosenzweig's introductory essay to

-ngen's Jidische Schriften. (Hermann Cohen, Judische Schriften,

ols. pre. Bruno Cassirer, .introduction by Franz Rosenzweig
(Berlin: C. A. Schwetschke & Sohn/Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1924).
However Rosenzweig's intention was far from writing a bio-
graphical essay. Rather, biographical details are only
implicitly scattered among Rosenzweig's philosophical inter-"
pretations. Thus, the biographical remarks on Cohen in this
study must be read within theses limits.

szb additional examples may serve to testify to this
phenomenon. First, Moses Mendelssohn's writings of Judaism
would have most obviously not been undertaken had it not been
for Lavater's and other Christians' challenges. See J. Katz,
"le-Mi Anah Mendklssohn be-Yerushalaim Shelo?" 2Zion, Vol., 29,
(Jerusalem: The Historical Society of Israel, 1946), pp. 1l12-
132. See also discussion in present study. ‘Another example

- is Leo Baeck (1873-1956) whose major book, Das Wesen des

Judentums (1905) and eventually his entire Jewish theological
writings had been motivat®d by Adolf von Harnak's (1851-1930) °

attack on Judaism in his "Das Wesen des Christentums." See
Ernest Simon's intrd@gtion to Baeck's Mahut ha-Yahadut, trans.
Lea Zagagy, introduc by A. B. Simon (Jerusalem: Mosad

Bialik -- Machon Leo Baeck, 1968), pp. 25-30.

3Hermann Cohen, "Ein Bekenntnis in der Judenfrage,"
Jiidische Schriften, Vol. II, pp. 73-100.

4Herman; Cohen, "Deutschum und Judentum," ibid., Vyol. II,
pp. 237-302. For criticism of this article by Cohen, see

~ Franz Rosenzweiqg, Naharaim, tr. Y. Amir, introduction S. H.

Bergman (Jerusalem: Mosad Bialiy}6}977), pP. 148. Gershom
Scholem regards Cohen's attitude the telation between.

‘Germanism and Judaism as an act of 'self-deception." Gershom

Scholem, me-Berlin le-Yerushalayim (Tel-Aviv: ,Am Oved, 1982),
po 31

A
.

SHermann Cohen, Die Religion der Vernunft aus den
Quellen des Judentums (Leipzjg: Gustav Fock G. m. b. H.,
1919) ’

6Geno "R. 9;7-

* 71 refer here to Cohen's Ethiks desReinen Willgns -\
(Berlin: Pruno Cassirer, 1970).

i
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8Hermann Cohen, Rellgion of Reason out of the Sources

of Judaism, trans. Simon Kaplan, introduction by Leo Strauss.
(New York: Fredrick Unger Publishing Co., 1972), p. 237.

91bid., p. 118 (Gen. 9;11).

10

Hermann Cohen, Ethiks des Reinen Willens, p. 55:

11Hermann Cohen, Religion of Reason, p. 20.

121hi4., p. 19.

13Hermann Cohen, Reason and Hope, tr. Eva Jospe {(New
.York: W. W. Norton & Company, 1971), p. 145. In contrast to
the Christian view Cohen sees Cain rather than Adam as the
first sinner. Religion of Reason, p. 129. Indeed, with
this the entire Christian doctrine of "Original Sin" is done
away with by Cohen.

z

s
14 !

Hermann Cohen, Reason and Hope, p. 146.

15yermann Cohen, Religion of Reason, p. 191 (Ezek. 18;4).

16Hermann Cohen, Reasdn and Hope, p. 146.

17Hermann Cohen, Religion of Reason, p. 102, Reason and
Hope, p. 146 (ps. 51;12). ‘

-

" 184ermann Cohen, Religion of Reason, p. 102.

191pid., p. 194.
207p14.

2l1hid., p. 190..

[y

221p34., p. 192.

231p34., p. 14.

41p1g. . § oo

231b14. - R .
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Ibid.
27Ibi‘d., see alsosp. 360.
2811a., p. 14.
291p14.

30

Ibid., p. 35. Judaism,

It was already Xenophanes who recognized the prin-

ciple of oneness in: the divine.

Hope, p. 90.

Mekorot ha-Yahadut,

‘36

31

according to Cohen, would have
renewed nothing had it stressed only the concept of God's

Hermann Cohen, Reason and

of Reason, p. 35.

Hermann Cohen‘ Religion

32
296-337.

3Ibid., pp. 42-43.
41pid., p. 44.

5 9 {
Ibid., pp. 44, 46.
Ibid., p.' 45.

37tpia., p. 65.

T oo

(Jerusalem: Mosad Bialik ~- Machon Leo Baeck, 1971, p. 100,
note 13. ) .
38Hermann Cohen; Religion of Reason, p. 64. See also

Dat ha-Tvunah me-Mekorot ha-Yahadut, p.

See. also Cohen,
tr. 2vi Vislovsky

v

i

See Cohen's discussion of the problem of immortality
- in Ibid., pp.

[}

Dat ha-Tevunah me-

O

39

“%1pia., p. 68.
1bia. e
b4
42 .
Ibid., pp. 86-87.
431pia., p. 68.
: -~

RS e o~

\

100, note 13.

. !
Hermann Cohen, Religion of Reason, pp. 64-65.

., ed. S. H. Bergmann and
N. Rotenstreich, introduction by Sinaﬁ-Uko, Yosef Ben-Shlomo
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44In the chapter "Creation" man is referred to by Cohen
"as "Carrier of reason" and as "Rational being of mortality."”
Religion of Reason, p. 70.

45'I‘he nature of the linking element between God and man
is not discussed by Cohen in the chapter "Revelation" but
surprisingly in the chapter "The Creation of Man in Reason."
For Cohen's reasoning in adopting this specific method, see
Religion of Reason, pp. 71-72.

461p14., p. 71.
471pi4., p. 73.
48Minchot 29. .
49 )
N Hermann Cohen, Reason and Hope, p. 99.
50Hermann Cohen, Religion of Reason, p. 84, Reason and
Hope, p. 99. . . -
51

Hermann Cohen, Reason and Hope, p. 99.

N 52

Hermann Cohen, Religion of Reasoh, p. 74.

N >3With that Cohen discards the entire notion of miracles
from within the concept of revelation: "Revelation cannot be
a miracle’ it is not an anomaly .... Revelation is the
creation of reason." 1Ibid., p. 72. o

r

54See Cohen's discussion on the probléms with respect to
God's materiality which the Deuteronomy text creates.
Religion of H¥ason, p. 73.

&

«  351pia., p. 74 (Deut. 4;12).

~

-

56Ibid. A'similar intention is detected by Cohen in the.

verse -- "The Eternal made not this covenant with our fathers,

N but with us, who are all of us here alive this day.™ 1Ibid., \
p. 76 (Deut: 5;3)! )

©

371bid., p. 75. '

581p14d,

—
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59Ibid., pp. 77-78. Moses' saying "which I teach you"
(Deut. 4;14) reveals, to Cohen's mind, that Moses himself

‘recognized that he is a mere teacher of the law. 1Ibid.,

p. 78.

