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I N T R O D U C T I O N

I

This unusual collection of letters and essays spans half a 
century of spiritual and cultural disintegration and concurrent 
attempts at renewal and reform. In Rosenstock-Huessy’s words, 
the “facts of life” during this period include, among other things, 
“the murder of six million Jews, tw o world wars, an ecumenical 
council, a panarabic upheaval,” and “ 7 0 0  million Chinese entering 
the orbit of Christendom . ” 1 The style of the w ork is distinguished 
on a number of counts. For one thing, this is not a “textbook” of 
the sort that academic people and their students are wont to 
expect and that the former, all too often, spend a lifetime writing; 
this w ork is, indeed, an anti-textbook. The issues and problems 
treated are not sorted out neatly according to the abstract, neutral, 
timeless categories and concepts that the authors of textbooks— 
and, in fact, the authors of most scholarly works—seem to find so 
satisfying. Rosenstock-Huessy came to the realization very  early 
in life that history is a matter of passion—that history is some
thing in which persons and nations are deeply involved, rather 
than something merely <to be contemplated and speculated about 
—and Rosenzweig came to share this conviction. As Rosenstock- 
Huessy put it in the “post-war preface” to his Out o f  R e v o lu t io n :  
T h e  A u to b io g ra p h y  o f  W e s te rn  M a n  ( 1 9 3 8 ): “O ur passions give

1 F ro m  a personal letter, Sept. 2 7 , 1 9 6 6 .
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life to the world, our collective passions constitute the history of 
mankind. ” 2 Further; “A  different type of man and woman is 
produced by stimulating or repressing different potential pas- ' 
sions; and any special society is based on a peculiar selection in 
admitting or negating the innumerable desires of our hearts . . . .  
W hen a nation, or [an] individual, declines the experiences that 
present themselves to passionate hearts only, they are automatic
ally turned out from the realm of history . ” 3

The reader must be warned, then, that the customary distance 
from subject matter—that sense of “objectivity” and “neutrality” 
that most academic people have been conditioned to expect and 
even to demand—is nowhere to be found in the “Letters on Juda
ism and Christianity” that comprise the greater part of the vol
ume. The usual subject/object antinomies, which preclude per
sonal involvement, feelings of shame, embarrassment, and hope, 
seemed to Rosenstock, at least as early as 1 9 1 0 , to be a reflection 
of the irresponsibly “neutral” academic mentality that was even
tually to contribute significantly, albeit unintentionally, to calam
ities such as Hitler’s rise to power, to the murder of those six 
million Jews, and to the moral and spiritual morass that present 
generations in the W est are experiencing and that subsequent 
generations w ill yet be sacrificed fo r . 4

As Rosenstock-Huessy remarked on one occasion: “It is part 
of the whole naivete of the educated that German academics do 
not know how in 1 9 3 3  they forfeited their status as participants 
in the lo g o s; they do not know that only through the [courage 
and deeds of the] resistance fighters [in H itler’s Germ any], and 
not through knowledge or erudition, do [scholars] have the right 
to continue their research or teaching in the German language.” 
In the same essay—by Mrs. Sabine Leibholz, twin sister of the

2 Eu gen R osenstock-H uessy, O ut o f R evolu tion  ( N e w  Y o rk : W illia m  
M o rro w  & C om pan y, 1 9 3 8 ), p. 3 . F o r  a fuller discussion o f these themes 
cf. Page Sm ith, T h e  H istorian and H isto ry  ( N e w  Y o rk : A lfre d  A . K n o p f, 
1 9 6 4 ), pp. 9 5 - 9 6 ; C arl J . Friedrich (ed.) R evolu tion  ( N e w  Y o rk : A th erton , 
1 9 6 6 ) pp. v - v i ,  1 2 2 - 1 3 5 .

3 O ut o f R evolu tion, p. 4 .

4 Cf. Rosenstock-Huessy’s essay, “Hitler and Israel,” and Professor Alt- 
mann’s article, elsewhere in this volume.
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Christian martyr Dietrich Bonhoeffer—Rosenstock is quoted as 
saying, to a German audience: “The position you take with re
gard to the 2 0 th July, 1 9 4 4  determines whether you as Germans 
can have forefathers. Thus history is made to live again through 
evocation, and we must decide as from now what of our past 
history belongs to the future. [The] evoking of history is not 
only a matter for parents or commanding statesmen and leaders 
of spiritual life, but [also] concerns us teachers. ” 5 Elsewhere 
Rosenstock described the complete breakdown of the German 
language between 1 9 3 3  and 1 9 3 9  as “one of the speediest and most 
radical events of all times in the field of mind and speech.” This 
experience more than any other confirmed his conviction that 
language, that speech , is the “science of this life blood of society 
and should. . .  be exalted to the rank of social research . ” 6

The setting for the “Letters on Judaism and Christianity” is, 
therefore, to use Father W alter J. Ong’s phrase, an “oral and 
aural” one . 7 The styles of Rosenstock-Huessy and Rosenzweig, 
like those of Bonhoeffer and Camus, reflect an overwhelming 
sense of involvement in history. The letters, as indeed the other 
writings of both correspondents, are unusually personal and auto
biographical, seeming to be almost involuntary responses wrung

5 On July 2 0 , 1 9 4 4  an unsuccessful attempt was made on Hitler’s life. 
Several of Hitler’s staff were killed in the bomb plot and many others were 
subsequently executed by Hitler. Sabine Leibholz, “Eugen Rosenstock- 
Huessy and Dietrich Bonhoeffer—Two Witnesses to the Change in Our 
Time,” Universitas, 8 ( 1 9 6 6 ) 3 , pp. 2 8 2 - 8 3 , 2 8 6 .

6 Eugen Rosenstock-Huessy, “In Defense of the Grammatical Method” 
( 1 9 5 5 ). (Privately printed), p. 1 . In the same essay he writes, “The circula
tion of articulated speech is the life blood of society. Through speech, so
ciety sustains its time and space axes. . . . When speech is recognized as 
curing society from the ills of disharmony and discontinuity in time and 
space, grammar is the most obvious organon for the teachings on society 
. . . .  A science is sought by which we may diagnose the power, vitality, 
unanimity and prosperity of the life blood of society, of speech, language, 
literature . . . .  Our method represents remedial linguistics . . . ” p. 5 .

7 Ong, Father Walter J., The Presence of the Word (New Haven & 
London: Yale University Press, 1 9 6 7 ). The epigraph to this work, trans
lated (by Father Ong) from the second volume of Rosenstock-Huessy’s 
Soziologie, reads: “Experiences of the first order, of the first rank, are not 
realized through the eye.” (Die Vollzahl der Zeiten [ 1 9 5 7 ], P* 3 3 -)
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out of men caught up in the kind of crisis situation in which neat 
distinctions between personal, spiritual, and historical perspec
tives are difficult or impossible to make—and are likely to be use
less in any case. Quite accurately, the correspondence was cited 
by the late Fritz Kaufmann as a veritable model of “existential” 
dialogue. “True co-existenz,” Kaufmann wrote, “in the consuma- 
tion of face-to-face relationships is no less intensive and forceful 
for being unobtrusive, a model of non-violence.” Such, he as
serted, was the quality “alive in the highly charged controversy 
between Eugen Rosenstock-Huessy and Franz Rosenzweig in 
1 9 1 3  and 1 9 1 6 . ” 8 In retrospect, Rosenstock-Huessy made the fo l
lowing comment about their first significant encounter in 1 9 1 3 : 
“Much to their own surprise the two partners found themselves 
reluctantly put under the compulsion to face up to one another 
in a struggle with no quarter to be given or asked for . . .  For only  
in this last extremity, of a soul in self-defense, is there hope to 
realize the truth in the questions of life . ” 9

Conversation, dialogue, speech set against speech was the 
method and medium wherein, at one stage in their lives, a Jew 
and a Christian discovered their respective identities and a com
mon framework for answering their age’s particular brand of 
spiritual agnosticism and academic and professional nihilism. Of 
the dialogical method Rosenzweig noted: . . .  in the course of
a dialogue he who happens to be listening also speaks, and he does 
not speak merely when he is actually uttering words, not even 
mainly when he is uttering words, but just as much when through 
his eager attention, through the assent or dissent expressed in his 
glances, he conjures words to the lips of the current speaker.” 10 
Rosenstock-Huessy’s motto, “R e sp o n d e o  etsi m u ta b o r !” (“I re
spond a lth o u g h  I will be changed!” ), captures the element of risk 
to each partner that is involved when two people place them-

8 Fritz Kaufmann, “Karl Jaspers and a Philosophy of Communication,” 
inP. A. Schlipp (ed.) The Philosophy of Karl Jaspers (New York: Tudor, 
1 9 5 7 ), P- 2 1 4-

9 Ibid. Cited from Eugen Rosenstock’s “Introduction” to his correspond
ence with Franz Rosenzweig in the latter’s Briefe (Berlin: Schocken Ver- 
lag, i 9 3 5 b  P- 6 3 8 ,

10 Nahum N. Glatzer, Franz Rosenzweig: His life and Thought (New 
York: Schocken Books, Inc., 1 9 5 3 ), p. 3 0 8 .
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selves under the spell of speech—that is, when a truly dialogical 
relationship develops.

Under such conditions dialogue differs very dramatically, it 
should be emphasized, from most of the so-called dialogues that 
one sees so often on educational and “public service” television 
programs. In such presentations the focus and the direction in 
which the exchange will proceed are almost always prearranged, 
the tone of the participants is to be “controlled,” and “polite,” and 
the program must begin and end within a specified time limit; 
even if there are no interruptions for commercial messages, such 
“dialogue” can be little more than a rather artificial and imper
sonal device for holding the attention of the unseen audience. In 
contrast, dialogue as exemplified in the Rosenstock/Rosenzweig 
correspondence is almost invariably in large measure unpremedi
tated, occurs without reference to any audience, and involves 
very serious risks for the participants.

Many of the references and allusions in the correspondence will 
seem familiar or unfamiliar to the reader according to the extent 
of his prior interest and involvement in the matters treated. Never
theless, those who are interested, and surely those who are in
volved, in current discussion and debate on the role of Jew and 
Christian in our post-Christian era, and those who have a serious 
interest in the roles of speech, communication, and biblical her
meneutics in a secular age, will immediately recognize, or should, 
the profound relevance of this dialogue. But fascinating as this 
volume may be to students of the thought of Rosenstock-Huessy 
and Rosenzweig in particular, the real importance of the cor
respondence should rest primarily upon whether their method 
(i.e. that of “dialogue” and “speech-thinking” ), and their insights 
into the relationship between Jew and Christian, are relevant to 
the passionate concerns of real people now and in the future. As 
Rosenzweig was to write later in another connection (specifically 
in regard to his and Martin Buber’s plan to translate the Hebrew 
scriptures into German):

The time . . .  is not ripe until a receptive people reaches out toward 
the wing beat of an alien masterpiece with its own yearning and its 
own utterance, and when its receptiveness is no longer based on curi-
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o sity, interest, desire for education, or even aesthetic pleasure, but 
has become an integral part of the people’s historical development.11
The decision to make the biblical translation, a prodigious and ul
timately fruitful undertaking, meant that in t h e  period following 
World W ar I both Buber and Rosenzweig believed that the ex
perience of an Eternal People, as recorded in the Old Testament 
was still meaningful for German-speaking peoples in the period 
following W orld W ar I. Similarly, the present validity of both 
the substance and the method of Rosenstock-Huessy’s and Rosen
zweig’s dialogue depends in very large measure on whether or not 
the time is at last “ ripe”—on whether there are now ears that wish, 
or are willing, to listen to what these men said to each other and 
to their age.

II

Little could Buber and Rosenzweig realize, as they began their 
pre-Hitler venture in biblical translation, the full and awful mean
ing for the Jews, and for all humanity, of the oft-cited words, “ the 
stubbornness of the Jew s” ! Rosenzweig’s unpremeditated prepa
ration for that partnership with Buber began significantly in the 
now-famous conversation with Eugen Rosenstock in 1913,  when 
the latter’s “ stubbornness”  as a believing Christian, as a man who 
took revelation seriously, challenged the self-admitted relativism 
that was inherent in Rosenzweig’s Hegelian philosophical bias. A  
non-practicing “ Jew ,”  Rosenzweig had studied history at Frei
burg under Friedrich Meinecke in 1908-1912 and in Ju ly, 1913 
he was still immersed in Hegel’s political writings and German 
Idealism generally. Rosenstock, who had become a Christian at 
the age of sixteen, was a Privatdozent in the Faculty of Law  at 
Leipzig, had published several books, and was generally a person 
whom the older Rosenzweig respected and admired. Later in life, 
in a letter to Meinecke dated August 30, 1920, Rosenzweig re
called the change that had come about in his life as a result of his 
encounter with Rosenstock and his (Rosenzweig’s) subsequent

1 1  Ibid., p. 2 5 7 .
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conversion to J u d a i s m .  The letter w a s  written to Meinecke from 
Frankfort, where Rosenzweig was conducting a “ center for Jew 
ish learning,” the Freies Jiidisches Lehrhaus. “ The man who wrote 
The Star of Redemption,”  Rosenzweig told Meinecke,

is of a different caliber from the author of H e g e l and the State. Yet 
when all is said and done, the new book is only—a b o o k . I don’t attach 
any undue importance to it. The small—at times exceedingly small— 
thing called (by Goethe) “demand of the day” which is made upon 
me in my position at Frankfort, I mean the nervewracking, picayune, 
and at the same time very necessary struggles of people and condi
tions, have now become the real core of my existence—and I love this 
form of existence despite the inevitable annoyance that goes with it. 
Cognition [E r k e n n e n ]  no longer appeals to me as an end in itself . . . .  
[whereas] the questions asked by human beings have become increas
ingly important to me. This is precisely what I meant by “cognition 
and knowledge as a service” : a readiness to confront such questions, to 
answer them as best I can out of my limited knowledge and my even 
slighter ability. You will now be able to understand what keeps me 
away from the university . . ,12

In another connection, Rosenzweig once said of Meinecke: “ He 
treats history as though it were a Platonic dialogue, not murder 
and manslaughter.” 13

Rosenzweig’s decisive rejection of Idealism, following his cru
cial encounter with Rosenstock in 1913,  and his increasing pre
occupation with the significance of revelation, was intensified in 
the course of his study of Schelling’s writings and his discovery, 
in 1914, of a work by Schelling that had been attributed to Hegel. 
The influence of Schelling is quite evident in Rosenzweig’s The  
Star of Redemption ( 1921 ) ,  his opus magnum. But it is also read
ily apparent that Rosenstock’s influence was equally powerful, if 
not more so. Only a very small part of a considerable body of evi
dence pointing in this direction can be alluded to here.

First, Rosenzweig’s plan for the Star was inspired by his reading 
a “ speech letter”  from Rosenstock in 1916. This letter, written in

12 Ibid., pp. 9 6 - 9 7 .
13  Ibid., p. 1 7 .
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response to Rosenzweig’s request that his friend write to him on 
“ the languages” (see Letter No. 21, p. 169 in the present volume), 
set forth the plan for, and much of the substance of, Rosenstock’s 
Angewandte Seelenkunde (Applied Psychology, 1923), and pre
figured (in outline form) the direction of Rosenstock’s subse
quent writings on sociology, speech, time, names, etc.—above all, 
his “ cross of reality” as reflected in his “grammatical thinking.”

S e c o n d ,  it was Rosenzweig’s stated intention that the S t a r  be 
read as a complement to A n g e w a n d t e  S e e l e n k u n d e ,  In the second 
part of the S t a r ,  for example, Rosenzweig applied the method of 
“ speech-thinking,” an approach to which he was introduced by 
Rosenstock and then adapted to his own purposes. The third part, 
devoted to the relationship between Jew  and Christian, clearly re
flects the decisive influence of his dialogue with Rosenstock on 
that subject.

T h i r d ,  the significance of revelation, which first began to dawn 
on Rosenzweig as a result of his encouter with Rosenstock in 1913,  
and which was discussed at some length in the letters of 1916 (at 
Rosenzweig’s request), serves as the cornerstone for Rosenzweig’s 
resolution (in the second part of the S t a r )  of the dilemma of phil
osophical Idealism as outlined in the first part. It is evident that 
Rosenzweig also drew heavily upon his reading of Schelling in 
1914, but his discussion of revelation was influenced much more 
decisively by Rosenstock’s insights.

F o u r t h , the influence of the later Schelling (in his P h i l o s o p h y  

o f  R e v e l a t i o n ,  1841) is evident in Rosenzweig’s attack, in the first 
part of the S t a r ,  on the identity of Reason and Being in the philo
sophical systems of Kant and Hegel (as well as in a n y  philosophy 
of religion that attempts to derive G od’s existence from a general 
notion of Being). Both Rosenzweig and Schelling embraced Ideal
ism early in their lives but later rejected it in favor of a religious 
position that eventually was to be more orthodox than philosophi
cal in character—and yet both, even after they had adopted a re
ligious orientation, found it necessary to attempt a refutation of 
Idealism on the basis of a philosophical system. There are many 
parallels between Schelling’s attack on the attempt by philosophi
cal rationalists to identify experience with absolute reality, Mind 
with Spirit, in a rationally coherent system (in O f  H u m a n  F r e e -
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dom, 1795) and Rosenzweig’s attack on Idealism in The Star of
Redemption.

Fifth, in his essay on “ The N ew  Thinking” Rosenzweig stated, 
with respect to “ influence,” the following: “ The main influence 
was Eugen Rosenstock; a full year and a half before I began to 
write I had seen the rough draft of his now published Angewandte 
Seelenkunde.” 1*

I l l

As was suggested above, one principal merit of this present 
work, Judaism Despite Christianity, is that the past events dealt 
with—a dialogue of half a century ago—suggest a tone and cli
mate for direction today. The dialogue bears significantly on a 
number of questions that are currently being raised and discussed, 
or, and perhaps more significantly, questions that ought be consid
ered by those who are or will be concerned with the resonance of 
history and the works of the Spirit in years to come. Some of these 
problems—developments might be a better term—have to do with 
specifically religious concerns (ecumenicism, the “ death of G od” 
controversy, etc.); others are basically secular in nature.

First, consider for a moment the direction and impact of a 
number of contemporary trends among Jew s and Christians. Fol
lowing Pope John X X IIFs declaration of January 25, 1959, the 
Twenty-First Ecumenical Council of the Roman Catholic Church 
was held, beginning on October 1 1 ,  1962, the first such council 
since Vatican I in 1869-1870. After it was over, Pope Paul V I, in 
reflecting upon nine centuries of religious division, spoke of ag- 
giornamento and of the events of Vatican II as a plan and vision

14 It should be noted that the “ Letters on Judaism  and Christianity”  are 
but a relatively small part of the total correspondence betw een R osenzw eig  
and R osenstock-H uessy and his w ife , M argrit. Esp ecially significant are 
the documents from  the „ period w hen R osen zw eig w as com posing the 
first draft of D e r S te m  der Erldsung. Provisions have been made fo r the 
publication o f some o f this extrem ely im portant material at a later date. 
A n g ew a n d te Seelenkunde  is reprinted in the first volum e o f Rosenstock- 
H u essy’s D ie Sprache des M enschengeschlechts  (H eid elb erg: V e rla g  L a m 
bert Schneider, 1 9 6 3 ) , pp. 7 3 9 - 8 1 0 . [See footnote 2 3  below .]
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for subsequent ages to implement and realize. Among the official 
documents passed by the council was one concerning Christians 
and Jews and Christians and the adherents of other world reli
gions (October, 1965). The document reads in part like an in
troduction to a course in comparative religion, but it does have the 
merit of giving considerable emphasis to the greatness of the “ spir
itual patrimony common to Christians and Jew s/’ and to the de
sirability of fostering “ mutual understanding and respect” and 
“ brotherly dialogues” between them.15

This declaration is symptomatic of an ecumenical spirit that is 
playing an increasingly important role in contemporary religious 
activity, not only as between Jews and Roman Catholics but also 
in Protestant/Roman Catholic and Protestant /Jewish relation
ships. Rarely has Western man experienced such an ecumenically 
harmonious atmosphere. In the same breath it must be added, 
however, that to be meaningful and lasting “ brotherly dialogues” 
must eventually touch the very marrow of fundamental spiritual 
differences. They must, for example, reach the point of recogniz
ing mutual “ stubbornness” on points of profound disunity—while 
at the same time continuing to exploit every possible opportunity 
for cooperative deliberation and action. This being so, the Rosen- 
stock /Rosenzweig dialogue of 1916 continues to be of the great
est possible relevance. T o  some concerned readers, indeed, their 
letters may seem of far greater import, in the long run, than the 
document approved by the Council.

Even as “ ecumenism” was becoming almost a household word 
in the 1960’s, there suddenly burst upon the religious scene a num
ber of pronouncements—most of them from sensitive Protestant 
clerics and theologians, but a few  from Roman Catholic writers 
as well—to the effect that “ God is dead!,”  and that the works of 
the Spirit can best be realized in a climate free from the paro
chialism of traditional religious institutional forms. A  statement 
by the editor of Prism, cited by Bishop J. A. T. Robinson in his 
controversial best seller, Honest T o G od, captures the radical tone 
of these declarations:

15 W a lte r  M . A b b o tt, S. J ., T h e  D ocu m ents o f Vatican II  ( N e w  Y o rk : 
G u ild  Press, 1 9 6 6 ), p. 6 6 5 .