60Judah Halevi, for example, although being aware of
the probYem which the voices present to the principle of God's
incorporeality, insists upon the materiality of the voices in
Sinai: "The first of the Ten Commandments enjoins the belief
in divine providence. The second command contains the pro-
hibition of ... the association of any being with Him, the
prohibition to present Him in statues, form and images, or
any personification of Him .... We must not, however,
endeavour to reject the conclusion to be drawn from revelation.
We say, then, that we do not know how the intention became
corporealised and the speech evolved which stxruck our ear.
... He does not lack the power." Judah Halevi, Kuzari, tr.
Hartwig Hirschfeld, introduction by Henry Slonimsky (New York:
Schocken Books, 1968), Book I, #89, pp. 62-63. The Midrash
too insists upon the materiality of the voices at Mount Sinai:
"The voice became seven voices so that they will hear them."
(Gen. R. 5).

61Conséquently, the law revealed at Mount Sinai consists

only on “purely moral perceptions and social and political

institutions and requirements." Hermann Cohen, Religion of

e

Reason, p. 78. The purely rithal commanrdments, it so appears, ~

are discarded by Cohen altogether from the event at Mount
Sinai.

—

621h31d., p. 338.

'63See also Cohen's discussion of the sacrifices. 1Ibid.,
p. 339. His conclusion there is: "God's law is a necessary
concept of monotheism." : ‘

641p1da., p. 83. i
651pid., p. 84.

661p1d., p. 73.

671pid., p. 28.

681p1d., p. 345. - a

$91b1d., pp. 344-34s.
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.70

&
b

Ibid., pp. 339-340, 343.

a

- "l1bid., p. 343. -

721p14. : .

31pid., p. 342 (Num. 15;40).

T41p14.

751pi4.

"61pia. "

~

77

"'Ibid. See also note in Hermann Cohen, Dat hathunéh,
p. 369.

78Hermann Cohen, Religion of Reason; p. 344. ——

795ee Hermann Cohen, Dat ha-Tvunah, p. 370, note la.

80

Hermann Cohen, Religion of Reason, p. 345.

81See, for example, Cohen's argument regarding the
purifying process which the ritual in Judaism goes thrQugh.
Ibid., pp. 340-341. See also the treatment of Cohen's inter-
pretation of the Sabbath in the present study.

Chapter IV

lcohen's testimony in the German district céqgt was
qulished in an article entitled "Naechstenliebe im Talmud,"
Judische Schriften, Vol. I, pp. 145-174.

~d

2Apart from discussing the matter throughout the entire
book Religion of Reason, Cohen dedicated an entire chapter to
this particular jssue -~ The Discovgry of Man as Fellowman.
Hermann Cohen, Religion of Reason, pp. 113-143.

- 3Hermann Cohen, Religion of Reason, p. 122.

41bid. T

S1bid.

2 e —

e
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61pfa., p. 123. —

. 7Ibid., p. 330. In another place Cohen accepts a
purely religious reason of the first Noahide commandment and
explains it as aimed at the “preservation of monotheism.,"
Hermann Cohen, Religion of Reason, 123. However, in both
places he insists upon the,non-rellgious coercive character
of the law: a) "The belief in the Jewish God is not required"
(ibid., p. 123). b) "Faith in the unique God is not demanded"

. {ibid., p. 330).

8

9This verse is cited only in the Hebrew translation:
"... that you shall divide it by lot for an inheritance unto
you and to the stranger and sojourner among you" (Ezekiel 47;
22). Hermann Cohen, Dat ha-Tvunah me-Mekorot ha-Yahadut,
pP. 163. '

0This is deduced by Cohen from the Biblical statement
that the Israelite might be sold to a stranger to whom he-is

' in debt. (Leviticus 25;47). 1Ibid., p. 126.

11

Here Cohen relates to the Biblical verse: "For the
children of Israel, and- for the stranger ... shall these six
cities be for refuge.“ (Num. 35;15). 1Ibid., p. 126.

12 .

Here Cohen employs the verse: "And if the brother be
waxen poor, and his means fail with thee; then thou shalt
uphold him; as a stranger ... shall he live with thee; take

_.thou no interest of him or increase." (Leviticus 25;35). o

Ibid., p. 125.

, T 131pid., p. 145. (Lev. 19;34).

14Ibid., p. 145. For discussion of the significance of
"experience" in Cohen's system, see Rosenzweig's introductory
essay to Judische Schriften. Franz Rosenzweig, Naharaim, tr.
Y. Amir, introduction by S. H. Bergman (Jerusalem: Mosad
Bialik, 1977), p. 114.

Ibid., p. 119. (Lev. 19;15).

15

16Cohen here takes issue particularly with Franz
Delitzsch who suggested that the word "Reakha" in Ley. 19;18
is to be understood in a limited sense -- a comradathat 134
a co-religionist. Hermann Cohen, "Naechstenliebe Talmude
Jidische Schriftent Vol. I, p. 151.

L et WY

Ibid., pp. 125-127. . , ) —

7
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171pid., p. 13.

¢

181144., p. 119.

191pi4., p. 123. i

20£eviticus 19;18. _

21Hermann Cohen, Religion of Reason, p. 128.

22rhis is deduced by Cohen from the verses: "He [God
doth execute justice for the fatherless and widow, and
loveth ,the stranger, in giving him food and raiment. Love
ye thetefore the stranhger, for ye were a stranger in the
land of Egypt." (Deut. 10;18.19). 1Ibid., p. 127.

23Herménn Cohen, Religion of Reason, p. 335. _
i ’ - B
241p14. - ¢
25Ibid. See Maimonides, Guide of the Perplexed, III,
- ch._32. ) .
261b1d., p. 170.
271pi4., p. 339.
2 /7 ' . K
81bid. : ‘ N

291pid., p. 201.

30ypid., p. 214.. (Lev. 4520).

311pid.  (Lev. 4:26).

32See n. 10.

33See n. 11. ,f'

341p34., p. 203. o

351bid., p. 217-235.

s 3%1bid., p. 199.
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371pi4. -

381bid|, pp- _217-235l

391bid., p. 172. - »

-

/ 40“Your appointed seasons My soul hateth: they are a
burden unto Me; I am weary to bear them .... I am full of the
burnt offerings . of rams, and the fat of fed beasts; and I .
delight not in the blood of the bullocks; or of lambs, or of
he-goats" (Isa. 1;14-20). Hermann Cohen, Religion of Reason,
p. 173. . -

T

41744,

421154., p. 155.

43pranz Rosenzweig, an introductory essay to Judische

Schriften, Naharaim, p. 124. Cohen's suggestion to shift the '

Sabbath to Sunday was made by him in an early article, "Der
Sabbath 1in seiner kulturgeschichtlichance Bedeutung."

4;, L. Blau (ed.), Reform Judaism: A Historical Per-
spective, introduction by Joseph Blau (New York:. Ktav =
Publishing House, Inc., 1973), pp. 231-232.

~-45The following discussion is based on Cohen's outlook

as expressed in Hermann Cohen, Religiop of Reason.

461hia., p. 156.

: 71p14., p. 431.

-~  481pi4.

491p14., p. 157.

S0rpia.

Slipia. B

u.” ! .
"52yp44,

531p1d. (Deut. 5;14).

4 b v e -, = e bt a4




o

56

541bid., p.
551pbid.
Ibid., p.

571p1d., p.

581p14.

5%1biaq.

601pid., p.

61lrpiq.

62Ibid., pP.

63

641piq.

~

65
66

67Ibid., p-.

681pia.

691pia.

70

Ibid., p.
Tl1pia.
72114,
731p3a., p.

741pia., p.

430.

474.

476,

»

Ed

194.

193.

218.

220.

221.

218,

234 -

-

Ibid., pp. 391-392.

}
See pp. 105-106 of the present study.

¢

el

Hermann Cohen, Religion of Reason, p. 220 ¥Yoma 65).

3
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To1pi4.

T61bid., p. 219.

o
7-’Ibid. With regard to "accompanying list;" see Hebrew
version, Hermann Cohen, Dat ha-Tvunah, p. 254, note 2.

7B‘Hermann Cohen, Religion of Reason, p. 221. .

T91pia., p. 219.

801pi4., p. 341.

8lypid., p. 340.

821p1d., p. 348 (peah 1.

831pia.

841p14.

851bid.

861pid., p. 444 (Tanchuma Shmini).
. s

87Ibid.,{p. 349.

, 88At this point Cohen uses the term gemull (recompense)
in both directions: gemull -- "recompense for God's love to

man," and gemiluth hesed -- "loving kindness which man has to
render to man." Hermann Cohen, Religion of Reason, p. 349.

N [

891b14., p. 457.

91bid. (Deut. 16;14).

9l1pia.

Chapter V

lyermann Cohen, Religion of Reason, p. 339.

' 21p14 g
.y pp. 16-180

gl -
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H

31bid., p. 148.

4

Ex. 23;3.
. L
>Mikraut Gedolot, Ex. 23;3, Lev. 19;15. a
° 6Lev. 19;18. " J'. ’
7Mikraut Gedolot, Lev. 19;18.
8"the word tzedakah is derived from tzedek, which means
justice, justice being the granting to everyone who has right
to something, that which he has a right, and giving to every
being that which corresponds to his merits. But in the books
of the prophets, fulfilling the duties imposed upon you with
regard to others is not called tzedakah in conformity with '
the first sense. For if you give a hired man his wages or 0
pay a debt, this is not called tzedakah. On the other hand, \

the fulfilling of duties with regard to others imposed upon
you on account of moral virtue, such as remedying the injuries
of all those who are injured, is called tzedakah." Maimonides,
Guide f the Perplexed, Book III, ch. 53. See also Maimonides,
Mishneh Torah, Book of Seeds, Laws of Gifts to the Poor, 10;1
(Jerusalem: El ha-Mekoroth, 1954).

9Hermann Cohen, Religion of Reason, p. 127.

191pi4., p. 4sl.

11Ahad ha-aAm, Al Parashat Derachim, Vol. IV (Jerusalem:
Devir, 1947), pp. 373-374. ' .

12} ev. 25;23. p

13Rashi for example interpreted this verse —— "for it
Ethe land] is not yours." (Lev. 25;23).

14Hermann Cohen, Religion of Reason, p. 152.

15151d., pp. 144-146.

16154., p. 150.

171hi4., p. 153. \\

»
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18Apart from verse 47 which 1s discussed by Cohen within
the framework of the laws of the stranger. Ibid., p. 126.

19Baba Mezia 33a.

20Hermann Cohen, Religion of Reason, pp. 128, 154.

21See hote 3 above.

Chapter VI ’

lthe Bible does not formally distinguish between com-
mandments which can be classified as ethical and commandments
which are considered as ritual or dealing with common legal
matters. Scholarship, however, does differentiate between
the categories and recognizes the ethical commandments as
those without sanction, namely, commandments not to be
enforced by formal punishments. Maimonides, for example,
classifies the.commandments "whose purpose ... is to hring
about the achievement of a certain moral quality" among the .
category of commandments "dealing with relation between man
and God." However, the sixth group in Maimonides' own
classification, that which comprises "the commandments con-
cerned with punishments,” is not included by him within the
moral category. Maimonides, Guide of the Perplexed, Part
III, ch. 35. [

2Nathan Rotenstreich, Jewish Philosophy in Modern
Times (New York, Chicago, San Francisco: Holt, Rinehart and
Winston, 1968}, pp. 6-10.

\

3Hermann cohén, "Religiose Postulate," Judische
Schriften, vol. I, p. 2.

4N. N. Glatzer (ed.), Modern Jewish Thought‘-- A
Source Reader (New York: Schocken Books, 1977), p. 1l17.

. 5For extended discussion of this topic, see J. B. Agus,
The Meaning of Jewish History, Vol. II {(London, New York,
Toronto: Abelard-Schuman, 1963), pp. 323-324.

6Moritz Lasarus, The Ethics of Judaism, trans.
Henrietta Szold (Philadelphia: The Jewish Publication Society
of America, 1901), Vol. I, pp. 111-112.

T1bid., p. 112. :

834 reshit Raba 1, Nedarim 32, Kiddushin 22.

7 4
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9See the analysis Sy Yom-Tov L. Zunz, ha-Derashot be-
Yisrael, pp. 33-46.

[

-
\
N

loSee discussion of Mendelssohn and ethics in the
present work, Part I, ch., I. A '

11Mendelssohn, Jerusalem and Other J;lish Writings,
p. 11%. ‘

. o]
12 ‘
See note 1 -ahove.
e13Mendelssohn, Jerusalem and Other Jewish Writings, ) i

po 385 . r -

. 14Morality.is included by Mendelssohn among the~"self
evident principles of reason" [which] the Lord rqveals to us
as well as to all other men ... through nature ... but never
through the spoken or written word." These principles are
defined by Mendelssohn as eternal truths which “cannot be d
changed even by God." - (Jer. pp. 61-62). ~

155er., p. 65, Mendelssohn, Jerusalem and Other Jewish
Writings, p. 117. ) L

16The Seven Noahide l.aws require man to Lefrain from
idolatry, adultery and incest, bloodshed, robbery, social
injustice, and eating flesh from a living animal. (Avodah
Zarah 64b). :

e

B

17

Mendelssohn, Jerusalem and Other Jewish Writings, &
p. 117. . 2

18"All the righteous of the world have their share in @
the world to come." (Toseftah Sam. 13).

~

19rhere is no clear-gut opinion whether the Noahide
Laws are a formulation of natural thus universally applic- -
able laws, or laws merely intended to govern non-Jews'
conduct when residing under Jewish jurisdiction. There is
one Talmudic indication that at least five among the Noahide o
laws are to be regarded as natural: "Mine ordience shall ye
do, i.e., such commandments which, if they were not written
[in the Bible], they should by right be written and these
are they: idolatry, immorality and bloodshed, robbery and
blasphemy." (Yoma 67b). On the other hand, references in ]
Sanhedrin seem to suggest differently. The fact that the /o
Talmudic discussion there includes detailed court punish-
ments for breaking the various Noahide laws indicates that -
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‘ S
these laws meant to be applicable only to non-Jews residing\

in areas of Jewish sovereignty. (Sanh. 56a-59a). See also
Maimonides, Mishneh Torah, Book of Judges, Laws of King§,
ch. 8. \

. \
2oMendelssohn, Jerusalem and Other Jewish Writings,

fp. 116-117.

21Jer. p. 61l.

-

22Maimonides, Guide, Part II, ch. 40.

23Maimon£aes, Mishneh Torah, Book of Judges, Laws of:
Kings, ch. 9.

-

241p1a.