1 0
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W h a t  certainly is true is that there are m a n y  m en w h o  find traditional 

religio n  and sp iritu ality  co m p le te ly  m eaningless, and that y o u  w ill  

find them  am o n g those w h o  are c o m p le te ly  co m m itte d  to  C h rist as 

w e ll as among those that are n o t . . . .  W e  have reach ed  a m o m en t in  

h isto ry  w h e n  these things are at last b ein g  said o p e n ly  and w h e n  th e y  

are said there is an alm ost audible gasp o f relie f fro m  those w h o se  c o n 

sciences have been w r o n g ly  bu rd ened  b y  the religiou s tra d itio n . 16

Thus, notwithstanding the strong emphasis on ecumenism in 
some religious circles, there is also much genuine concern about a 
growing shortage of ordinands for the ministry, and those respon
sible for theological education foresee the pressing necessity of a 
radical change in the very structure of the theological enterprise. 
In a recent matriculation address to the incoming class of a lead
ing theological seminary in N ew  York, for example, an eminent 
American church historian, Robert T . Handy, repeated the ob
servations of a University of Cambridge don, Howard Root: “  ‘It 
is by no means clear that anything like Christian faith in the form 
we know it will ever again be able to come alive for people of our 
own time or of such future time as we can imagine/ ”  and then 
went on to say: . . we may be riveted by our past that we can
hardly even imagine anything really new or different, either in 
the w ay Christian faith is stated or in the w ay it is institutional
ized.” 17

And even among the more tradition-oriented supporters of ecu
menism there are many who wonder whether the spirit that ani
mated Vatican II can and will filter down and be felt at the local 
parish level. There are Roman Catholics who fear that reforms 
such as the introduction of the vernacular into the liturgy, hymn 
singing, and a better critical appreciation of the scriptural foun
dations of the faithful, may not be sufficient to enable the Church 
to participate effectively and creatively in what H arvey Cox has

16 Joh n A . T .  Robinson, H o n est T o  G o d  (Philadelphia: W estm inster 
Press, 1 9 6 3 ), p. 1 4 1 . See also Bishop Robinson’s Exploration into G o d  
(Stanford: Stanford U n iversity  Press, 1 9 6 7 ).

17  R ob ert T .  H a n d y , D o  N o t  L e t Y o u r  M in d s B e Captured. A n  address 
delivered at U n ion  T h eo logical Sem inary, N e w  Y o rk , on Sept. 2 5 , 1 9 6 3 . 
Pp. 1 - 2 .

I I
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d e s c r i b e d  a s  t h e  temporal/spiritual p r o c e s s  of “ s e c u l a r i z a t i o n . ” 1 8  

Bibliotry and poor imitations (at best) of many of the historic 
marks of traditional Protestant worship are regarded by some 
Catholics as questionable, if not inadequate, reforms, considering 
the fact that the value and relevance of those very same practices 
are being very seriously challenged by many Protestants them
selves. If a certain traditional approach to worship no longer seems 
to “work” for Protestants, these Catholic critics wonder, is it like
ly  that it will now be adequate for reform-minded Catholics?19

From a purely secular perspective, recent studies have shown, 
moreover, that despite the supposedly pervasive influence of the 
spirit of ecumenism, anti-Semitism is still a very serious “ prob
lem,” not only among Roman Catholics but also—and even to a 
greater extent—among certain Protestant groups. There are also 
many indications that the Christian spirit of brotherly love, as 
applied in dealing with civil liberties and civil rights is a great deal 
more alive among Jews, Protestants, and Roman Catholics who 
are less “ faithful” in their institutional observances (i.e. in atten
dance at formal religious services, etc.) than it is among Jews, 
Protestants, and Roman Catholics who are generally regarded— 
and who regard themselves—as “ faithful”  and “ devout.”  Dispari
ties of this kind account for—and perhaps justify, at least in part— 
a considerable amount of scepticism about the eventual conse
quences of the energy and the well-meaning publicity currently 
being invested in the ecumenical movement.20

18 H a rv e y  C o x, T h e  Secular C ity  ( N e w  Y o rk : T h e  M acM illan  C o m 
pany 1 9 6 5 ; rev. ed. 1 9 6 6 ). C o x  defines secularism as “ any n ew  closed  
w o rld -v ie w  w h ich  functions v e r y  m uch like a n ew  religion”  ( 1 9 6 5  ed., 
p. 2 1 ). Further: “ W h ile  secularization finds its roots in the biblical faith  
itself,”  he continues, “ and is to some extent an authentic outcom e o f the 
im pact o f biblical faith on W e stern  history, this is not the case w ith  secu
larism. Lik e any other ism, it menaces the openness and freedom  seculariza
tion has produced . . . .  Secularization arises in large measure from  the 
form ative influence o f biblical faith on the w o rld , an influence mediated  
first b y  the Christian C h u rch  and later b y  m ovem ents deriving p artly  
from  it.”

19 C f. Daniel Callahan, “ Post-Biblical Christianity,”  in C om m onw eal, 
L X X X V  (D e c. 9 , 1 9 6 6 ) 1 0 , pp. 2 9 1 - 9 3 .

20 C f. C . Y .  d o c k  & R o d n ey Stark, Christian Beliefs and A nti-Sem itism  
( N e w  Y o rk : H arp er & R o w , 1 9 6 6 ) ;  Selvin & H agstrom , “ Determ inants
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Thus it may well be that “ ultimately,” as Arthur Cohen has put 
it, “ only individual Christians and individual Jews will form the 
new community of Church and Synagogue.” 21 A t a time when 
men everywhere are concerned with basically human problems, 
more often than not without any specific reference to the bound
aries of confessionalism, there are serious representatives of every 
major religious tradition who are convinced that in an age such as 
ours the truly spiritual man must be one who is best described, in 
the words of Dietrich Bonhoeffer, as homo non religious. Hence 
Bonhoeffer’s espousal of a “ religionless Christianity” as, in his 
view, the only viable posture for speaking to a wide range of hu
man needs that can no longer be dismissed as secular, profane, or 
purely human and thus not within the Spirit’s province. Those 
within the traditional institutional religions who believe that such 
“ profane” concerns are properly a part of the Spirit’s domain, are 
understandably dismayed to find their own religious institutions 
seemingly incapable of coping with them.22

In addition to the widespread current interest in ecumenism 
and secularization in a “ post-Christian”  era there is a third area of 
interest to which this book is particularly relevant. I refer here to 
theological and (especially) secular interest in the theory and 
practice of “ communication” —not only in religious and secular 
“ dialogues” but in many areas of modern life, e.g. the revival of 
“ tribalism” in various forms, and the effects and implications of

o f Support fo r C ivil Liberties,”  British Jou rn al o f Socio lo g y  (A p ril, i 9 6 0 ), 
pp. 5 1 - 7 3 ;  A lon zo  & K in ch , “ Educational L e ve l and Support o f C ivil 
Liberties,”  Pacific Sociological R e v ie w , 7 ( 1 9 6 4 ), p. 89- 9 3 • M oreover, 
there are m any Catholics, including a large proportion o f the laity w h o  
w ere presum ably to benefit from  V atican  II ’s reform s, w h o  are finding  
the reform s not at all to their liking. T h o se  o f such mind seem ingly prefer  
that their “ religion”  be largely separate from  their daily lives—in m any  
instances because the radical demands o f Christianity are often in conflict 
w ith strongly held social, political, intellectual an d /o r racial prejudices.

21 A rth u r A .  Cohen, “ T h e  T e m p e r o f Jew ish  A n ti-C h ristian ity,”  in 
D avid  W .  M cK a in , Christianity: Som e N o n -C h ristia n  Appraisals  ( N e w  
Y o rk : M c G r a w -H ill  & Co., 1 9 6 4 ), p. 2 0 9 . C f. in the same w o rk , Franz  
Rosenzw eig, “ T h e  W a y  T h ro u g h  T im e : Christian H isto ry ,”  pp. 1 9 1 - 2 0 3 .

22 C f. D ietrich Bonhoeffer, Letters and Papers fro m  Prison  ( N e w  Y o rk : 
T h e  M acm illan C om pan y, 1 9 6 2 ).
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new developments in the electronic media. Both Rosenzweig and 
Rosenstock-Huessy, but most especially the latter, can now be 
seen to have been hermeneutical pioneers who anticipated, by 
many years, the work of Martin Heidegger, Rudolf Bultmann, 
Gerhard Ebeling, Ernst Fuchs, Martin Buber, Amos Wilder, et 
al. in recognizing and dealing with such matters as the philosophi
cal and theological problems of demythologizing, problems of in
terpretation, speculation about the sacred potential of everyday 
human speech. Emphasis on the sacramental quality of lan
guage set within a Johannine framework was basic and central 
to Rosenstock-Huessy’s thought, and, subsequently to Rosen- 
zweig’s, long before Karl Barth, Heidegger, and Bultmann made 
their principal contributions.23

The limitations of interpreting human language mainly from a 
theological perspective have been apparent to everyone involved

23 T h e  most readily available introductions at this w ritin g are the H arp er  
T o rch b o o k  edition ( 1 9 6 6 ) o f R osenstock-H uessy’s T h e  Christian Future, 
or the M o d e m  M in d  O utrun  ( N e w  Y o rk : Charles Scribner, 1 9 4 6 ), and 
N ah um  N . G latzer’s Fran z R o sen zw eig : H is  L ife  and T h o u g h t  ( N e w  
Y o rk : Schocken Books, 1 9 5 3 ). R osenstock-H uessy’s interest in speech and 
language permeates all o f his w ritings since before 1 9 1 0 . C f. D e r A te m  des 
Geistes (F ran kfu rt am M ain: V e rla g  der Frankfu rter H efte, 1 9 5 1 ) ;  
H eilkraft und W ah rh eit: K o n kordan z der politischen und der kosm ischen  
Z e it  (Stuttgart: Evangelishes V erlagsw erk , 1 9 5 2 ) ; D e r unbezahlbare 
M ensch  (Berlin: V e rla g  K athe V o g t , 1 9 5 5 ) ;  Z u r iic k  in das W a g n is der  
Sprache  (Berlin: V e rla g  K athe V o g t , 1 9 5 7 ) ; Soziologie  (Stuttgart: K o h l-  
hammer, 2 vols., 1 9 5 6  and 1 9 5 8 ) ;  Das G eh eim n is d er Universitat (Stuttgart: 
Kohlham m er, 1 9 5 8 ) ; D ie Sprache des M enschengeschlechts  (H eid elb erg: 
V e rla g  Lam bert Schneider, 2 vols. 1 9 6 3 , 1 9 6 4 ) ;  and, most recently, the 
“ autobiographical fragm ent,”  fa  und N e in  (H eid elberg: V e rla g  Lam bert 
Schneider, 1 9 6 8 ). F o r  a fuller listing o f R osen stock-H uessy’s publications 
since 1 9 1 0 —m ore than 2 0 0  titles—cf. R o sen sto ck -H u essy: B iblio gra ph y/  
Biography  ( N e w  Y o rk : F o u r W e lls , 1 9 5 9 ). [N .B . A ll  o f the foregoing are 
available through A r g o  Books, Inc., B o x 2 8 3 , N o rw ic h , V t .  0 5 0 5 5 .] English  
translations o f D e r unbezahlbare M en sch , the Soziologie  ( 2  v o ls.), D ie  
Sprache des M enschengeschlechtes  (2  vo ls.), and D ie Europdisch en R e v o -  

lutionen und der Charakter der N ation en  have been scheduled fo r publi
cation b y  the U n ive rsity  o f A labam a Press in the next fe w  years. See also 
H aro ld  Stahm er, uSpeak that l  M a y  See T h e e !” : T h e  R eligious Significance  
o f Language  ( N e w  Y o rk : T h e  M acm illan C om p an y, 1 9 6 8 ), a study o f  
the thought of J . G . H am ann, Eu gen  R osenstock-H uessy, Franz R osen
zw eig, M artin Buber, and Ferdinand Ebner.
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in recent discussion of “radical religion” and “religionless C h r i s 

tianity,” But with the exception of one of Rosenstock-Huessy’s 
admirers, Harvey Cox, very few have d i s c e r n e d  t h e  c l o s e  a f f i n i t y  

that exists between the thought of Rosenstock-Huessy and that of 
communications experts like Buckminister Fuller and Marshall 
McLuhan. Many of the l a t t e r ’ s  more startling intuitions, impor
tant as they are, sound almost old hat—“familiar,” certainly—to 
careful students of Rosenstock-Huessy’s writings since World 
War I and before.

The ultimate impact of the electronic communications media 
on our present mechanical technological society is summed up in 
McLuhan’s statement, “Today we appear to be poised between 
two ages—one of detribalization and one of retribalization.” But 
we will soon find ourselves “playing the tape backward”—i.e. the 
tape that recorded human development from “tribal man to indi
vidual man.”24 In an increasingly “electronic age” we will move 
from a mechanical/technological way of life, geared to “individ
uals,” to a “new” way in which “tribal” modes and values will be 
increasingly important. To those who are accustomed to separat
ing reality into “subjects” and “objects,” and who pride them
selves on their ability to view things in “isolation” and “detach
ment”—that is, the vast majority of literate adults—the social and 
spiritual changes being brought about by the electronic revolution 
are bound to be rather disconcerting. It has been customary, for 
example, for students to regard with considerable scepticism, if 
not amusement, the suggestion that in the mythopoetic tribal 
mentality of the ancient Near East “inanimate objects” like trees 
and salt were viewed as p e r s o n s ,  as “ t h o u ' s ”  But now suddenly, 
with man on the threshold of a period dominated by electronic 
media, we hear communications specialists referring casually to 
man’s “dialogue” with computing and programing machines.

“Cool terms” among those interested in communication in the 
arts and sciences are equally “cool” among those interested in the 
religious significance of human speech, in “speech-thinking,” or 
in what some have called the “life of dialogue.” Both groups, for 
example, assume that “style” (visual v s .  oral, etc.) is and always

24 M arshall M cL u h an , U nderstanding M edia  ( N e w  Y o rk : M c G r a w  

H ill, 1 9 6 5 ), p. 3 4 4 .
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has been a creative force in shaping, forming, the human environ
ment; both groups are concerned with “relational” living, with 
the effect of external address—i.e. “the medium as the message”— 
upon our oral and aural powers; and lastly, both have delved into 
questions pertaining to the origin of language. Implicit in all this 
is a common renewed respect for the spoken word, which “in
volves all of the senses dramatically,” and a concommitant and 
radical de-emphasis of man’s merely visual perceptions and pow
ers, which have played so dominant a role in the present techno
logical period.25

IV

The late Dietrich Bonhoeffer will always remain an especially 
important figure for those interested in the thought of Franz Ros- 
enzweig and, even more, that of Eugen Rosenstock-Huessy, ow
ing to the depth of Bonhoeffer’s commitment to historic religious 
orthodoxy and his insistence that contemporary man take serious
ly the fact that he must begin to speak and act as one living in a 
“post-Christian” era. Not only did he speak and act in terms of 
these convictions until his life was cut short by a Nazi hangman 
at Flossenbiirg Prison on Monday, April 9, 1945, but his writings, 
perhaps more than those of any other single author, have helped 
to set the tone for much recent discussion of the quality of spiritu
ality timely for our age.

Just as Bonhoeffer’s writings seemed meaningful to only a hand
ful of readers in Europe in 1945, so interest at that time in the writ
ings of Rosenstock-Huessy and Rosenzweig was also extremely 
limited. The articles of Alexander Altmann and Dorothy Emmet 
concerning the Rosenzweig/Rosenstock-Huessy dialogue, first 
published in 1944 and 1945, and Rosenstock-Huessy’s own T h e  

C h r i s t i a n  F u t u r e , O r  t h e  M o d e r n  M i n d  O u t r u n ,  first published in 
1946, did not reach—at least they were not appreciated by—a sig
nificantly large audience.26

25 Ibid., p. 7 7  fF. C f. also the series o f essays devoted to “ T h e  Electro n ic  
R evolution”  in T h e  A m erica n  Scholar, 3 5  (Sp rin g, 1 9 6 6 ) 2 .

26 C f. T h e  Journal o f R eligion , X X I V  (O ctob er, 1 9 4 4 ) 4 ; X X V  (O c to 
ber, 1 9 4 5 ) 4 .
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But Bonhoeffer and Rosenstock-Huessy shared more than the 
fate of being understood only by relatively small groups of 
readers and listeners; far more importantly, the two men shared a 
number of common goals and interests. In an article entitled E u -  

g e n  R o s e n s t o c k - H u e s s y  a n d  D i e t r i c h  B o n h o e f f e r :  T a v o  W i t n e s s e s  

t o  t h e  C h a n g e  i n  o u r  T i m e ,  Bonhoeffer’s sister, Mrs. Sabine Leib- 
holz, writes: “Relating Eugen Rosenstock’s teaching and activity 
and Dietrich Bonhoeffer’s life and intellectual achievements does 
not require any artificial stimulation on my part, but in fact sug
gests itself. Both men believed, hoped, anticipated, and did much 
in common.”27 Their words have “come to life in many hearts,” 
she writes, “but least of all in those of German theologians.” Both 
men also knew the crucial importance of timing—that “everything 
has its time and every undertaking in the world has its hour.” For 
each the essential insight is to “enter into the predicament of the 
whole, ready for sympathetic participation, and to draw self- 
sacrificingly from it ever new, unprecedented, and unknown 
thoughts and decisions.”

As early as 1919 Rosenstock-Huessy had prophesied the im
pending “empire of lies” that would choke humanity under Hit
ler. In an essay published in that year, W i t h o u t  H o n o r — W i t h o u t  

H o m e ,  he wrote: “Boundless anxiety will in the coming decades 
still drive many Germans to plans of revenge, attempts at restora
tion, and violent insurrections. We shall have to experience . . . 
an ‘empire of lies,’ because these forces will not rest until they are 
defeated. The Nationalist hates the Democrat, . . . .  The Demo
crat hates the Nationalist, . . . .” The same ominous note was di
rected at the church as well: “The church has renewed the source 
of speech of the whole human race. Yet the word can dry up to
day . .» .” Rather than shrink from worldly contamination, Ros- 
enstock declared, the church “must fall in love with the curses, 
because in them at least the first breath of a soul rises up. May the 
church listen! May the cry of the creature receive precedence. 
Only then can the church speak its second word.”28 At stake was 
the Word as human proclamation, as Bonhoeffer knew when he 
wrote: “The church must come out of its stagnation. We must

2 7 Leibholz, p. 2 7 7 .
28 Ibid., pp. 2 7 8 - 7 9 .
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risk saying controversial things. Our church, which in these years 
has fought only for its self-preservation, as if it were an end in 
itself, is incapable of being the bearer of the personal and redeem
ing word for mankind. For this reason earlier words must become 
powerless.” Nevertheless, said Bonhoeffer, . .  the day will come 
in which people w ill again be called upon to pronounce the w ord  
o f G o d  in such a w ay  that the w orld w ill be changed b y  it. There 
w ill be a new language, perhaps quite unreligious, but as liberating 
and elevating as the language o f Jesus. U ntil then, the concern of a 
Christian w ill be a quiet and hidden one. [A nd yet] there w ill be 
people w ho pray and do w hat is righteous and await G o d ’s time . ” 29

Prior to 1933 few could have anticipated how “areligious” the 
Word would have to become in order to be effective. After 1933 
it had to go underground in Germany, to manifest itself thereafter 
in the political language of resistance to Hitler. This was part of 
the price a man paid, the “cost of discipleship” as Bonhoeffer put 
it, of being an instrument of the Word. It was this kind of climate 
that led to the martyrdom of Bonhoeffer and others, and that led 
many of those who had been associated with Rosenstock-Huessy 
in his work camps of the 1920’s—his “universities in the wilder
ness”—to join forces against Hitler in the famous Kreisau Circle. 
Those who had participated with Rosenstock in these camps re
garded their works and their speech as being shaped b y  the Word. 
They were, in fact, prepared by experiences like this and others 
to see the language of political resistance to Hitlerism as but an
other form of sacred involvement. It is difficult for us today to 
appreciate the extremely limited and religiously conventional at
titudes toward the Word that were held b y  a nation shaped by 
Lutheran theology and German Idealism. The work camps were 
one instance of a liberation from this tradition and made it possible 
for those associated with them to keep their ears attuned for the 
new speech patterns that the times would require of them. Of the 
Kreisau Circle, Bonhoeffer’s sister wrote:

In the resistance to Hitler, Helmuth James Graf von Moltke, Peter 
Graf York von Wartenburg (Eugen Rosenstock’s candidate for a 
doctor’s degree), and others from this circle gave their lives. Rosen-

29 Ibid., p. 279.
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stock had in 1 9 2 6  made the [educator] Adolf Reichwein, who in 
1932 demonstratively went over to the Social Democratic Party of 
Germany (SPD), co-leader of the first labour camp. He was con
demned to death in 1 9 4 4 . In 1 9 2 8  Theodor Steltzer . . . tried to fol
low the example of the Silesian labour camp. He was always in con
tact with Hans Peters who [had] belonged to Rosenstock’s faculty. 
Horst von Einsiedel, who [eventually] died in Sachsenhausen con
centration camp, [had given] himself over completely to working 
with Eugen Rosenstock, who called him “The soul of the labour 
camps.”30

As men of faith, both Bonhoeffer and Rosenstock-Huessy knew 
that the Word is active in the affairs of men only when there are 
creatures through whom the Word resounds. Whatever the catch 
phrase “death of God” means in different contexts, certainly those 
who resisted Hitler and tried to bring Europe and America to its 
senses during this human crisis knew that God could at least be 
“absent” wherever the Word was not alive on men's lips and burn
ing in their hearts.