L 4

stendelssohn's rejection of Maimonides' attitude to
the conmept of the Noahide commandments is put forth in
"Jerusalem" in a mild manner and only in a note: "“Maimonides
adds the limitation that this is true only if they observe
thg .Noachide 'laws not merely as a regyirement of natural law
but as laws specifically promulgated by God. However, the
Talmudic, text does not imply this limitation" (Jerusalem,
p. '169, note 47). However, in two long letters which
Mendelssohn wrote on this topic .,to R. Jacob Emden (October-
November, 1773) he is much more sharp in his criticism and
much more revealing with respect to the problems which
Maimonides' view poses to his own Jewish philosophy. For
example, Mendelssohn writés: nin ... 1NNA >NYNP IBR ATNEA MITIN 2y7"
12apre '2373X AN TPAR '10%n n1dYan 73°hvd DUama andy anl 1aTa ta
AR ™Y 13YTTIAY NN AMAPR TN AAYE 738D INIR IPYIY NYnn cayab oavhy
~1311 72 IAIX PBIT N1ADR 12727 AYOR AN L1 1Y) nii;n n1 21av a"y
177 1270917 ... YOR P3NP YD 71 ,p2nYn M¥n wp 0YWIN °7Y XA an
apy? n2apYy avNnIn Manap Anna 13N K% O L,Ipa YIY 1T 1 nnw NaY
IN L 'nyn MYIapy a7apa ox '3 L,YY2 A7I03 p119A 111°KP 12Ta basa L, TaY
BYYA 210 AN KD L 1I0Y PITIN 'ROIYNYT NWR ,Ana 2T $9on atnont vt
"_opty 110X3 YN YYP ANI? ANINA 27aT 29281 Yan 1177171 1 a7ag 17wwe 0t
Mendelssohn, Gesammelte Schriften, Vol. 16, p. 178.

, 26y ermann Cohen, "Der St{l der Propheten," Judische
Schriften, Vol. I, pp. 262-263.

3

27Hermann Cohen, Judische Schriften, Vol. I, p+. 266.
(Isaiah 46;9, Hosea 11;:;9).

~

zsﬁkid., p. 266.
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29Ibid., p. 6, "Reliqi8se Postulate," Judische
Schriften; see also Hermann Cohen, Religion of Reason, p. 20.

30"Da der Einzige Gott der Gott der gesamten Mensch-
heit ist so kann er nicht der Gott einen Staates sein."
(Inasmuch as the one God is the God of all mankind, He can-
not be the God of only one nation). Hermann Cohen, "Religidse
Postulate," Judische Schriften, Vol. I, p. 6.

31In this context Cohen again relates to the prophetic
literature. The prophets, he argues, "with all their
patriotism were world citizens. Their own state was for them
merely a stepping stone to the federation of mankind."
Hermann Cohen, Religion of Reason, p. 23. T

321pid., p. 6.
331bia.
34Mendelssohn, Jerusaiem and Other Jewish Writings,
vpp. 67-69.
.'35“... die sittliche Person nicht als gegeben, oder in

gewissen naturlichen Anlagen und Bedingungen bestimmt
angenommen werden darf .... Das S bjekt ist nicht die Seele,
die daher ethisch so leicht zum Gespenst wird; und das

_ Subjekt wird nicht schlechterdings geboren, und nicht
schlechterdings vererbt." Herman Cohen, Ethiks des Reinen
"Willens, pp. 95-96.

36Cohen, to be sure, does not accept Maimonides'
assertion that the belief in the Sinaic origin of the Noahide
commandments is the only proper basis for attaining righteous-
ness. In this respect his understanding 1s closer to that of
Mendelssohn than to that of Maimonides. However, he rejects
the idea that morality is an innate human faculty, and the
notion that morality cannot be developed and purified.
Hermann Cohen, Religion of Reason, p. 123.

( 1t
‘ 37Mendelssohn, Jerusalem and Other Jewish Writings,
Pp. 61-62. ' '
38Cf. Ibid., p. 68, Hermann Cohen, Religion of Reason,
pp. 11~-12. T
39These attitudes of Cohen can clearly be noticed in his

ba-¥ahadut uv'-Baayot ha-Dor, tr. 2Zvi Visloysky, introduction
by N. Rotenstreich (Jerusalem: Mosad Bialik, 1977), pp. 17~
21, 60-66. See also Franz Rosenzweig, Naharaim, p. 147.

article on Spinoza and Maimonides. Hermann&Cohen, Iyunim

’
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[

40penedict de Sffinoza, "The Ethics,” Philosophy of
Benedict de Spinoza (New York Tudor Publishing Co., n.d,),
p. 192. '

‘%

41Hermann Cohen, Iyunim ba-Yaha8ut uv'-Bagxot'ha-Dor,

p. 59.

42Maimonides, Mishneh Torah, Book of Judges, Laws of
Kings, ch. 12.

: 43Hermann Cohen, Iyun&m ba-Yahadut uv'-Baayot ha-Dor,
p. 65. Cited by Cohen from Maimpnides, Helek, Sanhedrin,
ch. 10.

44yermann Cohen, "Religidose Postulate," Judische
Schriften, vol. I, p. 6.

45Ibid., vol. II, pp. 73—93, Hermann Cohen, “Ein
Bekenntnis in der Judenfrage," Judische Schriften.

»

461bid., Vol. I, pp. 145-174, "Die Nachstenliebe im
Talmud," Judische Schriften.

&

47To be sure, Cohen does not refer to the Jewish people
as a nation but as a nationality (nationalitat), namely, an
entity which does not require a political or a territorial
framework. Hermann Cohen, "Religion und Zionismus," Judische
Schriften, Vol. II, p. 322. This attitude of Cohen is on the

grounds that "It would contradict the Messianic idea and

mission of Israel that we should be permitted to create a
state of our own."” 1Ibid., Vol. I, p. 8.

48According to Franz Rosenzweig, this change of attitude
took place particularly with Cohen's journey to meet with
Polish Jewry (1914). Franz Rosenzweig, Naharaim, p. 116.

‘ [ ] e
49Hermann Cohen, "Religibse Postulate,” Judische
Schriften, Vol. I, p. 3.

SORErmann Coheh, Religion of Reason, p. 338.
31l1pia. .

521p14., p. 345.

53Cohen, in this regard, follows Maimonides and defines
the Biblical "Mishpatim" (Laws) as "the purely moral ...
sphere." Hermann Cohen, Religion of Reason, p. 340.

»‘{g ’
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54This category is exemplified by Cohen with the laws
of fringes and phylacteries. Hermann Cohen, Religion of
Reason, p. 342.

SSThis category is exemplified by Cohen with the laws
of the Sabbath, the Day of Atonement and the festivals.
See discussion in the present study, Part II, chapter II.

56Hermann Cohen, "Religidse Postulate," Judische
Schriften, Vol.. I, p. 7.

5_'Ib:Ld., p. 8. 5

Sslt appears that Cohen revised this outlook at his old
age. His optimistic view with regard to exile changed, and
he described the Jews' road to fulfilling their messianic
mission in the prophetic terminology%of "servant of God."
"Thus, the Jewish mission can be fulfilled only thrwugh
"suffering from the persecutions of the idol worshippers."
Hermann Cohen, Religion of Reason, p. 283.

.

Chapter VII

N lCited in Readings in _Modern Jewish History, E. L.

Ehrmann (ed.), New York, 1977, pp. 33-34.

2"We therefore declare that the divine law ... con-
tains within itself dispositions which are political and
dispositions which are religious: that the religious dis-
positions are by their nature, absolute and independent of
circumstances and of age; that this does not hold true of
the political dispositions; .... These political dispo-
sitions are no longer applicable, since Israel no longer
form a nation." From the doctrinal decigsions of the Great
Sanhedrin in Paris. Cited in The Jewish Tradition, N. N.
Glatzer (ed.), Boston, 1969, p. '

3Toldot Am Yisrael, H. A. Ben Sasson Jed.), Tel-Aviv,
1969, p. 120.