The implications of this shared sense of the meaning of the 
Word in terms of sacred human speech are apparent in both men’s 
writings. Bonhoeffer developed this in a sketchy fashion in his dis
cussions of the theme, “the world came of age” and in his religious 
anthropology. Rosenstock-Huessy has devoted most of his life in 
this century to “gnawing upon the bone of speech,” especially 
since World War I and his pioneering S p r a c h b r i e f  to Rosen- 
zweig in 1916.31 Problems of speech and language have been up
permost in his mind during this entire period and culminate in his 
D i e  S p r a c h e  d e s  M e n s c h e n g e s c h l e c h t s  (2 vols., 1963-1964). The 
same preoccupation permeates O u t  o f  R e v o l u t i o n  (1938) and 
provides the heart of the plan for his two-volume S o z i o l o g i e  

(1956-1958). The recent (1966) Harper Torchbook edition of 
T h e  C h r i s t i a n  F u t u r e ,  o r  T h e  M o d e r n  M i n d  O u t r u n  is undoubt
edly the most readily accessible brief introduction to this aspect 
of Rosenstock-Huessy’s „writings and is an ideal complement to 
many of the themes developed in J u d a i s m  D e s p i t e  C h r i s t i a n i t y .

30 Ibid., p. 2 8 1 .
31 Eu gen R osenstock-H uessy, D ie Sprache des M enschengeschlechts, 

V o l. I, pp. 7 3 9 - 8 1 0 .
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Bonhoeifer’s sister sees an intimate common commitment to im
perative sacred speech in her brother’s and Rosenstock-Huessy’s 
w r i t i n g s .  Visser t’Hooft said of Bonhoeffer, “ Is not this hunger* 
a n d  thirst for reality, for being incarnated, for affirmative action 
and not only saying yes, the real key to Bonhoeffer’s message?”32 
Mrs. Leibholz singles out this theme as the parallel key to 
Rosenstock-Huessy’s life and cites as an illustration his remark (in 
D i e  S p r a c h e  d e s  M e n s c h e n g e s c h l e c h t s ) : “In this way Christ pro
duces again the real order between the spoken word and lived life. 
Words should be issued orders and proclaimed promises. Life 
should consist of executed orders and fulfilled promises. This is 
the real aim of all language since man first began to speak.” Thus, 
she describes authentic “religiousness,” in Rosenstock-Huessy’s 
view, as “not a product of spiritual aptitudes, but rather it means 
that man is seized and called by God”—and as man answers, he 
thus “enters into mutuality and wins his reality.”33

V

Thus far I have touched lightly on a number of themes, issues, 
and personalities that are seemingly disparate and unrelated but 
nevertheless fall into place within the context of the Jewish/Chris
tian partnership that was developed by Rosenstock-Huessy and 
Rosenzweig after their first encounter in 1913.

An examination of Rosenzweig’s major writings subsequent to 
1913, most notably T h e  S t a r  o f  R e d e m p t i o n  (1921) and his es
say on T h e  N e w  T h i n k i n g  (1925), reveals his continued preoc
cupation with Speech, Time, and Eternity as the keys to Jewish 
existence. In D a s  n e u e  D e n k e n ,  he acknowledged the primary and 
decisive formative influence of Rosenstock’s A n g e w a n d t e  S e e l e n -  

k u n d e  on his own development of the method of “speech think
ing” { S p r a c h  d e n k e n )  .M For each of them, the meaningfulness of 
language made sense, as Rosenstock wrote to Rosenzweig in 1916,

32 Leibholz, p. 2 8 0 .
33 Ibid.
34 G latzer, p. 2 0 0 .
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“only for the people who had already suffered from philosophy 
before 1914.” Positively, the partnership of Jew and Christian in 
language must be understood in terms of their conviction that 
mankind was on the threshold of a new age—the Johannine Age— 
and that speech would be the instrument for its realization and 
implementation. The Johannine millenarian theme was of course 
already quite well known to students of nineteenth-century Ideal
ism, for it was a dominant motif in the writings of Fichte, Hegel, 
and Schelling. In Schelling’s P h i l o s o p h y  o f  R e v e l a t i o n ,  for ex
ample, the millenarian idea of the successive “ages” of the world— 
the Petrine, Pauline, and finally the Johannine—is developed at 
length. These ages were linked by Schelling to three historic 
forms of Christianity: the Petrine age to Roman Catholicism, the 
Pauline age to Protestantism, and the Johannine age, i.e. the Age 
of the Spirit, to a new era marked by an absence of doctrinal and 
dogmatic concerns. “If I had to build a church in our time,” 
Schelling declared, “I would dedicate it to Saint John.”35

For Rosenstock-Huessy and Rosenzweig, the Johannine age 
would be an age ruled by the Word, and traditional barriers be
tween the sacred and the profane would be eliminated. Accord
ing to Rosenstock-Huessy, if the vision at the end of Revelation 
meant anything for John it served as a mark of “the New Jeru
salem as a healing of the nations without any visible Church at its 
center.” Early in T h e  C h r i s t i a n  F u t u r e  he elaborates on John’s vi
sion by stating: “All things were made by the Word. In the be
ginning there was neither mind nor matter. In the beginning was 
the Word. St. John was properly the first Christian theologian 
because he was overwhelmed by the s p o k e n n e s s  of all m e a n i n g f u l  

happening [emphasis supplied].”36
It is significant to view this Johannine orientation against a 

background of current discussion of a “post-Christian” era, or an 
era of “religionless Christianity,” since “post-Christian” was pre
cisely Dorothy Emmet’s characterization, in 1945, the spiritual 
climate wherein these exchanges occurred in 1913 and 1916. For

35 Alexander Altm ann, “ Franz R osenzw eig on H isto ry ,”  B etw een  East 
and W est, A ltm ann (E d .)  (Lo n d o n : East and W e s t L ib ra ry , 1 9 5 8 ), p. 1 9 6 .

86 Rosenstock-H uessy, T h e  Christian Future, pp. 1 2 9 , 1 5 9 - 6 0 .
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both men, Johannine signified above all the possibility—in fact, the 
necessity—of replacing traditional institutional forms of spiritu
ality with new speech forms and patterns. The age of the Spirit 
may need to be a totally ^religious and ^theological one. 
Rosenstock-H uessy suggests this when he says, in T h e  C h r i s t i a n  

F u t u r e :  “ I believe that in the future, Church and Creed can be 
given a new lease on life only b y  services that are nameless and 
incognito.”  In another place he writes: “ In the third epoch, be
ginning today, Christians must immigrate i n t o  our w orkaday 
world, there to incarnate the spirit in unpredictable form s.”  
W h y? Because “ . . .  e a c h  g e n e r a t i o n  h a s  t o  a c t  d i f f e r e n t l y  p r e c i s e 

l y  i n  o r d e r  t o  r e p r e s e n t  t h e  s a m e  t h i n g . O n ly  so can each become a 
fu ll partner in the process o f M aking M an . ” 37 I f  this program  does 
not exactly im ply the “ death”  or “ eclipse”  o f G o d , it suggests that 
new  form s o f spirituality must be discovered in order fo r  the 
present “ eclipse”  to pass, or to put it another w ay , fo r a new  “ res
urrection”  o f G o d  in terms that can be accepted as m eaningful 
and true fo r post-modern man.

VI

Rosenstock-H uessy’s and R osenzw eig’s characterization o f the 
shape o f spirituality in a “ post-Christian”  Johannine age is pred
icated on a rather unusual relationship between Je w  and Chris
tian, and it is at this juncture that post-Christian and ecumenical 
considerations are joined. T h e  areligious quality o f the age in
volves Je w  and Christian in a partnership based on a mutual rec
ognition o f the valid ity o f their respective claims, even though 
the claims o f both are universal in scope and are therefore logi
cally  irreconcilable. T h e  “ stubbornness o f the Je w ”  in the Chris
tian’s eyes is a necessary condition fo r  their co-existence. A lso  im 
plicit in the partnership is a rejection b y  both Je w  and Christian 
o f the notion that one is the “ daughter”  religion o f the other, and 
o f the notion that they share a common “ Judaeo-Christian tradi
tion.”  T h e  success o f the partnership r e q u i r e s  that the Je w  stub-

37 I b i d pp. 1 2 7 , 1 3 0 .
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bornly reject the Christian’s claim that Jesus is the Messiah. Simi
larly, the Christian no longer needs the Jew’s O ld  Testament, 
since the traditions of the church have indeed become the Chris
tian’s historical past—his own testimony to the belief that Jesus is 
the Christ. The Jew rests all claims for his uniqueness upon his 
“stubborn” insistence that the Jews have known from the begin
ning that “God is One.” Because of his audacity and his refusal 
to accept the Christian claim that Jesus is the Messiah, the Jew re
mains historically rejected and despised.

However, the Jew a l r e a d y  lives in the e s c h a t o n  (the end), the 
goal towards which the Christian strives to direct all history. The 
Jew already lives - f r o m  and i n  Eternity—he already stands at the 
very end of history—and thus he constitutes a living testimony, for 
those (i.e. Christians) who struggle within an historical, eschato
logical framework, to the fact that history does have a goal. Thus 
the role of the Jew is an ahistorical one, whereas the Christian lives 
constantly i n  the world (in history) as a mediator to the Gentile 
of that saving Eternal knowledge which the Jew has carried in his 
heart, and from which he has suffered since the beginning of time. 
That history and mankind have not yet been redeemed needs no 
apology, so far as the Christian is concerned, for only when that 
End Time has come will the perverseness of the Jew be under
stood in retrospect by men everywhere as a sign of their own per
versity and incompleteness. Were the Jew not to exist in his own 
terms d e s p i t e  the claims of Christianity, then the source of the 
claim of the Christian to be “in” and yet not “of” the world would 
be forgotten, and the Christian would soon lose his distinctive 
identity; he would relapse into paganism and thus be merely of the 
world. The “stubbornness of the Jew,” then, is a constant remind
er to the Christian not only that there is purpose and meaning in 
history but also that history as such is not that purpose and so can 
not of itself provide an adequate r a i s o n  d ’ e t r e .  Though the Johan- 
nine Age will be “areligious” and “post-Christian,” new speech 
patterns can only be redemptive—historically meaningful—if there 
remains until the “end of time” both an ahistorical reference and per
sons who are committed to the redemption of Time and History.

In sum, without the Word, Eternity will not become a universal
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fact; without the Presence of Eternity, the Word will not become 
the master and instrument but will be merely the servant a n d  pawn 
of “purposeless” historical relativism.

V I I

In the perspective of human experience, the context in which 
our words are spoken, our deeds done, is history. Thus, the origi
nal encounter between Eugen Rosenstock and Franz Rosenzweig 
in 1913 occurred within a historical context and involved an en
counter between the believer, Rosenstock, and the then agnostic, 
historical relativist, Rosenzweig. From a historical, human experi
ential perspective, human speech as the Word Incarnate—as, in 
Rosenstock-Huessy’s phrase, “the fruit of our lips”—constitutes 
the primary bulwark against all forms of agnosticism and unbe
lief. Paradoxically, the significance of the “emancipation of Jew
ry” often requires—so it seems—the presence of the Christian slave 
of the Word to remind both the “emancipated Jew” and the “sec
ularized Christian” that history and the “secular” do not, and in
deed cannot, provide their own rationale. Within this setting, rev
elation as the Word Incarnate, shapes and is shaped by history. 
For J. G. Hamann, and for all those who have accepted the sac
ramental qualities inherent in the fraility and tentativeness of hu
man speech, the ambiguities and relativity of history could not 
possibly be denied. Both Rosenstock-Huessy and Rosenzweig 
certainly knew full well that what one holds to be “objectively” 
true, at the moment, is conditioned by time and history, and that 
perfect objectivity is simply not possible; in dealing with ultimate 
ontological questions, man is seemingly doomed to perpetual em
barrassment and frustration.

In considering Rosenstock-Huessy and Rosenzweig it is appro
priate, then, to speak of their “objective relativism.” For this term 
conveys a sense of their awareness of the fragility and uncer
tainty of the human condition while maximizing the enduring 
durability of words uttered at the “right time”—the “proper sea
son.” Words uttered under such pressures are not validated by 
specific “blood ties,” since the option is a historical one for all
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men. If the Cross symbolizes the Christian mission in historic space 
and time, and if the Jew lives ahistorically from Eternity to Eter
nity, then it is the Spirit (in the Johannine sense) that inspires our 
w o r d s  when we have occasion to speak out of a sense of historical 
necessity. However, the sense of urgency and the hope of realiza
tion are made available to such frail mortals who speak for just so 
long as the “stubbornness of the Jew” remains a historical fact 
d e s p i t e  Christianity. From such a perspective, for the believing 
Jew and Christian the future remains, in fact and in truth, a spoken 
Epilogue to Eternity.

Harold Stahmer
Barnard College 
January, 1968
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ABOUT THE CORRESPONDENCE:

Essays by Alexander Altmann 
and Dorothy M. Emmet

Franz Rosenzweig and Eugen Rosenstock-Huessy: 
An Introduction to Their uLetters on Judaism & Christianity”

by Alexander Altmann*

The “Letters on Judaism and Christianity” of Franz Ros
enzweig and Eugen Rosenstock have rightly been described as 
one of the most important religious documents of our age.1 The 
two correspondents face each other not as official spokesmen of 
their respective faiths but as two human beings who are aware 
both of their separateness as Jew and Christian and their oneness 
in Adam. They meet, as Rosenstock once put it,2 “under the 
open sky.” They express but their own views; and it is precisely 
this informal, personal, and direct character in their meeting 
which brings out a depth of thought and a frankness of expression 
that is unparalleled in the long history of Jewish-Christian re-

* D r. A lexander A ltm ann is Philip W .  L o w n  Professor o f Jew ish  Philos
oph y at Brandeis U n iversity  /  H is essay is reprinted, w ith  m inor editorial 
revisions, from  T h e  Jou rn al o f R eligion  (O cto b er, 1 9 4 4 ), w ith  the kind  
permission o f the U n iversity  o f C hicago Press and D r. Altm ann.

1 C f. H . J .  Schoeps, Ju d isch -C h ristlich es R eligionsgesprdch in 19  Ja h r-  
hunderten  (Berlin, 1 9 3 7 ), p. 1 2 0 .

2 In a letter to Miss Dorothy M. Emmett.
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lations. Unlike t h e  medieval disputations, in which dogma was 
arrayed against dogma and verse set against verse, this discussion 
is a true dialogue. It is indeed the most perfect e x a m p l e  o f  a  

human approach to the J e wish-Christian problem. I t  i s  a l s o  a n  

exemplification of what is c a l l e d  t h e  “existential” a t t i t u d e  t o  

t h e o l o g i c a l  problems, in that it breaks down the artificial barrier 
between theologumenu and p h i l o  s o p h u m e n a  and considers its 
subject from an all-round h u m a n  viewpoint, instead of isolating 
it.

The present analysis is concerned with the history and back
ground of this important correspondence. It does not enter into 
an elucidation of the correspondence itself, which is a task that 
m a y  be reserved for a later opportunity. Everybody who has 
read these letters will agree that they require an introduction. It 
is hoped that the present article may serve this purpose and, at the 
same time, encourage those who are as yet unacquainted with the 
letters to read and study them.

Franz Rosenzweig and Eugen Rosenstock met for the first 
time at Leipzig University in 1913. Rosenstock was lecturer in 
medieval constitutional law, and Rosenzweig, though two years 
older, was his pupil. He had studied medicine, turned to history 
and philosophy, written a thesis on H e g e l  u n d  d e r  S t a a t ,  and now 
felt the importance of some training in law. As early a s  1911, 
theology had been added to the subjects to which he was devot
ing himself “in an unbounded receptivity.”

When he met Rosenstock, he found in him not only a jurist 
and historian but a philosopher as well.3 Both of them were aware 
of the discrepancy that existed between the great philosophical 
heritage of 1800 and the sterility of philosophy in their own gen
eration. Nietzsche had put forward the just claims of the human 
element in any philosophical approach to the world and history. 
He had asked for a type of philosopher who was not only a 
great thinker but a complete human being. The generation o f  

1910 began to understand how legitimate this claim was. In the 
years just before and during the Great War, a fundamentally 
new philosophical approach was gathering strength. The “exis
tential” philosopher was emerging from the barrenness of the

3 See Letter N o . 2 .



schools. The importance of the “existential” factors of personal 
decision and response was being recognized in determining that 
generation’s philosophy. This soon became clear in theolog y, to ' 
which new depth was being given by Karl Barth. In philosophy, 
a new irrationalism (Stefan George and his group; Georg Sim- 
mel in Germany, Henri Bergson in France) at first obscured the 
rise of the new “ existential” philosophy, but the movement was. 
gaining more and more ground. It expressed itself most notably 
in the new branches of phenomenology, which sprang from 
Edmund Husserl’s renewal of scholasticism; in Max Scheler’s 
philosophy of values; and, finally, in Martin Heidegger’s ontol

ogy-
There is evidence that, in some measure, Rosenzweig had 

worked his way through to an “existential” philosophy even be
fore he met Rosenstock, though the decisive turn toward the 
“new thinking”4 was undoubtedly due to Rosenstock’s influence. 
In 1909 Rosenzweig and a circle of friends had met with the pur
pose of forming a society to save the ripe achievements of the 
nineteenth century (social progress, the historical approach, na
tionalism, the scientific attitude) in the twentieth century, so 
as to possess them no longer as mere objects of a struggle but as 
elements of a new civilization.5 The scheme failed; but what 
Rosenzweig had felt to be the cardinal point of his and his 
friends’ endeavors, namely, that they wanted to realize 1900 as 
distinctively different from 1800, still remained his guiding star. 
In a letter to Hans Ehrenberg (September 26, 1910),6 Rosen
zweig emphasized how the twentieth century had departed from 
the Hegelian view of history. To us, he says, history is no longer 
something to be contemplated but something to be acted upon. 
This has, he feels, a vital bearing on theology. Hegel’s religious 
“intellectualism” is no longer ours. Today we emphasize the 
practical moment, sin, actual history. History can no longer be 
interpreted as a divine process developed in time and to be con
templated by the onlooker but has to be recognized as the sum

4 C f. R osen zw eig’s essay, “ Das neue D enken,”  K lein ere Sch riften  
(Berlin, 1 9 3 7 ) ,  p. 3 7 3 .

5 Franz R osenzw eig, B riefe  (Berlin: Sch ocken V e rla g , 1 9 3 5 ), p. 4 9 .
6 B riefe, pp. 5 0 , 5 3 .
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total of human actions. It does not present an impersonal process 
but personal actions, relations, and meetings. Therefore, we re
fuse to see “ G od in history” because we do not want to look on 
history as a picture or as a being that unfolds. We recognize God 
in every human being of ethical value, but not in the accom
plished whole of history; for why should we be in need of a God, 
if history were godlike, if every deed, once it entered history, 
became i p s o  f a c t o  godlike and justifiable? No, he says, every hu
man deed is liable to become sinful precisely after it has entered 
history and has become part of it, since through the interrelation 
of acts in history no act is merely personal but is caught up in an 
impersonal nexus of cause and effect beyond the control and in
tention of the doer. For this reason God must redeem man, not 
through history, but—there is no alternative—through religion. 
For Hegel and his “school” history was divine theodicy; for us 
religion is the only true theodicy. Thus Rosenzweig felt that the 
twentieth century’s attack on the nineteenth century’s interpre
tation of history paved the way for a new and deeper under
standing of religion.

This new approach to religion had, however, to wait for its 
actual embodiment in his life and work until he met Rosenstock 
about three years later. The union of philosophy and theology, 
that was to become the main feature of the “new thinking” could 
be brought about only by an experience of the reality of religion, 
not by mere academic reflections. Though some of the sentences 
quoted could have been written by Kierkegaard, Rosenzweig 
was still far from a standpoint of faith. The reason must be sought 
in Rosenzweig’s personal situation as a Jew without actual roots 
in Jewish tradition. He was the son of an old Jewish family that 
had lost most of its Jewish heritage. True, there was a certain 
loyalty to the old faith and community, both on his and on his 
parents’ part.7 But it was of no vital importance to him. And, 
rather than pretend to be a Jew, he tried to ignore the fact, seeing 
that, assimilated as he was to German cultural life, his mind had 
already become Christianized. “We are Christians in every re
spect,” he once expressed himself in an outburst of sincerity; 
“we live in a Christian state, attend Christian schools, read

7 C f. ibid., pp. 2 5 , 3 1 .

2 9



Christian books, in short, our whole civilization is fundamentally 
Christian,” he wrote in a letter to his parents (November 6, 
1909). There was nothing, he felt, that divided him from his 
Christian friends.8 But he failed to see that there was a breach 
within his own being and that he was unable to find his inner 
form of life until that breach was closed.

The discussions he had with Rosenstock during the summer of 
1913 led to a crisis in his life. Not only did Rosenstock share with 
Rosenzweig a sense of dissatisfaction with contemporary philoso
phy and a strong tendency toward “existential” philosophy; he 
seemed actually to personify the new type of philosopher that 
Rosenzweig was striving so hard, and yet in vain, to become. 
Rosenstock not only taught but lived his philosophy. The ex
perience of his oneness could not fail to impress Rosenzweig. 
He was faced with a thinker who was living in accordance with 
his faith, and this faith was not a naive return to the old dogma 
but a reinterpretation of the old faith in a new philosophical lan
guage. The “philosophy of speech,” which was later to play so 
great a part in Rosenzweig’s own thinking, had already been con
ceived by Rosenstock, it seems, at the time the two met in Leip
zig. According to it, truth is revealed through speech as express
ing the intercommunication of one mind with another. It is- not 
the formal truths of logic in their timeless, abstract, systematic 
character that are really vital and relevant, but rather the truths 
that are brought out in the relationships of human beings with 
God and with one another—truths that spring from the present
ness of time and yet reach out into the eternal. The I—Thou re
lationship is the central theme of this philosophy of speech, as 
against the I—It relationship of traditional philosophy. The truths 
of revelation are identical with the truths of the I—Thou rela
tionship. The “word” (in the biblical sense) is superior to the 
logos of philosophy. The “word” springs from meeting and re
sponse. It has the character of a dialogue, whereas the logos has 
the nature of a monologue. Rosenzweig was to formulate these 
ideas and their deeper implications later in his magnum opus— 
T h e  S t a r  o f  R e d e m p t i o n 9—a n d  more concisely in his essay on

8 Cf. ibid., p. 72.
9 D er Stern der Erldsung (Frankfurt, 1921).

9
30



“The New  Thinking” (1925), T o  what extent his philosophy of 
speech was developed in 1913 is difficult to establish. But its basic 
character, i.e., the existential attitude, was certainly there.

The discussions between the two reached their climax in a 
memorable night’s conversation on July 7, 1913, which is fre
quently referred to in the correspondence and forms its perma
nent background. It was the most decisive and most far-reaching 
event in Rosenzweig’s inner life. It produced a crisis from 
which, after months of struggle, the new Rosenzweig eventually 
emerged.

If one puts together the various references to that night’s con
versation both in the correspondence and in an important letter 
to Rudolf Ehrenberg, one is able to form a fairly clear picture 
of how it developed. Rosenstock himself gives a brief account 
of it in his Preface to the publication of the correspondence.10

10 Briefe, pp. 638-39: As translated by Miss Dorothy Emmet:
“This exchange of letters, dating from the third year of the World 

War, is concerned with the perennial, essential, supra-personal questions 
of the life of the Jew and the Christian among the peoples of the world, 
with their ‘theological existence today’ [‘Theologische Existenz heute' the 
series title of pamphlets issued by Karl Barth]. Thanks to the abnormal 
tension in people’s minds, which isolated them from the rest of the world 
at that time, the letters are entirely free from any consideration as to 
whether they would do good or harm. The ‘Jewish question’ and the 
‘Christian question’ appear here in a purely introspective form, in a way 
that is not normally possible because of the nature of the subject.

“Even the two correspondents themselves were only forced to an un
compromising display of their positions after hesitation and to their own 
surprise. But for that reason the subjective and personal element in the 
letters should not irritate the reader. Moreover, this element provides 
the indispensable supply of fuel without which the most matter-of-fact 
dialogue cannot be kindled. Nor ought the passionate character of the 
discussion detract at all from its objective truth. The letters themselves 
mention at some length the thought that only in the extreme necessity of 
spiritual self-defense is there a chance of learning the truth about the 
questions that touch one’s own life. And Franz Rosenweig again dealt 
with this method of thinking several times before his death.

“The two correspondents get into their stride only haltingly. This 
is explained also by the fact that there was a gap of nearly three years in 
their exchange of ideas. This was broken after a conversation, which 
still leaves its echoes in the letters between three people in the summer 
of 1913, a summer which both correspondents had spent in Leipzig, the
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In 1913 Rosenzweig and Rosenstock had opposed each other, not 
as a Jew and as a Christian, but as “faith in philosophy” against 
“faith based on revelation.” The Christian was confronted with a 
Jew whose sense of Judaism was not strong enough to face him. 
He considered his friend’s Judaism merely as “a kind of personal 
idiosyncrasy, or at best as a pious romantic relic of the posthu
mous influence of a dead great uncle”—a reference to Rosen- 
zweig’s great-uncle, Adam Rosenzweig, who had some consid
erable influence on his nephew—and he felt justified in putting 
it “in inverted commas.” 11 Rosenzweig was forced “to lay bare 
his own skeleton and to examine his own anatomy.” 12 His oppo
nent compelled him to take a stand, and eventually defeated him. 
Rosenzweig wrote some three months later:

In that night’s conversation Rosenstock pushed me step by step 
out of the last relativist positions that I still occupied, and forced me 
to take an absolute standpoint. I was inferior to him from the outset, 
since I had to recognize for my part too the justice of his attack. If 
I could then have buttressed my dualism between revelation and the 
world with a metaphysical dualism between God and the Devil [he 
meant to say if he could have split himself into two halves, a re
ligious and a worldly one], I should have been unassailable. But I 
was prevented from doing so by the first sentence of the Bible. This

one as Privatdozent, the other in private study. This conversation too was 
concerned with questions of faith. But it was not Judaism and Christiani
ty that were then arrayed against each other, but rather faith based on 
revelation was contrasted with faith in philosophy. From this difference 
of orientation in that last important conversation, the difficulties in un
derstanding which make themselves felt in the letters are explicable. It 
was just these difficulties which served to call forth a growing measure 
of clarity.

“A word must be said about the external occasion which set the cor
respondence going, because it plays a part at the beginning of the letters. 
The third participant in the religious discussion of the summer of 1913, 
Rudolf Ehrenberg, visited Eugen Rosenstock in Kassel, and the latter 
further utilized his short stay on military business in his friend’s home 
town in order to obtain publication of ‘The Original Program of German 
Idealism,’ which Rosenzweig had discovered in Berlin before the War. 
It was in fact accepted during the War by the Heidelberg Academy of 
Sciences in its record of Proceedings.”

1 1  See Letter N o . 9 .
12 See Letter No. 9.
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piece of common ground forced me to face him. This has remained 
even afterwards, in the weeks that followed, the fixed point of de
parture. Any form of philosophical relativism is now impossible to 
me.13

The change in Rosenzweig’s philosophical outlook can be 
clearly seen in two letters to Hans Ehrenberg, written in Decem
ber of the same year.14 They concern the relationship between 
faith and reason, revelation and philosophy. What happens in 
history, he says, is not a struggle between man’s faith and man’s 
reason but a struggle between God and man. In world history 
the absolute powers themselves are d r a m a t i s  p e r s o n a e .  Revelation 
breaks into the world and transforms creation, which is the 
Alpha of history, into redemption, which is the Omega. Philoso
phy has a pagan quality. It is an expression of the Alpha, of crea
tion, of pure nature to which God has given freedom—even 
against himself. But as revelation comes into the world, it gradu
ally absorbs philosophy, deprives it of its pagan elements, and 
illuminates it with its own light. The Omega of history will be 
realized after the element of creation, the world’s freedom, has 
spent itself. Then God, who has allowed the world to be the 
Alpha, will again be the First and the Last, the Alpha and the 
Omega.

Rosenzweig believed (cf. the two letters mentioned just above) 
that the absorption of philosophy into the realm of revelation 
was not merely a postulate of faith but a historical fact. Medieval 
scholasticism meant the adoption and transformation of Greek,
i.e., pagan, philosophy. The reformations of the sixteenth century 
could not alter the fact that the spiritual world of Europe had 
already been Christianized; on the contrary, they only confirmed 
it. Though faith and reason had again been separated, Descartes, 
Spinoza, and Leibniz were no longer pagans, but they were Chris
tian heretics; and their spiritual descendants, e.g., Kant, Fichte, 
Schelling, and Hegel, actually returned into the fold of Chris
tianity. Rosenzweig felt that, whatever pagan tendencies may 
have been left alive in philosophy, they could not have any deci
sive influence in the post-Hegelian world, because in Hegel’s

13 B rief e, p. 71.
14 Cf. ibid.,, p. 79.
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philosophical idealism the Greek, i.e., pagan, spirit had spoken its 
last word. Hegel marked the f i n i s  p h i l o s o p h i a e .  “From Thales to 
Hegel” or “from Ionia to Jena,” as Rosenzweig put it in T h e  S t a r  > 

o f  R e d e m p t i o n ,  the history of philosophy was identical with the 
history of philosophical idealism. It was the declared aim of every 
philosopher to reduce “everything” (God, world, man) to a 
single principle—to identify e v e r y t h i n g  with o n e  thing. It tried to 
reduce God and man to the cosmos (in ancient philosophy), man 
and the world to God (in medieval philosophy), or God and the 
world to man (in modern philosophy).15 In Hegel this tendency 
overreached itself, insofar as he attempted not only to derive 
everything from the absolute mind but also to comprehend the 
historical process of philosophical thought as a process of logical 
necessity. Thus, in Hegel’s system the problems of idealistic, i.e., 
pagan, philosophy are finally settled. No further step beyond is 
possible. After Hegel there can be no more philosophers in the 
idealistic, i.e., pagan, fashion but only philosophers of faith, Chris
tian philosophers. The monologues of the idealistic philosophers 
have now to be replaced by the dialogues of human beings with 
faith and common sense.16 Instead of identifying everything with 
everything, man has to recognize the distinctiveness and separate
ness of the three entities which are God, man, and the world; but 
at the same time he has to realize the interrelations that exist be
tween them. Those who in the post-Hegelian period are still try
ing to philosophize after the old pagan fashion are condemned to 
sterility. The barrenness of the “schools,” about which Rosen
zweig had complained before, now seemed to him quite under
standable, though not pardonable. The so-called philosophers of 
the post-Hegelian period he could no longer regard as “philoso
phers” but merely as professors, doctors. Hegel was the last “phi
losopher.”

But Hegel was not only the last philosopher. He was also “the 
first of the new Church Fathers,” as Rosenzweig would call him.17 
The world p o s t - H e g e l  m o r t u u m  had entered upon a period of 
spiritualized Christianity. The absorption of pagan philosophy

15 Cf. K leinere Schriften, pp. 377 ff.
16 See Letter No. 17.
17 Cf. Briefe, p. 81.
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by the church had been completed by 1800. “Since 1800 the 
Greeks are no longer a power (and no longer a burden).” 18 
Rosenzweig would later call the new age “the Johannine period” 
of Christianity, a term he borrowed from Schelling. Schelling 
had said that if he was to build a new church he would conse
crate it to John, because he preached the gospel of the logos.19 
In the past, the Church Fathers had had to work out the dogma, 
the “word of self-consciousness.” Now the task was a different 
one. The task was not so much to elaborate what the church 
wanted to know for itself, i.e., the dogma, but to address itself 
to the Gentiles. We should interpret Rosenzweig correctly by 
saying that the task, in his opinion, was not to continue the 
monologue of dogmatic thought (which was bound up with 
the need for absorbing pagan philosophy) but to start the dia
logue of speech, of personal approach, now that the pagan ele
ment was already absorbed. There could no longer be any serious 
conflict between philosophy and faith, since philosophy had 
found its place within the church.

It appears that Rosenzweig adopted this new philosophy of 
faith immediately after that night’s conversation with Rosen- 
stock. It solved for him the problem of philosophy and faith and 
enabled Rosenzweig to combine his favorite idea of the contrast 
between 1800 and 1900 with a new and comprehensive outlook 
on the history of philosophy and revelation. Rosenzweig the 
historian and philosopher was merged into Rosenzweig the re
ligious thinker. But his new theory, though it settled the con
flict between philosophy and faith, seriously embarrassed his 
position as a Jew. If it was the function of Christianity to con
vert the heathen and to transform the Alpha element of creation 
—the world in its raw state—into the Omega element of redemp
tion—the world as the place of revelation—was there any room 
left for Judaism? Was not the life of Israel throughout the ages 
one of seclusion, expressing itself primarily in the law, instead of 
seeking contact with the pagan world of philosophy? Was not 
even Jewish scholasticism in the Middle Ages and Jewish philos
ophy in modern times an expression only of the periphery of

18Ibid., p. 82.
19 Cf. Kleinere Schriften, p. 266; Briefe, p. 91.
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Jewish life, not of its inner concern? How could revelation in 
this completely inward form hope to conquer the world? At a 
later stage Rosenzweig was to recognize the vital importance of 
the Jewish form of religious life, not only for Israel, but for the 
church itself. But it seems that at first sight the aloofness and 
separation of the Jewish people from the world indicated to him 
a hopeless sterility and a lack of meaning and purpose in its con
tinued existence. He felt that the medieval figures of the church 
and the synagogue were right in representing the one as holding 
a scepter and the other with a broken staff and bandages before 
her eyes. The symbolism of these figures runs through Rosen- 
zweig’s letters. The year 313 (Constantine) had opened for 
Christianity “the road through the world,” the highway of the 
church militant. That road was the opposite of the one that the 
year 70 had opened to the Jew. Previously, Rosenzweig had 
agreed with Eduard Schwartz’s theory—-which represented the 
Protestant view—that the year 313 meant “the beginning of a 
falling away from true Christianity.” But now he reversed his 
opinion. He would no longer begrudge the church its scepter 
because he saw that the synagogue was holding a broken staff. 
He would no longer “Judaize” his view of Christianity. And the 
question forced itself upon him as to whether there was any 
purpose in the further existence of the synagogue, seeing that in 
the reality of history the struggle between the pagan world and 
the message of revelation was being fought out not by Judaism, 
but by Christianity.20

What was Rosenzweig’s answer to this disturbing question? 
His first reaction was an impulse to leave the synagogue and to 
become a member of the church. “In this world—since I did not, 
and still do not, recognize anything outside the world unrelated 
to what is inside—in this world, then, there did not seem to be 
any place for Judaism.”21 He was determined to carry his con
viction to its final conclusion. He decided to become a Christian. 
But this resolution was never carried out. In the three months 
between July and October, 1913, he struggled desperately to 
find his place. He made a reservation. Before becoming a Chris-

20 Briefe, p. 72.
21 Ibid.
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tian he wanted to live as a Jew. He felt that he should not enter 
the church through the intermediary stage of paganism, but as a 
Jew. This reservation helped him to establish a new and more 
serious relationship with the world of Judaism, which hitherto 
he had considered only from the standpoint of the Christian 
philosopher. N ow  the deadly earnestness of his crisis forced him 
to face Judaism as a Jew, and the result was that Judaism con
quered him. He wrote to his mother, on October 23: “ You will 
have learned from this letter that I have found the w ay back 
which, for almost three months, I had struggled for in vain.” 22 
And to Rudolf Ehrenberg he wrote a few days later, on Oc
tober 31 :

Dear Rudi:
I have something to tell you which will disturb you, at least for the 

moment, and which will be incomprehensible to you. After long, 
and I believe searching, consideration, I have arrived at the point of 
taking back my resolution. It seems to me no longer necessary and, 
therefore, in my case, no longer possible. So I am remaining a Jew.23

It would be wrong to assume that Rosenzweig’s decision to 
remain a Jew  involved a change in the philosophy to which 
Rosenstock had converted him. The two letters to Hans Ehren- 
berg, from which we quoted above in outlining his new phi
losophy of faith, were written in December, 1913,  after he had 
decided to remain a Jew . The interesting feature about Rosen-

22 Ibid., pp. 6 5 - 7 0 .

23 Ibid., p. 7 1 . [W h e n  w ritin g this essay in 1 9 4 4 , the author w as unaw are  
o f the im portant fact disclosed b y  R osen zw eig’s disciple and friend N ah u m  
N . G latzer in 1 9 5 2  that R osen zw eig’s decision to rem ain a Je w  w as ulti
m ately the result o f a religious experience and happened w ith  the fo rce o f  
a conversion. T h e  letters to his m other and to R. Eh ren b erg w ere w ritten  
im m ediately after he had attended the service o f the D a y  o f Atonem ent, 
1 9 1 3 . H e  “ left the service a changed person. W h a t  he had thought he could  
find in the church o n ly—faith that gives one an orientation in the w o rld — 

he found on that day in a synagogue.”  See N ah u m  N . G latzer, “ Franz R o s- 
enzw eig: T h e  S to ry  o f a Conversion,”  Judaism : A  Q uarterly Journal o f  
Jew ish  L ife  and T h o u g h t, V o l. I, N o . 1 (Ja n u a ry  1 9 5 2 ) pp. 70—7 1 . Cf. also 
G latzer’s book Fra n z R osen zw eig , H is  L ife  and T h o u g h t  (Secon d , R evised  
Edition, N e w  Y o rk , 1 9 6 1 ) , p. 2 5 . In the light o f this biographical fact  
R osenzw eig’s previous struggles assume the character of a preparatio  
Ju daic a.]
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zweig’s final position, which he reached in October, is the new 
insight into the compatibility of Judaism and Christianity “with
in the same realm.” What he had worked out for himself with 
regard to the function of the church militant in the history of 
the world remained true and valid. But, whereas he had previous
ly failed to see any purpose in the life of the synagogue, because 
of her broken staff and the bandages before her eyes, he now 
perceived the meaning of the synagogue as well. He recognized 
that her stern refutation of the pagan world and her uncompro
mising attitude constituted the only safeguard for the completion 
of the work of revelation and of the church herself. The church, 
taking her road through the world, was always in danger of 
compromising with the world and its pagan instincts. The con
quered might give her their laws. Christianity might be inter
preted in the sense of a pagan philosophy. It might become 
identified either with a myth or with a philosophical system. But 
the existence of the people of Israel served as a reminder that 
revelation comes from God not from the natural mind, from the 
Jews not from the Greeks. In Israel’s seclusion from the world, 
in its priestly way of life, it expresses the essence of revelation in 
an absolute form, unalloyed by any element of paganism. The 
synagogue, whose life is ruled by the law, not by a philosophy 
and not even by a dogma, may be lacking in the power of ar
ticulate speech. The synagogue may be unable to convey the 
contents of revelation to the pagan world. But her very existence 
is inarticulate speech. She is the “mute admonisher,” who re
minds the church, whenever she might become entangled in the 
life of this world, its nations and its empires: “Master, remember 
the last things.” For this reason synagogue and church, though 
they are exclusive, are actually complementary and call for each 
other.24

Rosenzweig had discovered his identity with the Jewish doc
trine. He wrote to Rudolf Ehrenberg:

24 C f. ibid., p. 7 3 . [See n o w  the author’s essay “ Franz R osenzw eig on H is 
to ry ,”  in B etw een  East and W e st: Essays D edicated to the M e m o ry  o f Bela  
H o ro vitz, ed. b y  A lexander A ltm an n  (Lo n d o n , 1 9 5 8 ), pp. 1 9 4 - 2 1 4 ; reprint
ed in the author’s Studies in R eligiou s P hilosophy and M ysticism  (L o n d o n  
and Ithaca, N .Y . ,  1 9 6 9 ).]
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You will have noticed already that in my theory I am no longer 
borrowing from Christianity. . . .  I feel myself now in the most im
portant points . . . above all in my deviation, insofar as I have ex
pressed it, namely, in the doctrine of sin, in perfect and unintentional 
agreement with the Jewish doctrine, whose evidence in Jewish cu lt  

and life I had disputed b efo re, b u t n o w  reco gn ize. A s  I said b e fo re ,

I am  about to  in terp ret to m y se lf the w h o le  system  o f  Je w is h  d o c 

trine on its o w n  Je w is h  basis.25

Like the explorer of a new continent, he threw himself into the 
world of Judaism. A  fresh vitality took possession of him. But 
he himself knew too well that he stood only at the beginning. He 
had found his way back to Judaism, but he was still far from 
being a Jew in the same sense as Rosenstock was a Christian. He 
was not yet strong enough to face his opponent again. But he 
knew the day would come when they would meet once more 
and that the second meeting would no longer be one between 
a Christian and a philosopher, but one between a Christian and 
a Jew. For this meeting he had to prepare himself.

In November, 1913, a month after he had found his way back 
to Judaism, he made the acquaintance of Hermann Cohen, the 
great neo-Kantian, who, in his retirement from the professorial 
chair in Marburg, was lecturing in Berlin. Moved by 3 certain 
curiosity, Rosenzweig went to one of his lectures. He held no 
brief, as we know, for post-Hegelian philosophers and did not 
expect anything. But he found more than a celebrated professor. 
He found “a philosopher and a man,” a “great soul,” a “religious 
person.”26 He became Cohen’s disciple and intimate friend. There 
are some references to Rosenzweig’s reverence for Cohen in the 
correspondence. They betray a certain reluctance to reveal his 
true feelings for Cohen. But from other sources we are able to 
draw a fuller picture of the impression Cohen made on him and 
the influence he had on his future development.