4David Philipson, The Reform MoveméEE”IH’Judaism,
introduction by S. B. Freehof (New York: Ktav Publication
House, 1967), pp. 355-356.

S1bid., p. 356.

" 6Ipbia.
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T1big.

8Ipid.

91bid.

»

loThe doctrinal modifications were essentially mani-
fest in the Columbus Platform formulated fifty years after

. the Pittsburgh Platform. The Columbus Platform which was

adopted in order replace the Pittsburgh Platform expresses
an attempt to retlrn to basic traditional Jewish concepts.
See Arie Rubinshtein, Reshitah shel Tenuat ha-Reforma be-
Artzot ha~Brit (Jerusalem: ha-Universita ha-Ivrit, 1973),

pp. 234-235.

11For a discussion of the influence.of the Reform Move-
ment on other modern Jewish religious movements, see
C. Heilman, "The Many Faces of Orthodoxy," Modern Judaism,
Vol. II, Feb. 1982, pp. 23-51.

. 12See our following discussion of "Hermann Cohen's
attitude to-Mendelssohn. Furthermore, even a prominent
literary critic, Avraham Shaanan, claims that Mendelssohn
intended to build a new, albeit moderate movement of X
Judaism. Avraham Shaanan, ha Sifrut ha-Ivrit ha-Hadashah
le-Zerameha, Vol. I (Tel-Aviv: Masadah, 1962), p. 489.

134. G. Plaut, The Rise of Reform Judaism, introduction
by S. B. Freehof (New York: World Union for Progressive
Judaism, 1963), p. 127. )

\

14Moses Mendelssohn, Jerdsal%m and Other Jewish
Writings, p. 61. ' :

\1SIbid., p. 128.

161p1d., p. 69.
1pia., p. 61.

' \
18:1h14., p. 149.

Y1pid., p. 104.

&>

2OSamuel Holdheim (1806-1860) is regarded as a répre-
sentative of .the radical wing of the early reform ideology.
He sought to break away entirely from the past Jewish

k]
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. tradition. Unlike Geiger, he insisted upon the need of a
total religious revolution in Judaism.- "The Talmud," he-
declared, "speaks with the ideology of its own time ... I
speak for the higher ideology of my time." Plaut, The Rise
of Reform Judaism, p. 123. -

21D. Philipson, The Reform Movement in Judaism, p. 248.

223amue1 Holdheim, for example, held that the cere-
monial law might Be abolished altogether as it exists only in
order to safeguard the holiness of Israel in a pagan world.
But since paganism gave way to monotheism, these laws are no

longer necessary. Plaut, The Rise of Reform Judaism, pp. 122- -

123.

23Geiger's approach to6 the Sabbath is a result of his
view that consecration, and not rest, is the main purpecse of
this institution. It follows that the observance of the
Sabbath culminates not in abstention from all kinds of work
but rather in keeping with the traditional prescribed day
and sanctifying it by worship and prayer. D. Philipson,
The Reform Movement in Judaism, pp. 203, 318. See also
Avraham Geiger, Mivhar Ktavav al ha-Tikunim ba-Dat, M..A.
Meyer (ed.), introduction by M. A. Meyer, translation by
G. Elishberg (Jerusalem: The Zalman Shazar Center and
The Dinur Center, 1979), p. 120.

4
24For Geiger's attitude to the circumcision cult, see
his letter to Leopold Zunz, (Breslaw, March 19, 1845). Ibid.,
pp. 116-117. See also, Geiger, ha-Mikra ve-Tarqumav, intro-
duction by Yosef Klausner, translation by Y. L. Mevorach
(Jerusalem: Mosad Bialik, 1949), p. 24.

25Alexander Altmann, Moses Mendelssohn -- A Biblio-
graphical Study, p. 539.

26Moses Mendelssohn, Jerusalem and Other Jewish
Writings, p. 104.
! y-

27A. Shaanan, ha-Sifrut ha-Ivrit ha-Hadashah le-
Zrameha, p. 49.

28D. Philipson, The Reform Movement in Judaism, pp. 8-9.

~ ngee discussion on Kant's and Lessing's concepts of
revelation in T. M. Green's-introduction to Kant's Religion
Within the Limits of Reason Alone, translation by Theodor

M. Green and H. Hudson, introduction by T. M. Green, H.
Hudson, John R. Silber (New York: Harper Torchbooks, 1960},
pPp. xx-xxii,

* . . (‘\
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30

Hermann Cohen, Religion of Reason, p.338.

3lypia., p. 324, _
321p14., p. 339. -

. 331pi4.

341bia. - . -

351bid., p. 340, ;) T

3®1pia. - f /

3 paa. - - ;

381pi4.° B

3%p14., p. 345.

i

40Franz Rosenzweig, Naharaim, p. 133, n. 27.

41Mordecai Kaplan's explanation of this fact is that
Cohen's view advocating intermarriage of Jews and non-Jews
was too radical even for the Reform. For this reason the
Reform leaders hesitated to include Cohen's philosophy
within the- framework of Reform ideology. Mordecai Kaplan,
The Purpose and Meaning of Jewish Existence (Philadelphia:
Jewish Publication Society of America, 1964), p. 51.

420. Philibson, The Reform Movement in Judaism, p. 5.

B1pia., p. 392. -
» , N
444p44., p. s.

45On Geiger's ambivalent attitude to the Hebrew

. language, see A. Geiq®er, ha=Mikra ve-Targumav, pp. 22-23.

. 4SSee Cohen's discussion on Zionism in "Religion gcd

Zionismus™ and "Antwort auf das offene Schreiben des He
Dr. Martin Buber," Judische Schriften, Vol. ITI, pp. 319-341.
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47Z10nism is recognized by Cohen as "backwardness" and
"contradiction to the messianic task of the Jews." 'Hermann
Cohen, Religion of Reason, p. 362. Furthermore, in his
"Religiose Postulate," Cohen states the following: "Es ist
ein Widerspruch gegen den messianischen Gedanken, gegen die
Mission Israels, dass wir einen eigenen Staat uns machen
durften." (The establishment of a state of our own is
incompatible with the messianic concept and with Israel's
mission.). Hermann Cohen, Judi8che Schriften, Vol. I, p. 8.

i

Hermann Cohen, Judische Schriften, Vol. I, p. 8.

48

49Hermann Cohen; Religion of Reason, p. 359.

SPCohen's approach to the Hebrew language is also
similar to that of Reform ideology. Here he reflects the
moderate wing of the Reform Movement: "The efforts in modern
times directed at changing the language of the Hebrew prayer
into the lanqguage of the appropriate culture, is under-
standable, Hermann Cohen, Religion of Reason, p. 389. How-
ever, "adherence to prayer in Hebrew is ... demanded in

principle." -Ibid., p. 393.
3

5'lKaufmann Kohler, Jewish Theology, Systematically and
Historically Considered (New York: The Macmillan Company,
1918), p. 41.

52For example, see Kaufmann Kohler, "The Mission of
Israel and its Applications to Modern Times," Reform Judaism:
A Historical Perspective, Joseph L. BIQP (ed.) (New York,
1973), pp. 127-150. ‘

53Hermann Cohen, Religion of Reason, p. 280. :

S41bid., p. 271.

55David Philipson, The Reform Movement in Judaism,

p. 3.

)

For an extended %tudy of the Sabbath's place in
Reform ideolaogy, see W. G. Plaut, "rhe Sabbath in the Reform

56

" Movement," Reform Judaism: A .Historical Perspective, pp.