When Rosenzweig met the old philosopher, a life of fame lay 
behind Cohen, who w#s the recognized head and master of a 
school, the author of a system of philosophy that claimed to 
comprehend the whole range of human culture. He was a “new

25 B riefe, pp. 7 5 - 7 6 .
26 K l. Sch r., pp. 2 9 1  ff.
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Hegel,” as Rosenzweig called him,27 in the sense that he repre
sented the history of philosophy—which to Cohen was identical 
with the history of “critical idealism”—as a logical process, as 
the history of human reason. In a trilogy of books, like Kant in 
his three Critiques, Cohen had built up a system of his own. He 
wanted to crown it with a “psychology of civilization,” which 
was to include the achievements of the nineteenth century. But 
the “Hegelianism of this neo-Kantian” was not carried to its con
clusion. The religious element in Cohen revolted. Throughout 
his life he had struggled to find religion a place somewhere in the 
system of culture. Now he began to realize that he had to sacri
fice the basic principle of idealism, the absolute sovereignty of 
the mind, in order to do justice to religion. In his lectures during 
the winter term of 1913-14 and in the summer of 1914, he intro
duced a new category of thought, which he called “correlation” 
and which expressed, fundamentally, much the same idea as 
the I—Thou philosophy that Rosenstock and Rosenzweig had 
evolved. [ N . B . :  See the “ E d i t o r ’s  N o t e ”  following Miss Emmet’s 
essay, p. 69. ] With this new conception he broke down the “mag
ic circle” of idealism in which God and man had been caught as 
mere functions in a system. Now he perceived them in their 
separateness and individuality, in their personal existence. and 
their relations to each other. The “pagan” philosopher Cohen 
had become a theologian or, rather, a philosopher of faith. Ro
senzweig, who had denied to the professors of the “schools” the 
attribute of philosopher, had met in Cohen one whom “without 
mockery” he would call a philosopher.28

But Cohen was not only a philosopher in the new sense that 
Rosenzweig demanded as the only true form of post-Hegelian 
philosophy. He was a Jew, and—what must have evoked a deep 
response on the part of Rosenzweig—he was a Jew who from 
the “world” had returned to the fold. He had found the “center 
of his being.” Now he wanted to serve his people. In his intro-

27 B riefe, p. 3 0 5 .
28 Letter N o . 9 ; K l. Sch r., p. 2 9 1 . [F o r  a critical evaluation o f R osen- 

zw eig ’s v ie w  o f Cohen see n o w  the author’s essay “ H erm ann Cohens B e -  
griff der K orrelation,”  In Z w e i  W elten , S ieg fried  M oses zum  F iin fu n d -  
siebzigsten Geburtstag, ed. b y  H ans T ra m e r ( T e l-A v iv ,  1 9 6 2 ) pp. 3 7 7 - 9 9 .]
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cluction to Hermann Cohen’s Jiid ische Schriften  (1923)—the 
great memorial to his master—Rosenzweig recorded some of the 
things that Cohen had said to him in private conversation. They 
must have struck him deeply, because he himself had just discov
ered the center of his own life in Judaism. Cohen was pleading 
at that time for the establishment of a chair for Jewish philosophy 
at one of the German universities.29 Rosenzweig was thrilled 
with the idea. In one of his letters from the war—written at the 
time of the correspondence—he emphasized its importance for 
the spiritual renewal of Judaism. He felt that he could give of 
his best if such a post were offered to him.30 All his literary plans 
receded into the background before the deeper concern of his 
new life: his Judaism.

Yet the question of “Judaism and Christianity” still occupied 
his mind. The lectures that Cohen held in 1913—14 gave him a 
Ivvmg “mswct to tbk problem. Ho foxmd m CoRoxv m  uncompro
mising Jew who insisted on the fundamental differences between 
Judaism and Christianity. Rosenzweig recorded some of the 
striking utterances made by Cohen in the course of the lectures 
that his “happy ears were privileged to hear” :31 “God be what 
He be, but He must be One” ; “On this point we cannot come to 
an understanding with Christianity” ; the unity of God, “the 
most abstract idea, . . . for whose sake we are killed all the day” 
(Psalms 44:22); “Balaam’s word of the ‘people that shall dwell 
alone’ (Numbers 23:9), the civilized world cannot comprehend 
it” ; “The whole of Nature, the model of art, is opened up in the 
Second Commandment—and sealed. This is something for which 
the world has never forgiven us” ; “The Greek spirit, that is the 
type of the scientific mind, looks for mediation, as they call it, 
between God and man. To this Greek charm the Jew Philo and 
his Logos fell a victim” ; “Had Philo not invented the Logos, no 
Jew would ever have fallen away from God.”32 Sometimes it was 
only a gesture, a single word, and one could feel the eruptive 
power of his personality. When Rosenzweig once says that the

29 K leinere Schriften, p. 3 2 3 .
30 B riefe, p. 9 2 .
31  K lein ere Sch riften, p. 3 3 7 .

3 2 Ibid., pp. 3 3 7 , 3 4 0 - 4 1 .



Jewish attitude “might sometime be expressed in a gesture, but 
hardly perhaps in words”,33 Hermann Cohen stands before his 
mind; and many a passage in these letters34 could hardly have 
been written by Rosenzweig without the experience of Hermann 
Cohen, the fighter and the Jew.

The war broke out. The world was in a fever of excitement. 
Yet Rosenzweig was not too deeply affected by it. As he con
fessed in a letter to Hans Ehrenberg, dated October, 1916:

The war itself has not caused any break in my inner life. In 1913 
I had experienced so much that the year 1914 would have had to 
produce nothing short of the world’s final collapse to make any im
pression on me . . . .  Thus I have not experienced the war.. . .  I carry 
my life through this war like Cervantes his poem.35

This should not be taken as an indication of apathy but rather 
of a profound concentration of his mind on the future task of 
his life, which was to have its center, not in the outside world 
with its changing events, but in the midst of his people.

Rosenstock he had met again in the summer of 1914, but the 
subject that had united and divided them was not touched upon. 
Rosenzweig tried to evade a new discussion; he felt himself not 
yet mature enough to face his former opponent. Though he was 
firmly established in his new philosophy and theology, he realized 
that he had still to grow, and that his life had still to be shaped 
according to his new insight, before he could meet Rosenstock 
as an “accomplished fact.” And yet, secretly, he was waiting for 
that final discussion in which he was to meet him as a Jew and 
secure his recognition as a Jew. It was Rosenstock who broke 
the silence. During a short stay in Kassel, where he enjoyed the 
hospitality of Rosenzweig’s parents and occupied his friend’s 
room, he wrote to him. The letter started a correspondence in 
which both their human relationship and the objective problem 
of the relationship of the two faiths found expression. The two 
correspondents were then on active service in the army. Some 
of the letters were written from the trenches and under enemy

<3»

33 See Letter N o . 9 .
34 See Letter N o . 1 1 .
35 B r i e f e ,  p. 123.
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fire. The correspondence began in May, 1916. In October, Ro- 
senzweig reported to Rudolf Ehrenberg:

I am having a correspondence with Rosenstock which is not an 
easy thing for me; we have not yet got over the initial stage, and it 
proves to be very bad that since that night’s conversation in 1913 .. . 
I have not really spoken to him; as a matter of fact, I could not have 
done it, because I had to continue the discussion with his ghost of 
that night.36

On December 24 the correspondence had been completed, and 
Rosenzweig was able to write, again to Rudolf Ehrenberg:

The real adventure and achievement of the last few months was 
for me my correspondence with Rosenstock. You will read it one 
day. You know (or should be able to know) that I expected, dreaded, 
and postponed the inevitable second discussion with him since No
vember, 1913. It was to be the test of my new life. . . . Now the task 
is completed.37

The correspondence was not only a great document of their 
renewed friendship, but it was of decisive influence on their 
future work. It helped them to clarify their ideas and to cast them 
into their final form. “Without Eugen I would never have writ
ten T h e  S t a r  o f  R e d e m p t i o n , "  Rosenzweig confessed later.38 
There are two things in particular that Rosenzweig owed to this 
correspondence. In the first place, it deepened his conception of 
revelation. The question that had worried him was: Is it possible, 
and h o w  is it possible, to define revelation as distinct and dis
tinguishable from any expression or form of the natural mind? 
All his endeavors in this respect had resulted in merely historical, 
not logical, distinctions.39 His correspondence with Rosenstock 
gave him an opportunity to ask his friend point blank to explain 
to him his present idea of the relation between nature and revela
tion.40 Rosenstock’s answer was: revelation means orientation. 
After revelation there exists a real Above and Below in the world,

36 Ibid., p. 1 2 1 .
37 Ibid., p. 1 4 3 .
38 “ Das neue D enken”  (see note 4  above)
39 K leinere Sch riften, p. 3 5 7 .
40 B riefe, p. 5 3 .
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and a real Before and Hereafter in time. In the “natural” world 
and in “natural” time the point where I happen to be is the center 
of the universe; in the space-time world of revelation the center 
is fixed, and my movements and changes do not alter it. Rosen- 
zweig felt this was an idea of stupendous simplicity and produc
tivity.41 Though he did not accept it as a final solution to his 
problem, it was certainly of great help to him. His own “point 
of Archimedes,” which enabled him to write T h e  S t a r  o f  R e 

d e m p t i o n ,  he found a year later, in October, 1917.42 43
There is another point that deserves mentioning. In the cor

respondence one finds an exposition of Rosenstock’s “philosophy 
in the form of a calendar,” as illustrated by his charts of the 
year. It may strike one as rather queer and arbitrary. But it should 
be taken simply as the first imaginative suggestion of an idea that 
he developed with a certain fruitfulness in his O u t  o f  R e v o l u 

t i o n .48 There he tries a way of writing the history oFEurope in 
the light of its festivals, its holidays and holy-days, its celebra
tions of national revolutions; for a historical event is not a mere 
event but something taken up out of the mere passage of time 
into the experience of a people. The calendar may therefore be 
taken as a symptom of a people’s corporate memory, its celebra
tion of the crucial moments in its experience, its sense of .what is 
important or significant. The “present,” as a concrete moment 
in time, must be experienced as an intersection of four “calen
dars.” Rosenstock symbolized it as a cross in which the “present” 
is the point of intersection, and the four ends represent the course 
of nature, the course of “secular history,” the course of “sacred” 
(the church’s) history, and one’s private calendar of inner de
velopment.

Rosenzweig seems to have accepted this idea. In his S t a r  o f  

R e d e m p t i o n  the calendars of the synagogue and the church— 
those “two eternal dial plates under the weekly and annual 
pointer of ever-renewed Time”44—play an integral part. But the 
relation of the sacred calendar to the courses of nature, history,

41 K leinere Sch riften, p. 3 5 9 .
42 C f. ibid., p. 3 5 7 .
43 N e w  Y o rk : W illia m  M o rro w  & C o., 1 9 3 8 .
44 Kl. Schr., p. 392.
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and man is a different one. Its symbol is not the Cross with its 
four points, but the Jewish Star of David with its six points 
formed by the intersection of two triangles, of which God, 
World, and Man form the apexes of one; Creation, Revelation, 
and Redemption of the other. The three elements of reality, i.e., 
God, World, and Man, appear each in three different qualities: 
God is Creator, Revealer, and Redeemer. Man is a natural being 
(part of creation); the receiver of Revelation (Priest and Proph
et); the agent of Redemption (the holy work of the Saint). The 
World is Creation (Natural law, c i v i t a s  m u n d i ) ; the place of 
Revelation (community of the believers); the place of the ac
complished Redemption (Messianic Day, c i v i t a s  D e i ).

Rosenzweig’s influence on Rosenstock can be clearly seen in 
the chapter on the French Revolution and the emancipation of 
the Jews in the latter’s book O u t  o f  R e v o l u t i o n ,45 There pagan
ism and Judaism are interpreted as the Alpha and Omega of his
tory:

God’s Alpha was lived by the Gentiles, and God’s Omega is em
bodied in the Jew s.. . .  The Jews represent the end of human history 
before its actual end. Without them pagan history would not only 
have had no goal, but would have gotten nowhere. The pagans repre
sent the eternal new beginnings of history, and without them history 
would never have acquired any shape or form or beauty or fulfill
ment or attainment.” 46

Between Jews and pagans stands Christianity as the mediator: 
“The true Christians can preach the Gospel among the Gentiles. 
They are the rays sent out from this central fire [i.e., Judaism], 
which actually transform the world. As coals in the heart of fire, 
the Jews are prisoners of God.”47 The “periodical persecutions 
of the Jews” represent a succession of attempts on the part of 
the Gentiles “to throw off the yoke which joins Alpha and 
Omega.”48

In the correspondence Rosenstock had still refused to recog-
45 Out of Revolution, pp. 2 1 6 - 1 7 .
46 Ibid., p. 2 2 5 .
47 Ibid., p. 2 2 1 .
^Ibid., p. 2 2 6 .
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nize in Christianity the “Judaizing of the pagans.”49 The year 
1789, which to Rosenzweig signified the final triumph of revela
tion in the world and the beginning of a new era in history—the 
dawn of the Johannine age—was considered by Rosenstock in 
just the reverse sense as the “mightiest outbreak” of the natural,
i.e., pagan, mind.50 Since 1789, he felt, paganism had become 
dominant even in the churches. He pointed to Adolf von Har- 
nack as the symbol of the paganizing of Christianity, its aban
donment of faith in revelation, and its belief in the achievements 
of the natural mind. Rosenzweig replied that the modern na
tionalism of the peoples are not to be confounded with the 
paganism of the e&vr\ of antiquity. “For nationalism not mere
ly expresses the peoples’ belief that they come f r o m  God (that, 
as you rightly say, the pagans also believe), but that they go t o  

God.” This means “the complete Christianizing of the concep
tion of a people,” though “not yet the Christianizing of the 
peoples themselves.” Israel was still the only people in the world 
in whom revelation was a reality.51 Rosenstock still disagreed. 
He felt that modern nationalism was not a Christianizing of the 
conception of the people but meant that the nations had adopted 
the idea of the Roman Empire. Modern nationalism was but a 
rebirth of pagan imperialism.52

In O u t  o f  R e v o l u t i o n  Rosenstock finally accepted Rosen- 
zweig’s view that 1789 meant the Christianizing of the idea of 
nations and thus the triumph of Judaism. The “great idea of 
humanity as conceived by the French Revolution . . . had dis
covered man behind men, nature behind nations, Adam behind 
Shem, Ham and Japhet, and the great identity of all men behind 
creed, faith, colour and race.”53 Through the act of the emanci
pation of the Jews, the nations are inoculated with the Jewish 
promise. “By the addition of the element of Omega, the chosen 
people of God, the ‘Alphaic’ nations have acquired one touch of 
finality and predestination.”54 “Messianism, originally limited to

49 See Letter N o . 1 2 . "
50 See Letter N o . 1 2 .
51 See Letter N o . 1 5 .
52 See Letter N o . 1 6 .
53 Out of Revolution, p. 235.
54 Ibid., p. 2 3 6 .
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the Jews, later communicated to the heathen by the Church, is 
transferred by the European nationalism bom in 1789 to the 
nations in general, which now enter upon a common race of 
m essianic nationalism” ^ Rosenstock is confident that “the ad
mixture of the Jews, who can never be treated as pagans, secures 
the nation from backsliding and mistaking mere existence for 
growth, inheritance for heritage, alpha for omega.”56

This is clearly Rosenzweig’s idea of the Johannine epoch. But 
Rosenzweig died in 1929, at the last moment when it was still 
possible to ignore the rising tide of the new paganism, which 
Rosenstock seems to have forecast in these letters.57 Rosenstock’s 
faith in the irreversible messianic course of history, “in spite of 
Hitlerism,”58 is all the more remarkable. In the light of his theol
ogy the present persecutions of the Jews must be interpreted as 
another, perhaps final, attempt on the part of the Gentiles to 
throw off the yoke that joins Alpha and Omega, the first and the 
last things. In trying to exterminate the Jewish people, the new 
paganism wants to eradicate the messianic element from history.

Rosenstock felt certain that by the absorption of the Jews the 
modern nations had become immune against a return to pagan
ism. His confidence in the decisive victory of revelation in 1 789  
led him to believe that there was no further necessity for the 
continued existence of Israel as a visible synagogue. He felt that 
we were living in a new spiritual era in which the functions of 
Gentiles, Christians, and Jews were no longer invested in a visible 
race, a visible clergy, and a visible Israel. “In the future the 
character and the function of a man can no longer be judged b y  
the outward signs of race, creed, or country. He has to choose 
for himself.” 59 The events of recent years are certainly not likely 
to confirm this view. The nations are far from being transformed 
into the messianic kingdom that would allow them to disregard 
the visible manifestations of church and synagogue. T hey are 
still in danger of backsliding into paganism. The functions of

55 Ibid.
56 Ibid.
57 See Letter N o . 1 6 .
58 Out of Revolution, p. 237.
59 Ibid.
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church and synagogue have not come to an end. Israel has to 
remain alive in order to send out the “Rays from the heart of 
the fire” until the day in which “God is One and His Name One.”

T h e  Letters o f Franz R o sen zw eig  
and E u g en  R osenstock-H uessy  

b y  Dorothy M. Emmett#

* Reprinted, w ith m inor editorial revisions, from  T h e  Jou rn al o f R e 
ligion  ( O ctober, 1 9 4 5 ), b y  permission of the U n iversity  of C hicago  
Press and Miss Em m et, n o w  Samuel H all Professor o f Philosophy, Em erita, 
U niversity o f M anchester, England. In introducing Miss Em m et’s article to 
readers o f the Journal, the editor com m ented, in part:

“ T h e  author submitted the paper to D r. R osenstock-H uessy. R ather  
than introduce comments into the paper, he refers readers o f it to his 
article in our A p ril issue o f this year: ‘H itler and Israel, or O n P rayer,’ 
fo r fuller understanding o f the deeper issues involved in the correspon
dence. . . .

“ T h e  correspondence in the present selection inevitably presents D r. 
R osenstock-H uessy largely in the role o f a foil to Rosenzw eig. T h e  latter’s 
notable interpretation o f Judaism  is set in a high light. T h e re  m ay be in 
consequence some obscuring o f the context o f D r. R osenstock-H uessy’s 
thought at the time and particularly in his priority in exploring w h at later 
became so significant in the w o rk  o f M artin Buber, nam ely, the ‘I—T h o u ’ 
philosophy. [N .B .:  See the “ E d ito r ’s note”  im m ediately fo llo w in g Miss 
Em m et’s essay, on p. 6 9 .] Particular light on the setting o f the correspon
dence is suggested b y  D r. R osenstock-H uessy in a series o f observations ad
dressed to the editor. ‘W e  both,’ he says, ‘w ere nearly drow ned b y  a third  
force, neither Christian nor Jew ish , the spirit o f nineteenth-century posi
tivism. O u r brotherhood consisted in our, both o f us, em erging in vigorous 
swim m ing from  the abyss o f this faithless, godless “ w o rld ”  w ithout “ star, 
love, Fortune.”  So  our negation w e  had in com m on; and w ith regard to 
this negation, I w as in the lead. W ith  regard to the goal, w e  w ere in dis
agreement.’

“ D r. R osenstock-H uessy, m oreover, makes [it] clear that the correspon
dence has a bearing beyond that o f the particular situation in 1 9 1 7  w h en  
‘they treated Judaism  and Christianity as simple unities w h ich , in fact, no
w here are found in the realities o f our day, w ith  the innumerable divisions 
of faith and creed inside the religious denominations. I, fo r m y part, feel 
that this w as the chrysalis o f a m ore rational and m ore scientific approach  

to the eternal features w h ich , out o f Judaism , Christianity and, third, out o f
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In a recent article in the J o u r n a l  o f  R e l i g i o n  (October, 1944), 
Dr. Altmann told the story of the inner development of the 
Jewish writer Franz Rosenzweig as an introduction to his cor
respondence with the Christian philosopher-historian, Eugen 
Rosenstock. He thus gave the background of the correspondence 
and spoke of the influence it was to have on the future work of the 
two men. The letters were written in 1916, when the two corre
spondents were on active service: Rosenstock as an officer on the 
Western Front (except for a short period in Kassel), and Rosen
zweig as a noncommissioned officer in an antiballoon battery in 
Macedonia. Written under war conditions, they sense a spiritual 
situation of which we are now acutely aware: the breaking-up of 
the European tradition as it has come down to us from Greeks 
and Romans, Jews and Christians, and the emergence of a strange 
new world of races and nations prepared to forget its inheritance. 
What do Judaism and Christianity mean in this “post-European” 
world and what do they mean in relation to each other? In these 
letters we see Rosenzweig and Rosenstock wrestling with their 
individual solutions to this question. They confront each other, 
as Dr. Altmann has said, not as a Jew and a Christian but as two 
men who had come to define their own standpoints to them
selves as well as to each other through a profoundly sincere ad
venture in communication.

Let us now turn to the chapter in this adventure represented 
by the correspondence. Dr. Altmann has shown how, as a result 
of his contact with Rosenstock, Rosenzweig had come near to 
becoming a Christian, and then had seen that for him the decision 
must lie not for Christianity but for a positive identification of 
himself with the Jewish faith of his people. He had not yet been 
able to speak of this development to Rosenstock. The opportun-
G reek  Hum anism , must be carried over into a future in w h ich  w e  all w ill 
have to have access to all three positions.’ H e  has in mind here the time f u 
ture o f the Je w , the time past, or arche, o f the G reek  (w h ich  he associates 
w ith H eid e g g e r), and the time present, the T o d a y , o f the Christian w h ich  
‘marries’ the other tw o. ‘A ll  three, then, master time. A n d  o f the m astery o f  
time, our correspondence tried to give an account, w ith  a sincerity w h ich  
only exists on the three levels o f G reek , Jew ish , and Christian approach to 
the one question w h ich  forces us to think at all: W h a t  is time, tem porality, 
secularity, m ortality, flux? Because here alone w e  face death.’ ”
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ity  came with the present correspondence, opened by Rosen- 
stock when he was staying with Rosenzweig’s parents in their 
home in Kassel during a period of training as an officer in the 
army. He wrote introducing himself in what he thought would 
surprise his friend as a new role, no longer that of “jurist- 
historian” but that of “philosopher.” But this was no surprise to 
Rosenzweig. “You have never—I mean to say during the last few 
years—been to me anything other than a philosopher. I have al
ways felt that the jurist and the historian were only incidental.” 
A ll the same, Rosenzweig complains, he wants not mere hints but 
a sample of this “philosophy.”

In spite of a hint that he was about to embark upon a system, 
Rosenstock’s philosophy was not systematic in the traditional 
sense. From the “samples” with which he supplied his friend we 
gather that it was an attempt to read human history in terms of 
the “calendars” of different forms of experience. For“history” 
is no mere dead record of events; it is the interpretative record 
of events that have been taken up into the experience of a people, 
or, as autobiography, into a personal experience. Rosenstock was 
seeking to read the experience of the peoples of Europe by taking 
their calendar for guide, w ith their festivals, holidays, and holy 
days. He was later to follow out this idea in his book Out of R ev 
olution.1 Here he sketches the outline of this method to Rosen
zweig. The movement of time, he suggests, acquires significance 
for us in the intersection of a fourfold calendar: the calendar of 
the course of nature; that of world history; that of the sacred 
history of the church; and one’s own private calendar of inner 
development.

Such a novel w ay  of philosophizing struck a sympathetic 
chord in Rosenzweig; though, when Rosenstock took it to the 
length of try ing to give symbolic meanings to different months, 
we suspect that he thought that his friend was letting his imagi
nation run aw ay with him. A t any rate, when later on Rosen
stock leaves several letters unanswered, he gently asks him wheth
er November stands for “Forgetfulness.” But he, too, was seeing

1 N e w  Y o rk : W illia m  M o rro w  & C o., 1 9 3 8 . [n .b .: Paperback reprint 
available through A r g o  Books, Inc., B o x 2 8 3 , N o rw ic h , V t .  0 5 0 5 5 —p u b 
lisher’s note.]



that the extent to which the development of a philosopher’s 
thinking is related to the inner form of his own mind needed to 
be more clearly acknowledged than it had been in the philosophy 
of the schools. Hegel had, in principle if not in actual execution, 
said the last word in the type of philosophy that claimed to be 
the construction of a universal system by a mind that could look 
on itself not merely as that of a human thinker but as an em
bodiment of “consciousness in general.” So since Hegel, he says,2 
there have been only learned “doctors” or “professors” of phi
losophy, except for those who have been feeling after a new 
method of thinking.

We may observe in passing that this awareness of a break with 
the older conception of metaphysics has led to a radical repudia
tion of philosophy and philosophical method in any sense of the 
term in circles touched by the Barthian theological revival, more 
particularly on the continent of Europe. The break has been less 
violent in England and America, perhaps because our philosophy 
has never been as absolute in its claims, whether positive or nega
tive, as that of the German schools, especially the schools of Ger
man Idealism; even Idealism in England and America has been 
Idealism in a more modest vein. It is therefore the more signifi
cant that Rosenzweig himself did not so succumb to theology as 
to make a complete break with philosophy; throughout these let
ters, and in T h e  S t a r  o f  R e d e m p t i o n ,  he remained conscious of 
himself as a philosopher. In one of these letters3 he writes of a 
book by Karl Heim:4 “Heim’s weakness . . . as that of his whole 
circle, is that the history of philosophy ceases for him with Kant, 
and as an alternative to the Idealists, he knows only the specialist 
dogmatic theologians of the nineteenth century, and so he does 
not ask himself: How would it be if philosophy itself were to 
take the paradox as its basis?” Presumably he means by the 
“paradox” the word as Kierkegaard used it; the question of how

2 See Letter N o . 2 .
3 See Letter N o . 1 1 .
4 K arl H eim , professor o f theology in M unster and, from  1 9 2 0 , T u b in 

gen; author o f Der evangelische Glaube und das Denken der Gegenwart 
(Berlin, 1 9 3 1 —), the first volum e o f w h ich  ( Glaube und Denken) w as  

translated into English under the title God Transcendent ( N e w  Y o rk , 
1936).



general and universal truth can be expressed in terms of exis
tence, which is always historical and individual. But while 
Kierkegaard’s thought remains that of the solitary individual, 
and can be perverse for all its penetration, Rosenzweig and Ro- 
senstock have grasped how an individual comes to reach his own 
standpoint by exposing himself to encounter with others at a 
sufficiently profound level. Rosenzweig renounces therefore not 
philosophy but the pretensions of the Hegelian Idealist philoso
phy. Instead of an attempt at a universal world system, we must 
have attempts at systems wrought out through “one’s inner form 
of life” ; and “this personal character must not (as Hegel still 
believed in the P h e n o m e n o l o g y ) be overcome in order that the 
system may follow from it, but because it is being purified step 
by step, the system seen from the point of view of the author is 
his way to salvation.”5 A system is therefore the clarification of 
a Weltanschauung, an outlook on life of a thinker who is not 
“consciousness in general” but a human being himself immersed 
in the process of living.

Rosenzweig was very conscious, however, that he was not 
yet ready to express what he might have to say as a philosopher. 
He was conscious of having broken with his former style in these 
studies. Before he could write again, he had to come to terms with 
himself as a Jew, and he knew it. He also knew that, until he had 
done so, he could not meet Rosenstock again as one who was 
both his spiritual antithesis and his alter ego. “We were thesis 
and antithesis in Leipzig6 (but not on a level, because I was your 
pupil). What we are now, 1 d o n ' t  k n o w ,  be it only because I 
don’t know myself definitely as an -ologist or an -osopher. On 
the whole I now know less than I did before; I am waiting.”7

Meanwhile, while waiting, “simple industry” may help. He 
wants to study some church history in the Fathers and Scholas
tics and asks Rosenstock, as a specialist, for advice about books. 
The reply suggests that Rosenstock was still rather more of the 
specialist and scholar than the experienced soldier. He writes 
that unfortunately the Leonine Edition of St. Thomas Aquinas

5 See Letter N o . 7 .
6 See A ltm ann, pp. 3 1 - 3 2  above.
7 See Letter N o . 4 .



is temporarily unobtainable because it is published in Italy, but 
he consoles him by saying that “the early Scholastics are com
paratively cheap in Migne’s Patrologia; you can get a big volume 
of a thousand pages for from io to 14 marks.”8 This calls out 
the rueful reply from Rosenzweig in his anti-aircraft battery 
in Macedonia: “Your recommending Migne has moved me to 
tears—one volume in each trouser pocket, one tied up in the tail 
of my battle charger, two more in my saddle bags—but no, the 
beasts aren’t getting any more oats—vanish dream!”9

How far the two friends had moved from understanding each 
other’s present state of mind was revealed when Rosenstock be
gan a letter: “Dear Fellow Jew +  post-Christum natum +  post- 
Hegel mortuum!”10 That Rosenstock should count himself a 
Jew too only shows, says Rosenzweig, how little he knows about 
it. “ I must say it, however reluctantly. You are directly hinder
ing me from treating my Judaism in the first person, in that you 
call yourself a Jew too. That is to me equally intolerable, emo
tionally and intellectually.” Rosenstock had cited the unwritten 
saying of Jesus connected with Luke 6:5, that a man who breaks 
the Sabbath is blessed if he knows what he is doing, but cursed 
if he does not know—probably as an allusion to a man’s freedom 
to choose his faith. He himself had joined the church; but, says 
Rosenzweig, “any sense of identification with Judaism can only 
be yours in a theoretical retrospect, not in the reality of your 
life before you became a Christian; and I know this life now 
because I know your parent’s home.” He goes on to say that an 
emancipated Jew, with no roots in the life of his people, does not 
understand how deeply the “stubbornness of the Jews” enters 
both into Christian and into Jewish theology. Such a one is 
neither a Jew to whom the preaching of the Cross is a stumbling 
block nor a pagan philosopher to whom it is foolishness; he is a 
bare individual without conscious tradition, and he can take the 
world in all innocence for a m u n d u s  n a t u r a l i t e r  C h r i s t i a n a s .11

Rosenstock is puzzled by this emphatic insistence on the

8 See Letter N o . 8 .
9 See Letter N o . 9 .
10 See Letter N o . 8 .
1 1  See Letter N o . 9 .



“separateness” and “stubbornness” of the Jews, coming as it does 
from Rosenzweig, whom he had known first as a liberal intel
lectual and then as a near Christian. He can see why the church  * 
may have needed to see the Jews in this way.
The Jews are so much the chosen people and the Old Testament 
so much the book of the law of the Father, just as the New Testa- 
ment is the book of the love of the children (Abraham and Christ, 
sacrifice the two poles, on the one hand the Father, on the other, the 
Son), that altogether the church needs “its” Jews to strengthen its 
own truth. The stubbornness of the Jews is, so to speak, a Christian 
dogma. But is it, can it, also be a Jewish one? That is the fence that 
I do not see you taking . . .12

Of himself he can say:

In respect of part of me, I presume to judge myself as pre- 
Christian Jewish material. In my capacity for suffering and in my 
craving for it, the Jew comes out. I forge together German and 
Jewish gifts and possessions in my attempt to become a Christian. 
This is my quite uncritical view of myself. And, as I said before, my 
attitude to you remains quite incomprehensible to me; it is not in
different and yet tolerant, and I am content to ask myself, with 
Cyrano: “Que diable allait-il faire dans cette galere?” (What the devil 
was he going to do on that galley?)13

The “galley” is, of course, Judaism, and Rosenzweig was 
quick to take up the metaphor. But he would not have felt him
self ready to explain his presence in the galley to his friend had 
not the course of events forced him to do so.

When you were in Berlin in the spring . . .  I didn’t feel myself 
strong enough, not indeed physically, but spiritually, to challenge 
you all over again (since it would only have been done as a chal
lenge, and will so be done again); to my mind I was not actual 
enough, not tested enough, not enough on the spot, and to me there 
would have been no point in a merely theoretical controversy. 
Formerly, I had confronted you as a point of view, as an objective 
fact, and you were the first to summon me to an analysis of myself, 
and thereby you cast me down. I should have liked to wait until I

12 See Letter N o . io.
13 See Letter N o . io.
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could again confront you as a fait accom pli. Till then we could have 
kept our guest rooms ready for each other, and put some little cheap 
flowers in them as a token of our feeling for one another. That does, 
and would have done.

“Then the war came.” And with it came a time of waiting against 
one’s will, a chasm that one does not make artificially for oneself, 
but which was opened blindly in every life; and now it is no longer 
anv good to wait deliberately; fate is now so calmly patient with in
dividuals (from indifference towards them, because it has its hands 
full with nations), that we individuals ought just now to be im
patient, unless we want simply to go to sleep (for fate certainly 
won’t wake us up now). So now we are talking to each other 
theoretically faute de m ieux. But for that reason everything that we 
say to each other is incomplete, not incomplete like the flow of life 
which completes itself anew in every moment, but full of static 
incompletenesses, full of distortions.14

How the “stubbornness of the Jews” became a Christian dog
ma Rosenzweig explains from his reading of church history. The 
church, appealing against the Marcionites to the teaching of Paul, 
both established the Old Testament in the canon and at the same 
time believed that she was following Paul in holding that the 
Jews would remain cast out until the fullness of the Gentiles had 
been gathered in.

But could this same idea (that of the stubbornness of the Jews) 
also be a Jewish dogma? Yes, it could be, and in fact it is. But this 
Jewish consciousness of being rejected has quite a different place in 
our dogmatic system, and would correspond to a Christian con
sciousness of being chosen to rule, a consciousness that is in fact 
present beyond any doubt. The whole religious interpretation of 
the significance of the year 70 is tuned to this note. But the parallel 
that you are looking for is something entirely different; a dogma of 
Judaism about its relation to the Church must correspond to the 
dogma of the Church about its relation to Judaism. And this you 
know only in the form of the modern liberal-Jewish theory of the 
“daughter religion” that gradually educates the world for Judaism. 
But this theory actually springs from the classical period in the 
formation of Jewish dogma—from the Jewish high scholasticism 
which, in point of time and in content, forms a mean between

14 See Letter No. 11.



Christian and Arabian scholasticism (al-Ghazali-Maimonides- 
Thomas Aquinas). For it was only then that we had a fixing of 
dogma, and that corresponds with the different position that intel-* 
lectual conceptions of faith hold with us and with you. In the 
period when you were developing dogma, we were creating our 
canon law, and vice versa. There is a subtle connection running all 
through. For instance, when you were systematizing dogma, we 
were systematizing law; with you the mystical view of dogma fol
lowed its definition, while with us the mystical view preceded defi
nition, etc., etc. This relation is rooted in the final difference between 
the two faiths.

Indeed with us, too, this theory [of the daughter religion] is not 
part of the substance of our dogma; with us, too, it was not formed 
from the content of the religious consciousness but belongs only to 
a second stratum, a stratum of learning concerning dogma. The 
theory of the daughter religion is found in the clearest form in both 
of the great scholastics. Beyond this, it is found, not as dogma but as 
a mystical idea . . . in the literature of the old Synagogue, and like
wise in the Talmudic period. . . .15

One such legend tells that “the Messiah was born exactly at 
the moment when the Temple was destroyed; but when he was 
bom the winds blew him forth from the bosom of his mother. 
And now he wanders unknown among the peoples, and when he 
has wandered through them all, then the time of our redemption 
has come.” Another is the saying of the great scholastic Yehudah 
ha-Levi: Christianity is the tree which grows from the seed of 
Judaism and overshadows the earth; but the fruit of the tree 
must contain the seed again, and nobody notices that who merely 
sees the tree. In some such sense there is a Jewish dogma,16 “ just 
as Judaism is both the stubborn origin and last convert is a Chris
tian dogma.” 17

“But what does that mean for me?” asks Rosenzweig. What 
does this Jewish dogma mean for the Jews? And what does the

15 See Letter N o . n .
16 T h a t  is, that Christianity exists to spread the know ledge o f the 

biblical G o d  throughout the nations, thereby preparing them fo r Judaism  
in the days o f the Messiah.

17 See L e tter N o . n .



corresponding Christian dogma mean to contemporary Chris
tians, who have forgotten its theological roots?

The answer is already on the point of my pen—that it was not here 
a matter of theoretical awareness, but whether there was a continual 
realization of this theological idea by taking it seriously in actual 
practice. This practical way in which the theological idea of the 
stubbornness of the Jew works itself out, is hatred o f the J e w s .18

On the Jewish side the corresponding outcome of their dogma 
is the p r id e  o f  th e J e w s .

This is hard to describe to a stranger. What you see of it appears to 
you silly and petty, just as it is almost impossible for the Jew to see 
and judge anti-Semitism by anything but its vulgar and stupid ex
pressions. But (I must say again, believe  m e) its metaphysical basis 
is, as I have said, the three articles: (i) that we have the truth; (2) 
that we are at the goal; and (3) that any and every Jew feels in the 
depths of his soul that the Christian relation to God, and so in a 
sense their religion, is particularly and extremely pitiful, poverty- 
stricken, and ceremonious; namely, that as a Christian one has to 
learn from someone else, whoever he may be, to call God “our 
Father.” To the Jew that God is our Father is the first and most 
self-evident fact—and what need is there for a third person between 
me and my Father in Heaven? That is no discovery of modem 
apologetics but the simplest Jewish instinct, a mixture of failure 
to understand and pitying contempt.

These are the two points of view, both narrow and limited just 
as points of view, and so in theory both can be surpassed; one can un
derstand why the Jew can afford his unmediated closeness to God and 
why the Christian may not, and one can also understand how the Jew 
must pay for this blessing.19

18 See Letter N o . 1 1 . D r. J . W .  Parkes has show n in his study, T h e  
C onflict o f the C h urch  and the Synagogue  (Lo n d o n , 1 9 3 4 ), to w h at an 
extent anti-Semitism in patristic and medieval times g re w  out o f the 

theological conception o f the “ stubbornness o f the Je w s,”  w h o  w ere held 
to have forfeited their promises to the n ew  Israel. T h is  conception o f  
the collective guilt o f a people provided Christians w ith  a scapegoat, “ the 
Je w s” ; and it has remained in this fo rm  even w h ere its theological roots 
have been forgotten or repudiated.

19 See Letter N o . n .
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Part of the price which the synagogue must pay is that she car
ries a broken staff and wears bandages over her eyes. This sym
bolism, taken from the medieval sculptured figures of the church 
and the synagogue, such as those in the cathedral at Bamberg, is 
a recurrent motif in Rosenzweig’s letters. He had used it in the 
letter to Rudolf Ehrenberg in which he explained his decision to 
become a Jew.20 The church, with the crown on her head and 
the scepter in her hand, has “her eyes open to the world, a fighter 
sure of victory.” But the synagogue, with the bandage over her 
eyes, can only “see with the prophetic eye of inner vision the 
last and most distant things.” Hence the extreme nature of life 
in Judaism, the separating and exclusive nature of its practice. It 
preserves the inner integrity of Jewish life. And Rosenzweig 
himself, to the question, “What are you doing in that galley?” 
can only answer that he is no “convert” ; it is his birthright.

Have I only been thrown into the galley? Is it not m y ship? You 
have become acquainted with me on land, but you have scarcely 
noticed that my ship lies in harbor and that I spend more time than is 
necessary in sailors’ taverns,21 and therefore you could well ask what 
business I have on the ship. And for you really to believe that it is 
my ship, and that I therefore belong to it (p o u r faire qu o i? y  v iv re  et 
y  m o u rir)—fo r  you really to believe me will only be possible if the 
voyage is once more free and I launch out. Or only when we meet 
out on the open sea? You might!22

So the Jewish form of the dogma of the stubbornness of the 
Jews is the pride of the Jews in their election. Yes, says Rosen- 
stock; and it is precisely from this pride that Christianity re
deems us.

That from which Christ redeems is exactly the boundless naive 
pride of the Jew, which you yourself exhibit. In contrast to the 
peoples talking the 372 languages of Babel, this pride was and is well 
founded, and therefore the Jews were separated and chosen out of 
all the peoples of the earth, until the destruction of the Temple. But 
Christianity redeems the individual from family and people through 
the new unity of sinners, all who are weary and heavy laden. That is

20 B rief e, p. 7 1 ; cf. A ltm ann, pp. 3 2 - 3 3 , 3 7 .
21  T h a t is, presum ably, our com m on cultural life.
22 See Letter No. 11.
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Christianity, and its bond is equal need. My brain is going on strike, 
and I am getting stupid. I only know that I should like to wax elo
quent over peccatum  originate and superbia judaica, but the machine 
has run dry. I am so exhausted that you must do with this. I feel as 
though I were always writing the same thing. My love to you. For
tunately you do not know what you do. Your E. R.23

Renewing the same theme, Rosenstock notes that, while for 
the Christian some measure of implication and hence compromise 
with the life of the world is seen as inevitable and as part of the 
“taking up of the Cross” to which he is called, for the Jew any 
such implication is fatal to his separateness. So what about the 
life of modern Jews? “F.R. as a volunteer in the army? Where is 
there the metaphysics of the seed of Abraham?” The synagogue 
has not faced this question of living in the world, and hence, says 
Rosenstock, her sterility. “The teachings and events, which 
through the continuous stimulus of Christianity have changed 
the face of the earth during the last thousand years, have as their 
opposite numbers in Judaism a couple of distinguished names, 
pressed into the service of the pride of the Synagogue, and other
wise nothing.”24

Rosenstock then picks up again the motif of the contrast of 
Abraham’s sacrifice and Christ’s sacrifice, the two archetypal 
sacrifices which he had said represented the “poles” of the two 
religions. (We may recall how Genesis, chap. 22, is read as the 
first lesson on Good Friday in the ecclesiastical lectionaries.) “Ab
raham,” he says, “sacrifices his son; in the New Testament he 
who brings the covenant with God sacrifices himself. That is the 
whole difference . . . Abraham sacrifices what he has, Christ 
what he is.” And then follows an outburst, which only the sin
cerity of the correspondence makes possible, in which Rosen
stock attacks the exclusiveness of the Jew’s faith in his election. 
Perhaps (though the connection is not stated) the reference to 
the two sacrifices leads to this outburst because Rosenstock sees 
the story of Abraham »and Isaac as expressing the idea of the re
establishment of Israel as the possessors of the covenant; whereas 
he looks on the story of Christ’s self sacrifice as expressing the

23 See Letter No. 12.
24 See Letter No. 13.



readiness of the chosen one to die in order that the covenant 
might be universalized for all mankind. So he inveighs in no 
measured language against the exclusiveness of the Jewish claims.

The Synagogue has been talking for two thousand years about what 
she had, because she really has absolutely nothing; but she does not 
experience and will, therefore, not experience what she is. She por
trays the curse of self-assurance, of pride in her nobility, and 
thoughtless indifference towards the law of growth of the united 
universe, the “Peace on earth to all men in whom he is well pleased.” 
That new humanity from universal need and sin, that ever newly 
born corpus christianum  of all men of good will—that being called 
out from all people—is something of which she knows nothing. She 
knows an original union in blood, that of the chosen people, but no 
final becoming united of all the children of the Father. The Jews 
have the saying that all men will come to Jerusalem to pray, and 
they always crucify again the one who came to make the word true. 
In appearance they wait upon the word of the Lord, but they 
have grown through and through so far away from revelation that 
they do everything they can to hinder its reality. With all the power 
of their being they set themselves against their own promises. They 
are the image on earth of Lucifer, the highest of the angels, elect 
of God, who wanted to keep God’s gift for himself as a dominion 
in his own right, and fell. So Israel stands upon its own inalienable 
right. This naive way of thinking that one has won inalienable 
rights in perpetuity against God, which by nature remain for pos
terity as properties inherited by bequest, is the relic of blind an
tiquity in Judaism. . . .