229-254.

57Yoma 67b.

58Lev. 18;4.

2
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59Hermann Cohen, Religion of Reason, p. 359.™

601p14. : P )
6114, S ]

6 ¢

21pid., p. 36l.

N

163“Die isolierung war schlechterdings notwendig, wenn
der Monotheismus fiberhaupt aufkommen sollte. Und sie blieb
notwendig, wenn anders auch den beiden anderen Formen des
Monotheismus gegenuber der jilidische seinen unverminderten
wert behalten soll." Hermann Cohen, Die Religion der Vernunft
aus den Quellen des Judentums (Leipzig: Gustav Fock G. m. b,
H., 1919), pp. 423-424. Kaplan's English translation is some-" |
what misleading: "Isolation was absolutely necessary if
monotheism was to come to thrive at all. Moreover, isolation
remained- necessary if the Jewish kind of monotheism was to
preserve its undiminished value against the other two kinds."
Hermann Cohen, Religion of Reason, p. 359.

64

Hermann Cohen, Religion of Reason, p. 360.

651pid., p. 365.

661hiq. | ,

67 1pia.

© B8554., p. 366.

69Herman‘n Cohen, Die Religion der Vernunft, p. 432.

7OHermann Cohen, Religion of Reason, p. 367.

~Ilrpia., p. 224.

72

Hermann Cohen, Die Religion der—Vernunft, p. 432.

73"Ebenso ist die prinzipielle E}hatung des Sabbat fur
die Gemeide ...." Ibid.

74Hermann Cohen, Religion of Reason, p. 367.

.
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75Holdheim, not unlike Cohen, regarded the Sabbath as

a purely “ﬁeligious“ institution and-thus claimed that it
need not be observed on the "political Palestinian" assigned
day, but can be shifted to Sunday. Furthermore, Holdheim,
like Cohen, assumed the preservation of the Sabbath only "in
principle." Thus, to Holdheim's mind, many of the detailed
requlations of the Sabbath must be discarded. W. Gunther
Plaut, The Rise of Reform Judaism, p. 192.

76Hermann Cohen, Religion of Reason, p. 367.
771bid., p. 368.
781pi4. ; ' ,
ES ° )
791pid., p. 369.°
80 4
F. Rosenzweig, Naharaim, p. 133, note 27,
. 81Mordecai Kaplan, The Purpose and Meaning of Jewish

Existence, p.
¥ N
82Eliezer Berkovitz, Major Themes in the Modern
Philosophies of Judaism (New York: ., Ktav Publishing House,
1974), p. 25.

83Hermann Cohen, Religion of Reason, p. 367.

84Hermann Cohen, Reason and Hope, pp. 192-193.

851bid., p. 193.

: 861t 1s wortn mentioning in this context that .
Mendelssohn himself denied that his translation was meant ta
introduce cultural reforms into the Jews' life. The purpose
of the translation, he arqued, was limited to the need of
his own children's Jewish education. Mendelssohn, Gesammelte
Schriften, Vol. 16, pp. 251-253. .

87Hermann Cohen, "Deutschtum und Judentum," Judische
Schriften, vol. II, p. 260. °

88Hermann Cohen, Religion-of Reason, p. 357.

891pid., p. 361.
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90Hermann Cohen, Reason and’ Hope, p. 182.

91Moses Mendelssohn, Jerusalem and Other Jewish
Writings, p. 67.
»

92A. Altmann, Moses Mendelsschn -~ A Biographical Study,
p. 539. In general, Altmann suggests that Mendelssohn's basic
concept of history was in accordance with the cyclical rather
than the linear pattern. See Ibid., p. 540.

93

Hermann Cohen, Religion of Reason, p. 357.

94Moses Mendelssohn, Jerusaleh and Other Jewish
Writings, p. 156.

95cited by J. Agus, The Meaning of Jewish History,
vol. II, p. 327. ’

-

96Moses Mendelssohn, Gesammelte Schriften, vol. 16,
p. 151. \ ’
AN
97Hermann Cohen, Reliqion/éf_keason, pP. 357.
981bid. ‘
?1bia. | '
10011,44., p. 358.
A Conclusion
lMendelssohn himgelf sharply rejected the idea of a

"union of faiths" (Jerusalem and Other Jewish Writings,
pp. 107-110). Still, German Enlightenment seriously enter-
tained belief in such a phenomenon.

2

J. Guttmann, Philbsophies of Judaism, p. 3.

3F. Rosenzweig, Naharaim, p. 153.

4I refer here to Rosenzweig's definition'in his intro-
duction to The Star of Redemption (Boston: Beacon Press,

#1972), pp. 5-6.

%

SHermarm'Cohen, Raellgion of Reason, p.3 ’

-




$1bid., p. 7. ‘ ‘

Trbia.

81bid., p. 16. i

9

Ibid., p. 19.

10

121p14. S : g

13Maimonides, Mishneh Torah, Sefer ha-Mada, Hilkhot
Yesodei Torah, ch.,6 I.

14Hermann Cohen, Religion of Reason, p. B88.

131b1d. /’ , ~ J :
161p14., p. 73. ‘ ~ 5

. ° . . )
’ 17ybid., p. 338. R i

18J. Guttmann, Philosophles of Judaism, p. 334.

-

o ———

' 191hi4., p. 331. i

201h44. -

2lyoses Mendelssohn, Jerusalem and.Other Jewish
Writin S, pn 65- ) .

221pid., p. 38.

231p14, ' c T

241pn14., p. 65.

251h14.

261p14., p. 61
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271phid., p. 98 (Mal. 1;11).

281h3d., p. 97 (Ps. 19;2).

-~ .

2%1bid., p. 66 (according to Ps. 8;8).
30Moses Mendelssohn, Buir to Ex. 14;12.
31

Writings, p. 105. “ )
32134,

33Cited by Y. Heineman, ha-Ahdut be-Philosophia shel

o

Moses Mendelssohn, Jerusalem and Other Jewish

Moshe Mendelssohn, edited by Simon Rawidowicz (London,

¥1p14., p. 202.

" 351pia.

36piur to Ex. 19;20.

37

Moses Mendelssohn, Jerusalem and Other Jewish

Writings, p. 104. '

oA e e

4




e e e e A e ——— & o e e — o

- . T

-
- »

SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY

&

Primary Sources

Cohen, Hermann. Ethiks des Reinen Willens. Berlin: Bruno
< Cassirer, 1907. .

. Dat ha-Tevunah me-Mekorot ha-Yahadut. Translated
by Zvi Vislovskyy Edited by S. H. Bergmann and
‘N. Rotenstreich.  Introduction by Sinai Uko, Yosef
Ben-Shlomo. Jerxusalem: Mosad Bialik -- Machon Leo
Baeck, 1971. ) ‘

i . Die Religigg der Vernunft aus den Quellen des
Judentums. Leipzig: Gustav Fock G. m. b. H., 1919.

. Iyunim ba-Yahadut uv'-Baayot ha-Dor. Translated
by 2Zvi Vislovsky. Introduction by N. Rotenstreich. -
Jerusalem: Mosad Bialik, 1977.

. Judische Schriften. 3 Vols. Preface by Bruno
Cassirer. Introduction by Franz Rosenzweig. Berlin:
C. A. Schwetschke & Sohn/Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1924.