But I will not allow any rabies theologica to come in. I know that 
Israel will survive all the peoples, but you have no aptitude for 
theology, for the search for truth, any more than for beauty. Ye 
shall make for yourselves no graven image. At this cost the eternal 
Jew is allowed to live. Because he holds on to life in such an unlim
ited way, it is granted to him. . . . In order that Israel may live, the 
individual Jew depends on his success, on the number of his children. 
He is a paragraph of the Law. C 'est tout. You may well believe that 
you have a ship of your own. But you have no idea of the sea or you 
would not talk like that. You know no shipwreck; you cannot go 
astray, you see God with constant clarity, and so you need no 
mediator, who looks at you when you can no longer look out over
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the edge of the world, and are frustrated in failure. You do not 
know that the world is movement and change. The Christian says 
there are day and night. You are so moonstruck that you take the 
sight of night for the only sight there is, and take the minimum of 
light, the night, for the all-inclusive idea that embraces day and 
night! Las date ogni speranza .. .25

This outburst reached Rosenzweig on a morning on which he 
says he had just learned by bitter experience (no doubt by bark
ing his shins) that Rosewood (=  Rosenstock) is the hardest wood 
that there is.
Yes indeed, here is the real tough Rosenstock, and now I no longer 
have any difficulty in writing to you. You have given me a much 
more impersonal answer than I asked for. In many ways so im
personal that I asked myself this morning: Haven’t I really written 
all this before, for him to write it to me?

You are quite right in everything you say in your rabies theo- 
logica. I really mean, you must know that I know all that. And that 
I also know that you have to see Judaism like that. I was only 
puzzled that right at the beginning of our correspondence you 
talked differently from the way in which you do now. Nevertheless, 
there is a point beyond which neither Christian rabies, nor Jewish 
rabulistic26 should go, however much they both would like to do so 
once they have got into their stride. For you may curse, you may 
swear, you may scratch yourself as much as you like, you won’t get 
rid of us, we are the louse in your fur. . . . We are the internal foe; 
don’t mix us up with the external one! Our enmity may have to be 
bitterer than any enmity for the external foe, but all the same—we 
and you are within the same frontiers, in the same kingdom.27

That is to say, in the realm of the spirit Rosenzweig sees the 
two faiths both as mutually exclusive and yet as complementary. 
In a poem by Rosenstock written after this there occurs the 
phrase “Enemies in Space, brethren in Time.”

Rosenzweig returns to the Jew’s faith in his “election.” Even 
today when, as Rosenstock had pointed out, every nation looks

25 See Letter N o . 1 3 .
26 Sophistry.
27 See Letter N o . 1 5 .
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on itself in some way as a “chosen people,” the Jewish election 
remains something unique in its “peculiar pride or peculiar 
modesty.” It is anything but naive; it is rooted in the present 
reality of its faith.

Now that I want to continue, I find that everything that I want to 
write is something which I can’t express to you. For now I would 
have to show you Judaism from within, that is, be able to show it 
to you in a hymn, just as you are able to show me, the outsider, 
Christianity. And for the very reason that you can do it, I cannot. 
Christianity has its soul in its externals; Judaism, on the outside, has 
only its hard protecting shell, and one can speak of its soul only 
from within. . . . You rightly put your finger on this difference in 
speaking of Moriah and Golgatha. But you have read your Genesis 
22 badly. You have confused Abraham and Agamemnon. The latter 
indeed sacrificed what he had for the sake of something else that 
he wanted, or, if you like, that he considered it his duty to want. 
Indeed, he did not perform the sacrifice himself; he only gave it up, 
and stood with veiled head close by. But Abraham did not offer 
something, not “a” child, but his only son, and what is more, the 
son of the promise, and sacrificed him to the God of this promise 
(the traditional Jewish commentary reads this paradox into the 
text); the meaning of the promise according to human understanding 
becomes impossible through this sacrifice. Not for nothing is this 
story associated with our highest festivals; it is the prototype of the 
sacrifice not of one’s own person (Golgatha), but of one’s existence 
in one’s people, of the “son” and of all future sons (for we base our 
claims before God on this sacrifice, or rather on this readiness to 
sacrifice, and it is the sacrifice of the father [not of the son], as is 
emphasized in the story). The son is given back; he is now only the 
son of the promise. Nothing else happens, no Ilium falls, only the 
promise remains firm; the father was ready to sacrifice not for the 
sake of some Ilium, but for the sake of nothing. Agamemnon sacri
fices something “that he had” ; Abraham, all that he could be; Christ, 
all that he is. Yes, that is really, as you say, “the whole difference.” 
To the “naive” laying claim to an inalienable right before God cor
responds, you forget, just as naive a taking up of a yoke of inalienable 
sufferings, which we—‘‘naively’’? —know is laid upon us (cf. the tra
ditional commentary on Isaiah 53) “for the redemption of the 
world.” (Lucifer? Please don’t mix up those symbols!) . . . On the 
contrary: to the holy restlessness of your work corresponds in us a
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hoiv dread that the redemption might not come “before the time” 
(in which connection there are the m ost peculiar and gro tesq u e le g 

ends, both old and new) . . . .28

In another letter:
Now to return to the subject: the two sacrifices, that on Moriah and 
that on Golgatha, have then this in common, as against all pagan 
sacrifices, that nothing was got out of them (since what was sacri
ficed is identical with what was given back), but the sacrifice itself 
becomes in effect the abiding object of faith, and thereby that which 
abides. That which abides is different; on the one hand an external 
community, and on the other an external man—and the consequences 
of this make mutual understanding so difficult that the one side is 
always being seduced into classifying the other with those that 
know of nothing abiding. Perhaps the readiest, if not also the most 
correct, antidote against this error of either side regarding the other 
as pagans is simply to reflect on our mutual possession of the Book. 
Your whole description of the Synagogue since a .d . 70 forgets, or 
refuses to recognize, that we consciously take upon ourselves “the 
yoke of the kingdom of heaven,” that we pay the price for the sin of 
pride of non-cooperation, of walking without mediator in the light 
of God’s countenance. We pay subjectively through suffering the 
consciousness of being shut out, of being alienated; and objectively, 
in that we are to you the ever-mindful memorial of your incomplete
ness (for you who live in a church triumphant need a mute servant 
w h o  cries when you have partaken of God’s bread and wine, “Mas
ter, remember the last things!” ).29

Jews may indeed be involved in the external life of the Chris
tian world. But along with this external life

goes a pure inner Jewish life in all that serves the maintenance of 
the people, of its “life” insofar as it is not purchased from without, 
but must be worked out from within. Here belongs the inner Jewish 
task of ordering communal life, here Jewish theology, here the art

28 See Letter N o . 1 5 .
29 See Letter N o . 1 5 . A n  allusion to H erodotu s’ story o f h o w  X erxes  

had a servant w h o  stood behind him at table and said, “ M aster, rem em 
ber the A thenians!”  R osenzw eig is expressing the conviction w h ich  had  
led him into Judaism , that, in a Christianized civilization w h ich  had lost 
its eschatological sense, the Je w s  had the prophetic function o f being a 
“ peculiar people”  living o n ly fo r the “ last things.”
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of the Synagogue (yes, its “beauty”!). These phenomena may com
prise m u ch  that is stran ge—y e t  Ju d aism  can n o t bu t assim ilate this 

strange element to itself; it acts like this of its own accord, even 
w h e n  it doesn’t in  the least w a n t to  do so. T h e  p ro d igio u s stren gth  

o f  the tradition  has this e ffe c t on us even w h e n  w e  are in fa c t  u n 

aw are  o f  it. T h e  fo rm s o f  the inner Je w is h  life  are, h o w e v e r, quite  

distinct fro m  all app aren t parallels in civilization s. T h e  art o f  the  

S y n a g o g u e  does n o t enter in to  liv in g  relation w ith  other art, n o r  

Je w is h  th e o lo g y  w ith  C h ristian  th e o lo g y , and so o n ; b u t Je w is h  art  

and th e o lo g y , taken to geth er, build  u p  the J e w s  into a united w h o le , 

and m aintain th em  in th eir fo rm  o f  life . . . .  L a scia va  o g n i cosa  [ he 

g a v e  u p  all th in g s ]—e xce p t fo r —speranza  [h o p e ]. B e fo re  the th ro n e  

o f  G o d  the J e w  w ill  o n ly  be asked one question: H a st th o u  h o p ed  

fo r  the salvation? A l l  fu rth e r questions—the trad itio n  doesn ’t  sa y  

so, b u t I d o—are addressed to  y o u . T i l l  then, Y o u r , F . R .30

“My poor ben Judah!” Rosenstock replies. Have you not 
realized that the old European tradition, compounded as it was 
of Greeks and Romans, Jews and Christians, has now passed 
away? The operative distinctions now are nationalist, each peo
ple looking on itself somehow as a chosen people with a destiny 
to fulfill. Or, alternatively, we have the idea of a universalism in 
which we think of the rights of the human being as such.

Y o u  w a n t to  g o  n o t beh ind E u ro p e  and “ m y ”  C h ristia n ity , b u t b e 

hind “ y o u r ”  Je w is h  peo p le, as it  has m e rcile ssly  b eco m e , n a m e ly, 

rip e fo r  rest and fo r  the e n d in g o f  its y e a rs  o f  w a n d e rin g . . . . G o d  

p reserves his signs as lo n g  as o u r blindness needs th em . B u t one m u st  

n o t r e ly  on th em  as if  th e y  w e r e  eternal p etrificatio n s . . . . 31

The old symbolic landmarks of European history are being re
moved. “The more one excavates Sumerians and Akkadians, the 
more completely and quickly will Europe forget Moriah, Mara
thon, Brutus; and, I add, it will be allowed to forget them. As 
little as Wilamowitz can rescue classical philology from death, 
can you rescue Hebrew in its metaphysical sense, especially if 
and just because it will once again become a language—that is, a 
national heritage planted in the soil of a people.”32

30 See Letter N o . 1 5 .
31  See Letter N o . 1 6 .
32 See Letter N o . 1 6 .
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So Israel’s time as the people of the Bible has gone by. Instead, 
we have Jewish nationalism in the form of Zionism. And Rosen- 
zweig’s Jewish ship knows very well where it is sailing.

N o w  y o u  w a n t to  g e t on b o ard  and p ilo t y o u rs e lf; th en  y o u  w ill  

see—not k n o w , b u t see, e xp erien ce—that the ship is a lre a d y  sailing  

and is about to  ru n  agro u n d , just as the ship o f  the Phaeacians* w a s  

allo w e d  to  stand fast a fte r it had finished the fated  v o y a g e s  o f  w a n 

d erin g O d ysseu s; and just as O d ysseu s at the end o f  his G r e e k  w a n 

derings w e n t on p ilgrim age  to  a peo p le w h o  k n e w  n o th in g  o f  sea

fa rin g  in o rd er to  o ffe r  sacrifice  and to p ra y , so the d a y  o f  the eternal 

J e w  beck o n s to  its c lo se .33

The “stubbornness of the Jews” is now no longer a Christian 
dogma. “Today, the task is to translate Christianity for the single 
isolated individual who can be anything: Jew, Christian, Pagan,” 
the “moral proletariat” who did not exist in the old European 
tradition. And the operative background of the church, its real 
Old Testament, is now, in fact, its own church history; not the 
Old Testament of the people of Israel.

Rosenzweig agrees. Modern Christianity can fit the emanci
pated Jew into its thinking better than the Jew of Judaism. And, 
in Zionism, Judaism has produced a secularized form of the mes
sianic movement. (Rosenzweig’s criticism in these letters is di
rected at Zionism insofar as this represented a secular nationalistic 
substitute for the religious messianism of Judaism. Later in his 
life, I have been told, he came to see Zionism in a more favorable 
light. In any case he was not concerned to attack it as an attempt 
to work toward a political and temporal solution of the Jewish 
problem; and how great the need for a temporal solution was to 
become was not perhaps apparent to him in 1916.)

N e v e rth e less , in  th is n e w  w o r ld  o f  C h ris tia n  u n iversa lism , p e r 
haps Ju d a ism  is n eed ed  as “ th e  one p o in t o f  c o n tra c t io n ,” th e  re 
m in d e r to  C h r is t ia n ity  o f  its o r ig in a l b ib lic a l ro o ts . S o  lo n g  as 

th is can  h ap p en , th e  o ld  s y m b o lic  o rd e rin g  o f  th e  E u ro p e a n  t r a 
d itio n  w i l l  rem ain  a p o w e r .

Su m erian s and A k k a d ia n s w il l  n o t n eu tralize M o ria h , M a ra th o n  . . . 

b u t th a t so m e h o w  is the essence o f  revelatio n , to  b r in g  an absolute

33 See Letter N o . 1 6 .
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sy m b o lic  o rd e rin g  to h isto ry  . . . Je w s , G re e k s, and R o m an s w ill  re 

m ain the everlastin g contents o f  h isto ry  because th e y  are the Je w s ,  

G re e k s, and R o m an s o f  Paul. . . . T h e r e  m ust a lw a y s  be a dem and  

fo r  G re e k  . . . not fro m  teach ers o f  G e rm a n  and h isto ry, but fro m  

teachers o f re lig io n .34

This belief that it was the vocation of Judaism to remain “sepa
rated,” pointing to the “last things” and to the One God beyond 
all our thinking and striving, was Rosenzweig’s deepest convic
tion. Christianity, he believed, would go forward conquering the 
world, though largely at the cost of identifying its life with that 
of the world. It was perhaps easier to see Christianity in this way 
in 1916 than in 1945. Today Christianity also is being persecuted 
in many parts of the world, and we can nowhere speak with con
fidence of its triumphant progress toward the conquest of civi
lization.35

R o sen sto ck , h o w e v e r , seem s to  h ave  had  a p ro p h e tic  in k lin g  
o f  w h a t  w as to  com e an d  sensed th a t R o se n z w e ig ’s b e lie f  th a t  
the  w o r ld  w a s  e n te rin g  o n  a “Jo h a n n in e  ag e” o f  C h ris tia n  c iv i li
zation  w o u ld  n o t be rea lized . “ I f  y o u  w o u ld  a ttr ib u te  to  m e ,” he  

w ro te , “a visio mundi naturaliter chrlstiml I am  sensib le th a t th is  
expression  sto o d , in  its tim e, f o r  so m eth in g  tru e . M y  s tro n g e st  
im p ression  in  th e  w a r  is, h o w e v e r , p re c is e ly  th e  tu rn in g , step  b y  
step , o f  th e  n a tu ra l in to  th e  u n n a tu ra l . ” 36

Today, in 1945, Christians are more ready to appropriate their 
Jewish heritage and the eschatological elements in their own 
faith, whereas Jews are called not only to wait for the days of 
the Messiah but to draw on their resources of positive moral con
cern for the just ordering of the life of the community. So it 
might well be that today a new Rosenzweig and Rosenstock 
would find that they could not determine their standpoints in 
relation to each other in just the same way. But if this were so, 
it would only be true to the spirit of the letters. The dialogues

34 See Letter N o . 1 9 .
35 In m y photograph reproduction o f the figures o f the church and the 

synagogue from  the cathedral in Bam berg, the arm  o f the figure o f the 
church, w h ich  should be carryin g  the scepter, is broken. Is this also 
sym bolic?

36 See Letter N o . 1 0 .
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of the church and the synagogue must go on when and where 
such a relationship as that of Rosenzweig and Rosenstock arises. 
There is no final solution of these questions, valid for all contexts.

It is, indeed, in the perception that “speaking” must go on 
within an actual situation of relationship that our correspondents 
discover their common ground. Christianity and Judaism both 
speak of “Revelation” ; and of Revelation coming not through 
generalized truths, but in the personal, concrete, and historic. 
“The Word of God” is not an expression of the general essence 
of Being but stands for the moment of communication. Rosen
stock seems to have been feeling toward this in the thinking he 
had already done about the nature of language. Rosenzweig saw 
it as the conviction underlying the writing that he hoped to do.

I believe that there are in the life of each living thing moments, or 
perhaps only one moment, when it speaks the truth. It may well be, 
then, that we need say nothing at all a b o u t  a living thing, but need 
do no more than watch for the moment when this living thing ex
presses itself. The dialogue which these monologues form between 
one another I consider to be the whole truth. That they make a 
dialogue with one another is the great secret of the world, the re
vealing and revealed secret, yes, the meaning of revelation.37

Today we find that, when Martin Buber writes on this-theme 
in his 1 a n d  T h o u ,  he is welcomed by Christians as expressing a 
philosophy which is no less theirs than it is Jewish. [ N . B . i  See the 
“ E d i t o r ' s  N o t e "  immediately following Miss Emmet’s essay, on 
p. 69.] But Rosenzweig had already sensed this as the point of 
“fundamental religious similarity” in the two faiths. Rosenstock 
was at first puzzled by this phrase. For, he says:

Over against the calm certainty of the Synagogue we have the peril
ous, adventurous character of our pattern of life . . . [and] without 
this cultivation of the new man, Sunday is merely bourgeois, a mere 
Old Testament Sabbath for Christians . . . .  But here breaks in abrupt
ly that provoking forgiveness of sins, which produces the dramatic 
movement of the pattern. You can of course say that the Carpathian 
province of Siebenbiirgen is equal to the Wallachian plain, but have 
you then achieved anything? In the same way, it is true that religion

37 See Letter N o . 1 7 .



is religion, and rem ains so, and in this sense it is fo u n d  am o n g J e w s  

and Christians. B u t pu t y o u r  hand on y o u r  heart ( fo r  w e  neither o f  

us like th em ) and sa y  w h e th e r it is n ot also fo u n d  am o n g M u slim s.38

R o se n zw e ig  rep lies: T h e  tw o  fa ith s are  lik e  im ages on  tw o  
different coins, b u t beh ind , o r  ra th e r  in  them , lies the  sam e m etal. 
L e t us do as y o u  say, and

just lo ok  fo r  a m om en t at Islam  ( “ hand on h eart” ) .  It  is, fo r  m e, the  

cru cia l test. T h e  “ g o o d  T u r k ”  has m o re in  co m m o n  w ith  G o e th e  

than w ith  either J e w  o r C h ristian . . . . H e  doesn’t k n o w , and can n o t  

k n o w , the quite o th e rw o rld ly  attitu de o f  the soul th at y e t  breath es  

the w o r ld  w ith  e v e r y  b reath  . . . .  H o w  th at b reath in g  o f  the w o r ld  

happens is the gre a t co n trast b e tw e e n  J e w  and C h ristian , b u t that it 

happens is th eir co m m o n  gro u n d . In  Islam  y o u  w ill  a lw a y s  find th at 

G o d  and the w o r ld  a lw a y s  rem ain  p e r fe c t ly  apart, and so eith er the  

divin e disappears in the w o r ld  o r the w o r ld  disappears in  G o d . . . . 

O n ly  fo r  J e w s  and Ch ristian s exists that firm  orien tation  o f  the w o r ld  

in sp ace and tim e; the actu al w o r ld  and actu al h isto ry  exist; N o r t h ,  

So u th , Past, P resen t exist, and are n o t “ o f  G o d ”  . . . b u t th e y  cam e  

o f G o d , o u gh t to  b eco m e , and o n ly  th e re fo re  are. W h e n  N o v a lis  

says in his p o em : “ if  I h ave o n ly  T h e e ,”  and w h e n  the J e w  p ra y s  it— 

d ifferen t nam es are addressed in  p o e tr y  and ad o red  in p ra y e r , b u t to  

sa y  “ I ”  and “ T h o u ”  in this w a y ,  and to  b in d  to g e th e r “ I ”  and “ T h o u ”  

b y  “ h a vin g ” —this o n ly  J e w  and C h ristian  can  do, and n o one else.39

R o se n sto ck  had  asked  on e  q u estio n  m o re . H is fr ie n d  h ad  
h in ted  a t d ream s f o r  w o r k  in  h ig h e r  Je w is h  re lig io u s  ed u ca tio n . 
W i l l  he n o t exp la in  th em  m o re  e x p lic it ly ?  O r  is i t  th a t “in  o rd e r  
to  liv e  o n e ’s life  one o u g h t to  k eep  s ilen t a b o u t w h a t  on e  is an d  

w i l l  be? Is th e re  som e cudcos, re tic e n c e , o f  th e  sp irit, o f  w h ic h  on e  
can  d ep rive  o n e se lf  c o n sc io u s ly  and  d e lib e ra te ly , b u t a t th e  c o s t  
o f  lo sin g  re a l h e a lth y  a c t iv i ty ? ” 40 N o , says  R o se n z w e ig ; th a t  
w o u ld  be an  evasion . T h e  re a l reaso n  he c a n n o t y e t  sp eak  o f  h is  
fu tu re  w o r k  is th a t he is n o t  re a d y .