. Ketavim al ha-Yahadut. Translation by 2vi
© Vislovsky. Jerusalem: ha-Universita ha-Ivrit, 1935. °

. Reason and Hope. Translation by Eva Jospe.
Introduction by Eva Jospe. New York: W. W. Norton &
Company, 1971. «

E

\ . Religion of Reason qQut of the Sources of Judaism.
Translation by Simon Kaplan. Preface by Simon Kaplan.
Introduction by Leo Straus. New York: Fredrick Unger
Publishing Co., 1972.

L

Mendelssohn, Moses. Gesammelte Schriften. Vol, 16. Edifed
by Haim Borodianski. Introduction by-Haim Borodianski.
Berlin: Akademlie-Verlag, 1929.

A\

t

. Jerusalem and Other Jewish Writings. Translation
by Alfred Jospe. Introduction by Alfred Jospe. New
.York: Schocken Books, 1969. .

. Jerusalem oder Uber religidse Macht und Judenthm. .
Berlin: Welt-Verlag, 1919. ’ »

- 252 -

- »
- J}'



- 253 -

Mendelssohn, Moshe. Kitvei Moshe Mendelssohn. V&l. I.

: Translation by S. Herberg and Y. L. Baruch. Edited by
S. Perelman. Introduction by N. Rotenstreich. Tel
Aviv: Masadah-Ligvulam, 1947.

t

. Or le-Netiva. Introduction by G. Kresel. Tel
Aviv: Devarim Nedirim Pub., 1967.

Rabbi Moshe Ben Menahem. Michtav 1'ha-Cohen Lavater. Trans-
lation by Naftali Hertz Vizal. Introduction by Yizhak
&hlomo Fox. Berlin, 1892,

'

. Yerushalaim. Translation by Shoher Tov Yisrael.
Vienna: Peretz Ben Moshe Smolenskin, 1872.
/‘-—.
Rabbenu Moshe me-Dessau. Phaidon -- Hu Sefer Hishaarut ha-
Nefesh. Translation by Yishai Ber. Warsaw, 1885.

Secondary Sources

Agus, Jacob Bernard. Dialogue and Tradition. New York:
Abelard-Schuman, 1971.,

. TheLMeaning of Jewish History. Vol. II. London,
New York/ Toronto: Abelard-Schuman, 1963.

Ahad ha-Am. Al Parashat Derachim. Jerusalem: d%vir, 1947.
) /
Albo, Josef. Sefer ha~Ikkarim. Vol. I. Translation by
Issac 'Husik. Introduction py Issac Husik.
- Philadelphia: The Jewish Publication Society of
America, 1946.

Altmann, Alexander. Moses Mendelssohn —- A Biographical
Study. Philadelphia: The Jewish Publication Society
of America, 1973.

Baeck, Leo. Mahut ha-Yahadut. Translation by Lea Zagagy.
Introduction by A. E. Simon. Jerusalem: Mosad
Bialik -- Machon Leo Baeck, 1968.

Bergman, Samuel Hugo. Faith and Reason. Translation by
Alfred Jospe. New York: A Hillel Book, SchocRen
- Books, 1976.

. Toldot ha-Philosophia ha-Hadashah -- Systems of
Post—-Kantian Philosgophy. Introduction by N.
o Rotenstreich. Jerusalem: Mosad Bilalik, 1979.

Berkovitz, Eliezer. Major Themes in the Modern Philosoéhies
of Judaism. New York: Ktav Publishing House, T974.

A




’

~ 254 -

Blau, Joseph L. (Ed.). Reform Judaism: A Historical Per-
spective. Introduction by Joseph Blau. New York:
Ktav Publishing House, Inc., 1973.

Cohen, Arthur A.

The Natural and the Supernatural Jew. New

York, Toronto, London: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1964.

Eisenstein, D. (Ed.). Otzar Vikuhim -- A Collection of

Polemics and Disputations. n.p., 1969.

Ettinger, Samuel.
Edited by H.

Toldot Am Yisrael ba-Et ha-Hadashah.
H. Ben Sasson. Tel Aviv: Devir, 1969. \\’//

. ha-Antishemiut ba-Et ha-Hadashah. Tel Aviv:

Moreshet/Sifriat ha-Poalim, 1978.

.

. "Yehudim ve-Yahadut be-Enei ha-Deistim ha-Anglim
ba-Mea ha-18." 2Zion. Vol, XXIX. 1Issue 3-4, pp. 182~
207. Jerusalem: The Historical Society of Israel,

1964‘

Fackenheim, L. Emil. Hermann Cohen -- After Fifty Years.
New_York: Leo Baeck Institute, 1969.

N

Federbush, SAimon.
Jerusalam:

~

Fleishman, Yaakov.

ha-Mussar v'ha-Mishpat ha-Yehudi.
Mosad ha-Rav Kook, 1979.

Baayat ha-Natzrut ba-Mahashavah ha-Yehudit

me-Mendelssohn ad Rosenzweig. - Introduction by S. H.

Bergman. Jerusalem: Magnes ha-Universita ha-Ivrit,

1962. .

Geiger, Avraham.

ha-Mikra ve-Tarqumav. Introduction by

Yosef Klausner. Translation by Y. L. Mevorach.

I

Jerusalem:

. Mivhar

Mosad Bialik, 1949. J

Ktavav al ha-Tikunim ba-Dat. Edited by

M. A. Meyer.

Introduction by M. A. Meyer. Translation

by G. Elishberg. Jerusalem: The Zalman Shazar Center .

& The Dinur

Center, 1979. cle

Gilon, Melir. Kohelet Mussar le-Mendelssohn al Reka Tekufato.

Jerusalem:

ha-Akademiah ha=-Leumit ha-Yisraelit le-

Madaim, 1979.

Ginzberg, Louis.

On Jewish Law and Lore. Philadelphia: The

Jewish Publication Society of America, 1955.

Glatzer, Nahum N.

(Ed.). Modern Thought -~ A Source Reader.

New York: Schocken Books, 1977. .



- 255 -

Graetz, Heinrich. The Structure of Jewish History. Transla-
tion by I. Schorsch. Introduction by I. Schorsch. New
York: Jewish Theological Seminary in America, 1975.

Guttmann, Julius. Dat u-Madda. Translation by Shaul Ash.
Edited by S. H. Bergman and N. Rotenstreich.
Jerusalem: Hebrew University -~ Magnes Press, 1955,

. Philosophies of Judaism. Translation by David w,.
Silverman. Introduction by R. J. 2Zvi Werblowsky. New
York, Chicago, San Francisco: Holt, Rinehart and
Winston, 1964.

@
Halevi, Judah. The Kuzari. Translation by Hartwig Hirschfeld.
Introduction by_Henry Slonimsky. New York: Schocken
Books, 1968.
Heineman, Yizhak. ha-Ahdut ba-Philosophia ha-Datit shel
) Mendelssohn. Collection of Studies. Edited by Simon
Rawidowicz. Vol. 7. London, Waltham, Mass.: Ararat
Publishing Society, 1954.

. Taamei ha-Mitzvot be-Sifrut Yisrael. 2 Vols.
Jerusalem: ha-Histradrut ha-Zionit, 1965.

Kant, Immanuel. Religion Within the Limits of Reason Alone.
Translation by Theodor M. Green and H. Hudson. Intro-
duction by T. M. Green, H. Hudson, John R. Silber,
New York: Harper Torchbooks, 1960.

&

Kaplan, Mordecai. The Purpose and Meaning of JewisH\Existence.
Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society of Amerca,
1964. * .

Katz, Jacob. Exclusiveness and Tolerance. New York:
Schocken Books, 1961.

)

. "le~Mi Anah Mendelssohn be-Yerushalaim Shelo?"
Zion. Vol. 29. Issue 1-2, pp. 112-133. Jerusalem:
The Historical Society of Israel.

. "The Term 'Jewish Emancipation': Its Origin and
Historical Impact." Studies in Nineteenth-Century

Jewish Intellectual History. Vol. II, pp. 1-25.

Edited by Alexander Altmaman. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard .
University Press, 1964. h

Klatzkin, gaacov. Hermann Cohan. . Berlin: Rimon, 1923.

Klausner, Yosef. Historiah shel ha-Sifrut ha~Ivrit ha-
Hadashah. Vol. I, pp. 43-102. (Chapter: Moshe Ben
Menahem Mendelssohn). Jerusalem: Achiasaf Publishing,
1960.

- §




L

- 256 -

v

o~

Kohler, Kaufmann. ~Jewish Theology, Systematically and
Historically Considered. New York: The Macmillan
Company, 1918.

Koplad, Louis J. "Friendship of Lessing and Mendelssohn."
Yearbook of Central Conference of American Rabbis.
Vol. XXXIX, pp. 37--387. Detroit, Mich., 1929.

Lasarus, Moritz. The Ethics of Judaism. Translation by
Henrietta Szold. Philadelphia: The Jewish Publication
So¢iety of America, 1901.

Levi, A. Felix. "Moses Mendelssohn's Ideals of Religion and
Their Relation to Reform Judaism." Yearbook of Central
conference of American Rabbis. Vol. XXXIX, pp. 351-
369. Detroit, Mich., 1929.

Locke, John. "A Letter Concerning Toleration" Works. vol. VI.
London, 1823. Reprinted, Germany: Scientia Verlag
Aalen, 1963.

Mahler, Raphael. A History of Modern Jewry: London:
Vallentine, Mitchell, 1971. :

Maimonides. A Maimonides Reader. {(Mishneh Torah; Book of
Seeds; Book of Judges). Introduction by Isador Twersky.
New York: Behrman House, Inc., 1972. -

Mishneh Torah. Jerusalem: El1 ha-Mekoroth, 1954,

Moreh ha-Nevochim. Translation by David Kapach.

Introduction by David Kapach. Jerusalem: Mosad ha-Rav
Kook, 1972. .

Martin, Bernard. (Ed.). Contemporary Reform Jewish Thought.
Chicago: Quadrangle Books, 1968.

Mevorach, B. "ha-Reka le-Peniato shel Lavater le-
Mendelssohn.” Zion. Vol. XXX. Issue 3-4, pp. 158~
170. Jerusalem: The Historical Society of Israel, -
1965. : .

Meyer, Michael A. The Origin of the Modern Jew. Detroit:
Wayne State Uniggrsity Press, 1967.

Y

Philipson, David. The Reform Movement in Judaism. Intro-
' duction by S. B. Freehof. New York: - Ktav Publication
House, 1967. »

!
Plaut, W. G. The Growth of Reform Judaism. s/ Introduction by
J. K. Shankman. New York: World Union for Pro-
gressive Judaism, 1965, '




P . o r e ——— @ n——

- 257 -

Plaut, W. G. The Rise of Reform Juéhism. Introduction by
S. B. Freehof. New York: World Union for Pro-
gressive Judaism, 1963.

Ravidovitch, Simon. "Moshe Mendelssohn." ha-Tekufah.
Vols. 26-27. Tel Aviv, 1930. N

‘ﬁpsenzweig, Franz. The Star of Redemption. Preface by

G .

N. N. Glatzer. Boston: Beacon Press, 1972.

Rosenzweig, Franz and Rosenstock-Huessy, E. Judaism Despite
Christianity. Introduction by Harold Stahmer. New
York: Schocken Books, 1971. )

Rosenzweig, Frapz. Naharaim, Translation by Y. Amir.
~Introduction by S. H. Bergman. Jerusalem: Mosad
Bialik, 1977. y

Rotenstreich, Nathan. Jewish Philosophy in Modern Times.
New York, Chicago, San Francisco: Holt, Rinehart and
Winston, 1968.

3

. ha-Mahshavaly ha-Yehudit ba-Et ha-Hadashah. Vol.
II. Tel Aviv: Am Oved, 1966.

Rothman, Walter. “"Mendelssohn's Character and Philosophy of

Religion." Yearbook of Central Conference of American
Rabbis. Vol. XXXIX, pp. 305-350. Detroit, Mich.,
1929. - o

Rubinshtein, Arie. Reshitah shel Ténuat ha-Reforma be-
Artzot ha-Brit. Jerusalem: ha-Universita ha-Ivrit,

1973.

Rudavsky, David. Modern Jewish Religious Movements. New
York: Bahrman House, Inc., 1967. .

Scholem, Gersh8m. me-Berlin le-Yerushalayim. Tel Aviv:
Am Oved, 1982. .

. Major Trends in Jewish Mysticism. New York:
Schocken Bboks, 1974.

!

Schweid, Eliezer. Toldot hHa-Hagut ha-Yehudit ba-Et ha-
Hadashah. Jerusalem: ha-Kibbutz ha-Meuhad/Keter,
'19770 : L

Shaanan, Avraham. haﬁgifrut ha-Ivrit ha-Hadashah le-
-~ Zerameha., Vol. I. Tel Aviv: Masadah, 1962.

Smolenskin, Peretz Ben Moshe. "Et la-Taat." Maamarim.
Jerusalem: Defus ha-Poalim, 1925.

[}




-

- 258 =~

Spinoza, Benedict de. Philosophy of Benedict de Spinoza.
Translation by R. H. M. Elwes. Introduyction by Fran
%gwall. New York: Tudor Publishing Co. qn.d. '

. Tractatus Theologico Politicus. Translation by
R. H. M. Elwes. Introduction by R.- H. M. Elwes.
London, New York: George Rutledge & Sons, n.d.

Toland, John. Appendix n. 1 to Nazarenus --— ého Problems
Concerning Jewish Nation and Religion. London, 1718..

. Reasons for Naturalizing the Jews in Great Britain

and Ireland. London, 1914, . .

Treitschke, Heinrich von. "A Word About Our Jewry."
Cincinnati: Hebrew Union Cdéllege, n.d.

Twersky, Isador. Studies in Jewish Law and Philosophy. New
York: Ktav Publishing House, 1982.

Tzamerion, Zemach. Sheloshah Hogim. Tel Aviv: Reshafim,
1979. .

Weiner, Max. ha-Dat ha-Yehudit be-Tekufat ha-Emantzipaziah.
Translation by Lea Zagagy. Introduction by Y. Amir.
Jerusalem: Mosad Bialik -- Machon Leo Baeck, 1974.

. "John Toland and Judaism." Hebrew Union College
Annual. Vol. XVI, pp. 215-242. Cincinnati, 194@.

Zunz, Yom-ToviLipmann. ha-Derashot be-~Yisrael. Translation
- by M. A. Zack. Edited by H. Albeck. Jerusalem:
’ Mosad Bialik, 1945. '
o . [ ]

~

e 2



. r .
) -
'
+, .
.
-
Ay ’
“» %
-
' ’
o
s
.
.
. 1 '
’ i
N . Kl
[
¢ -
4 -
g . .
s
x .
¢ -
> H
. . .
o -
« e . -
x . .
N N
oy D
d * N PR
¢ . M . A

A
N I
e . -
. .
.
o . '
. . '
. . . )
N S .
. . s .

a