I h ave n o t y e t  th e u rg e , and thus n o t y e t  the rig h t, and b ecau se  th at  

is so, fo rtu n a te ly  n o t y e t  either the m a tu rity  o f  te ch n ica l sch olarsh ip

38 See Letter N o . 1 8 .
39 See Letter N o . 2 1 .
40 See Letter N o . 2 0 .
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to work it out. . . . When the moment comes, one no longer speaks
about cu5 <is.)41

Here the correspondence breaks off. When the moment did 
come, and the flame sprang to life, Rosenzweig’s book, T h e  S t a r  

o f  R e d e m p t i o n ,  poured out, posted in installments to Rosenstock 
and his wife, out of Macedonia, out of Serbia, out of hospitals 
and trains. This was told me in a personal letter from Rosenstock, 
and he adds: “His soul and his mind left his body behind and 
never fully took possession of it all again. His suffering from the 
atrophy of all his muscles and the writing of the S t a r  in com
plete ecstasy—with no correction, in one white heat—were two 
aspects of one and the same process.”

Rosenzweig had hoped for years of active work. But he 
brought back with him from the war the germs of a fatal dis
ease (amyotrophic lateral sclerosis). Until his death in 1929, the 
paralysis of his bodily functions was steadily progressing. By a 
superhuman effort he was able to continue his work. When the 
power of speech failed, he worked on a specially constructed type
writer; later, his wife had to guess his meaning from hints and 
gestures as he pointed to the keyboard. In December, 1922 he 
began the translation and interpretation of the great Hebrew 
poet Yehudah ha-Levi. In May, 1924 he began, together with 
Martin Buber, a new German translation of the Bible. From his 
attic in Frankfurt-am-Main a stream of thought and inspiration 
poured into the world of his people.

Rosenstock (now Professor Rosenstock-Huessy of Norwich, 
Vermont) is, happily, still with us and able to speak to us on 
these matters as they confront us in our “post-Christian” age. 
For the debate continues. [*]

41 See Letter N o . 2 1 .
[* ]  E d ito r 's  note—A n  aspect o f the “ debate”  that m ay be o f particular in

terest to m any readers has to do w ith  the ul-T h o u  philosophy”  referred to 
in the essays o f Professors Em m et and Altm ann and in the footnote b y  the 
editor o f T h e  Journal o f R eligion  to M iss E m m et’s contribution (see espe
cially p. 4 8 ). T h e y  are all quite co rrect in identifying 1 -T h o u  thinking  
w ith E u gen ’s and F ra n z’ friend, M artin Buber, rather than w ith  Eu gen. 
Eu gen ’s earliest “ speech thinking”  activities antedated B u ber’s (and R osen
zw eig ’s) b y  a good m any years, but in E u g e n ’s judgm ent, the correct, tru ly
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“ existential”  sequence is not I -T h o u  but T h o u -l.  In his view , Buber’s T  
T h o u  carries either the implication o f a parity between the / and the T h o u , 
or still worse, the im plication that the I precedes the T h o u  in human ex
perience. T h o u -l, in contrast, quite accurately reflects an im portant reality 
that virtually everyone experiences, in one w a y  or another—the fact that 
one is spoken to, one is nominated and addressed as a T h o u  (b y  one’s par
ents, if no one else) before  becom ing an /. C f. E u gen ’s essay “ Liturgical 
Th in k in g,”  in the periodical Orate Fratres (Jan u ary, 1 9 5 0 ): “ T h e  soul 
must be called T h o u  before she can ever rep ly 1, before she can ever speak 
o f us and finally it. T h ro u g h  the four figures, T h o u , I, W e , It, the W o r d  
walks through us, the W o r d  must call our name first . . (p. 1 2 ). T h is
statement w as far from  being an afterthought in 1 9 5 0 . It w as but the latest 
in a long series o f published declarations to m uch the same effect, begin
ning before W o r ld  W a r  I and reflecting convictions held since 19 0 2  or be
fore. A n d  E u gen ’s belief that T h o u  must, and does in fact, precede I  in 
everyone’s life experience w as the burden o f the fifth chapter o f his A n g e -  
w andte Seelenkunde  ( 1 9 2 4 ), echoing the “ Spra ch brief”  he had sent to 
Franz in 1 9 1 6  (see note 2 1 2  on p. 1 7 0 ).

*
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PROLOGUE /EPILOGUE TO THE LETTERS 
-FIFTY YEARS LATER

by Eugen Rosenstock-Huessy

Much nonsense has piled up about this “existential” corre
spondence. Some people speak of it as though it turned Eugen 
into a Jew, away from his Christian faith, and over the years 
some very foolish letters have been written to him on this ac
count. And even now, years after his death, Franz is criticized 
by some for having “conceded” so much—too much!—to.Chris
tianity. Such interpretations, sometimes amounting to indict
ments, reflect serious misunderstanding on the part of those who 
offer them. Be that as it may, after fifty years it now should be 
possible for Eugen, as the surviving participant in the dialogue, 
to put the facts in somewhat better perspective than has been done 
hitherto, and to help the reader to focus on the actual happen
ings.

The real event of these letters, quite apart from the merits of 
what is said in them about Christianity and Judaism, is that the 
“objectivity” swindle of the academic class—“swindle” is per
haps too kind a word, since it implies that the culprits at least 
know what they are doing—was seen in its murderous impact on 
the Western World. A Jew and a Christian momentarily put 
aside their insoluble antithesis and united against self-styled 
“humanists” of all descriptions and dispensations. In their enmity 
towards the idols of relativism (in which not even Einstein be-
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lieved), “objectivity” (largely spurious at best), abstract and 
nameless statistics (largely meaningless at best), the Jew and the 
Christian found a cause in common.

It was a drama in three acts. Those who read the letters alone 
are likely to go wrong, for there was a painful dialogue in 1913, 
preceding the letters by fully three years, and a robust epilogue 
in 1920. In the course of the three acts Franz and Eugen were 
existentially transformed. The reader may be put to some incon
venience by being asked to distinguish the three stages, but with
out his response or his willingness to share in this transformation 
he well may spare himself the bother of reading this volume.

A c t  I — 1913

Franz, a mature scholar of twenty-seven, the author of a stu
pendous but as yet unpublished doctoral dissertation on H e g e l  

u n d  d e r  S t a a t  (Hegel and the State), goes to Leipzig, a great 
German university city, to study “some law.” In this university, 
at the seat of the German Supreme Court, an uncle of Franz is 
a “Herr Geheimrat” in the Faculty of Law, and Eugen, at 
twenty-five the youngest “reader” in this same faculty, teaches 
courses in medieval constitutional history. Franz, a very superior 
mind, frequents courses and seminars conducted by this younger 
man.1

1 A  digression on behalf o f academ ic freedom : In point o f fact, F ra n z’ 
going to Leipzig w as prom pted, in part at least, b y  a desire to do just 
this—to hear w h at a you ng, academ ically unorthodox Privatdozent  had 
to say. T h e  fact m ay startle some A m erican  readers, w h o  w ill find it 
hard to imagine a tenureless instructor or assistant professor in an A m e r
ican institution ever being allow ed to teach in a w a y  that m ight attract 
post-doctoral students to his lectures. Bu t the G erm an  Privatdozent, 
as the offspring o f the R eform ation, had a great deal m ore freedom  to 
teach his “ truth,”  in his w a y , than most academ ic people do in the U n ited  
States, w here universities are dominated b y  “ administrators”  and boards 
o f trustees and even, in m any cases, state legislatures, and w here facu lty  
and students have m uch less say than th ey should. In G e rm an y before  
W o rld  W a r  I, a yo u n g man w h o  had established his academ ic credentials 
(b y  publishing a book or in some other w a y ) ,  and w h o  had been admitted 
as Privatdozent in a university, could be p retty m uch his o w n  m an; 
in the slang o f today, he w as free “ to do his o w n  thing.”  C ertain ly there
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On a summer evening in 1913, Franz, Eugen, and a son of the 
Herr Geheimrat, Rudolf Ehrenberg—he will shortly become a 
physiologist at the University of Gottingen—enter into a heated 
discussion of science and religion, inspired by a novel by Selma 
Lagerlof, T h e  M i r a c l e s  o f  t h e  A n t i c h r i s t .

Eugen has not seen the novel since that night, and yet the last 
sentence of this book—on the miracle-working effigy of the Ma
donna in a Sicilian church—still reverberates in his mind. It reads, 
or it read in 1913: “Nobody can redeem men from their suffer
ings, but much shall be forgiven him who re-encourages them to 
bear these sufferings.” This sentence is full of faith and full of 
scepticism, both, and on that warm evening its thesis was chased 
around and around—and around again. Franz, a student of phi
losophy and history for eight years by that time, defended the 
prevailing philosophical relativism of the day, whereas Eugen 
bore witness to prayer and worship as his prime guides to action. 
The three men separated very late that night, never to touch on 
the subject of religion again until 1916. In the interval, Franz 
and Eugen were to see each other only once, and on this occa-

was never any question o f his being hired to fill a slot in a predeterm ined  
curriculum . In fact, he w as not “ hired”  at all. Rather, he w as authorized 
to teach under university auspices. W h a t  he taught w as his o w n  affair— 
and that o f his students, since his incom e cam e directly  from  them ( 5  

marks per student w as the w eek ly fe e ). A cco rd in g ly , the Privatdozent had 
to be visibly com petent and reasonably interesting in m anner o f presenta
tion, and certainly he had to be “ relevant,”  in the ju dgm ent o f his students. 
Thanks in no small measure to the activities o f Privatdozenten, G erm an  
university curricula could and often did represent the particular interests, 
concerns, and needs of facu lty on the one hand, and o f students on the 
other, to a m uch greater extent than is usually the case in A m erican  in
stitutions—except perhaps in some o f the “ underground”  or “ free”  schools 
that have lately been organized on m any A m erican  campuses, principally  
b y  students themselves on a spare-time (and o f course non-credit) basis. 
Stigm atizing such underground activities as the nefarious doings o f “ C o m 
munist anarchists,”  “ extremists,”  etc. is fo lly . T h e  real scandal in A m erican  
higher education is not the rebellion o f students against the academ ic 
establishment, but the stultifying “ o b jectivity”  and “ neutrality”  o f the 
academic establishment itself—“ neutrality”  that is conveniently forgotten  
b y far too m any administrators and facu lty  mem bers w h en  th ey see a 
chance o f getting big m oney from  the m ilitary establishment or from  w h at  

is euphem istically called “ the business com m unity.”
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sion (July 30, 1914) the outbreak of World W ar I prevented 
any religious dialogue. (The meeting, very brief, took place in 
the home of Eugen’s parents in Berlin. Eugen, his mind occu
pied by the prospect of going into the army on August 2, used 
the occasion of Franz’ visit to dictate—standing under a cold 
shower—some sort of “urgent memorandum” for the foreign 
office. Franz promised to deliver the memorandum.)

For quite some time, then, Eugen remained unaware of the 
significant events that had ensued in the wake of the dialogue of 
1913. As he was to learn later, his outburst in the Lagerlof de
bate had shaken Franz’ agnosticism to the extent that in the 
months from June to September, 1913 Franz was resolved to 
become a Christian, and to confess as radically as Eugen had to 
a faith in the revealed, living God. But in September, 1913 Franz 
attended services of the highest Jewish holidays, and his par
ticipation in this act of divine worship convinced him, much to 
his own surprise, that he could remain, that he would h a v e  t o  r e 

m a i n ,  a Jew—but on a different basis than before. He was, in 
effect, converted to Judaism as the guiding force in his life. But 
Eugen, and the point is worth repeating, knew nothing of the 
intense resolve to which his confession of faith in the Leipzig 
conversation had given rise, nor of its later modification by 
Franz’ visit to the Jewish place of worship.

A c t  II — i 9 i 6

Eugen returns from the Verdun front to his garrison, for a 
few weeks. The other partner of 1913, Rudolf Ehrenberg, visiting 
Eugen and his wife, Margrit, tells them of Franz’ conversion to 
Judaism and of the following years in Franz’ life, and urges 
Eugen to write to Franz, who by this time is serving on the 
Macedonian front as a noncommissioned officer in the German 
army. Hence Eugen’s letter of May 29, unwittingly initiating 
his and Franz’ dialogue on Judaism and Christianity.

Since the common basis that was established in 1913 is an 
unusual one, it deserves further definition. Franz and Eugen 
came to agree on the ultimate futility of the shilly-shallying 
academic shibboleths of their day—objectivity, humanism, and
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the so-called enlightenment. They agreed that real people can be 
Jews or Christians, but they may not play the roles “Benjamin 
Franklin” or “Thomas Paine,” at least not for long, since there 
can be no common sense—certainly no g o o d  sense shared in 
common—among men who are content to be ciphers dealing in 
generalities and platitudes. Behind this point of agreement against 
all positivists and pragmatists neither Franz nor Eugen would 
retreat, and in this determination they now owned a united front 
for Jews and Christians. This Eugen’s stubbornness had imposed 
in 1913, but he certainly never expected his friend to emerge, 
within this common front, as a devoted (not merely “devout” ) 
Jew. How Franz defended his new position makes the contents 
of these letters, but in them, the pendulum swings from faith in 
the Christian revelation to a faith in Moses and the Prophets, and 
both faiths have their day in court.

A ct  III — 1 9 2 0

The dualism of Eugen, a professing Christian, and Franz, now 
a confessing Jew, is again put to the test—this time as part of a 
tripartite situation. A third man (Rudolf Hallo), under the in
fluence of Eugen, has toyed with the idea of baptism for.himself, 
but with Franz’ help—he boldly appointed him as second in 
command (and heir) in the Jewish Lehrhaus—this youngster 
re-establishes his Jewish identity. But now he plagues Franz 
with outbursts of his too violent, even fanatical, return to the 
Jewish fold, and Franz has to put his foot down, insisting that 
the community of all those who confess, against those who 
merely think timelessly, embraces a l l  believers: “ S p r a c h e  1s t  d o c h  

m e h r  a l s  B l u t r  (Speech is more than blood.)2
Confronted by the excessive zeal of his reconverted Jewish 

friend, Franz declared: “The walls have fallen. Where we met, 
where Eugen and I met, no antiquated walls separate man and 
man . . .  ‘For those who have awakened the cosmos has become 
a community’ [Herakleitos]. Our communion—which I tried to 
resist between 1 9 1 3  and 1 9 1 7 —is safe. Judaism, Christianity,

2 Franz R osenzw eig, B riefe  (Berlin: Schocken V e rla g , 1 9 3 5 ), N r . 3 3 9 , 

O ctober 6 , 1 9 2 9 .
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Creation: what has happened to us with regard to all three is the 
living faith, and no [mere] orthodoxy can chain this stream of 
life, which must achieve our resurrection from the cemeteries of 
Germany and of Europe. How the shape of this resurrection 
may l o o k ,  is no proper cause for worry. We have to l i v e  it” 
[emphasis supplied].3

And to Eugen’s wife Margrit, Franz wrote on June 15, 1920, 
in a letter hitherto unprinted: “It is a great act of mercy that 
God once has uprooted me out of life during my life. From July 
to September, 1913 I was quite willing to die—to let everything 
within myself die. But this may not be made into a rule. Most 
men simply live their life’s fate, or destiny, and nothing more. 
It is the extraordinary in us that God, in our case, has not only 
spoken to us through our lives; in addition he has made the life 
around us fall down like the wings of a theatrical decoration, and 
on the empty stage he has spoken to us. We have to know that 
this is something peculiar, and we must construe no hard and fast 
rule from it.”4

3 B riefe, pp. 3 8 1  fF.
4 Fro m  an unpublished letter.
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THE DIALOGUE
ON CHRISTIANITY AND JUDAISM*

i E u g e n  t o  F r a n z

May 29, 1916
My gallant Unteroffizier1 Rosenzweig,

While I am greatly enjoying taking your place here,2 and 
staying on for as long as I can, leaving no room for you, the 
time seems to have become ripe for a correspondence between 
us. If it has not been quite appropriate so far, we can now at least 
play a game in the open. Having read your article on Schelling,

* T h ese letters w ere translated into English b y  D o ro th y M . Em m et, 
from  the appendix in Fran z’ B riefe  (Berlin: Sch ocken V e rla g , 1 9 3 5 ), dur
ing W o r ld  W a r  II, and the version printed here is essentially hers, though  
a num ber o f editorial revisions have been made, and footnotes have been 
added, w ith  a v ie w  to m aking the correspondence som ewhat more readily  
accessible to A m erican  readers. Further, beginning w ith  Letter 1 7 , the 
order o f the letters differs from  that in the 1 9 3 5  printing and in D r. 
Em m et’s original translation. H eartfelt thanks are extended F ra n z’ w id o w  
(n o w  M rs. Edith  Scheinm ann), for permission to include English transla
tions o f his letters in this volum e, and Miss Em m et, fo r  permission to make 
use o f her sym pathetic translation o f the correspondence.

1 Noncom m issioned officer.
2 T h a t is, at the R osenzw eig home, at Terrasse 1 , Kassel, w here this 

letter w as w ritten.
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I feel for the first time without any reservations that I am at one 
with you in scholarly research. Of course, there is still the ques
tion of whether you are at one with me, or will be when I throw" 
away my professional mask and appear before you in the part 
o f  a p h ilosop h er. T o  be ju r is t  and h isto rian  has been  b u rd en so m e  
to  m e f o r  a lo n g  tim e. N o w  th a t I am  b o ld ly  p h ilo so p h iz in g  in  
m y  w o rk , an d  n o t o n ly  in  th e  p r iv a c y  o f  m y  th o u g h ts , I m ust 
w rite  to  y o u  in  this c a p a c ity  too .

Y o u r  p a p e r , 3 4 5 a m asterp iece  o f  ex p lica tio n , has s tirre d  m e m o re  
th an  y o u  w i l l  th in k  n ecessary . B u t—it is a ll c o m p le te ly  in  th e  
p resen t to  m e. I h ave  y o u  to  th a n k  f o r  an  illu m in a tio n  o f  th e  
R e v o lu tio n  o f  1789—1800 in  p sy c h o lo g ic a l—stu p id  w o r d ! ,  it  
m eans, in  p la in  G e rm a n , visual—fo rm  and  in te rp re ta tio n : and  
th a t a t a tim e w h e n  I b e lie ve  I h ave  a t last ju s t tak en  th e  sav in g  
step in to  a system . T o  be sure, it  is n o t a t a ll f ro m  m e re ly  h is
to r ic a l in te rest, and  n o t  as a m em b e r o f  a sch o o l, b u t in  the  
fash io n  o f  1916—n o t as a d isc ip le  o f  on e o f  m y  co lleag u es  o f  
1800, b u t as one n on eth e less soaked  in  th e  ideas o f  S c h e llin g , 
H eg el, F ich te .

S in ce  I am  at th is v e r y  m o m e n t s ittin g  in  y o u r  o w n  house, in  
th e  m o o d  o f  ex a lta tio n  th a t  y o u  d ra w  fro m  th e  fa d e d  page, I 
m u st take  th e  r isk —w ith o u t  ve/xeadv41—o f  d iv u lg in g  to  y o u  th is  
co n ste lla tio n  o f  sta rs—doctor haruspici? S o , M a ste r  E x a m in e r o f  
E n tra ils , I am  c e r ta in ly  n o t y e t  d e liv e rin g  m y s e lf  u p  at y o u r  
tab le  o f  gu in ea  p igs and  rab b its , b u t I w a r n  y o u : th e  d ra g o n ’s 
seed is sp rin g in g  u p  in  y o u r  o w n  house.

I p h ilo so p h ize  in  th e  fo rm  o f  a c a le n d a r ( c f .  R u d i ’s6 s ty le  o f

3 “ T h e  O ldest Program  o f a System  fo r G erm an  Idealism”  (D as alteste 
System program m  des deutschen Idealism us), com posed b y  Schelling but 
preserved in H e g e l’s handwriting, had been discovered and edited b y  
Franz, but had not y e t been published. It finally appeared in 1 9 1 7 , under 
the auspices o f the H eidelberger A kadem ie der W issenschaften, and w as  
later included in Fran z’ K lein ere Sch riften  (Berlin: Sch ocken V e rla g ,

1937)-
4 Calling dow n a n6mesis.
5 Exam iner o f entrails; om en-taker.
6 D r. R u d o lf Eh ren berg, a cousin o f Franz, w as (and is) a brilliant 

physiologist, whose T h eoretisch e Biologie  ( 1 9 2 3 ) w as, as Franz w as later 
to put it, “ the first w o rk  to subordinate the doctrine o f organic nature to
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preaching); and science, which I loved so much from a distance, 
is at last taken captive and bound and brought along on the 
chariot wheel of theology. Apart from the calendar—that is, the 
rhythm of time (for mere Time is nothing, and only becomes 
something through the “recurrence of the same”)7—my thoughts 
are haunted by a struggle against dialectic and the tabulating of 
conclusions: Major Premise, Minor Premise, Conclusion, i.e. 
against the t h r e e .  I am all for the j o u r , two squared as the founda
tion of all comparison, relation, and relativity. These two are 
the formal principles that determine the structure of the whole; 
the structure itself, however . . . .

Well, it is queer enough to pass on to you even as much as I 
have by field post to Valandowo.8 Today, I only want to make 
a practical proposal. I am not at all fond, generally, of any of the 
novelties that are produced by war, and therefore I fully ap
preciate your decision not to print the Program before Janua 
Reclusa.9 But that was before I left and now, more than ever, I 
should like to make an earnest appeal to you: everything is ready 
here, down to the dot on the last i. This is a book only for the 
people who had already suffered from philosophy before 1914. 
To the intellectual recruits who will come back from the war 
it means nothing and will never mean anything; it’s Hecuba to 
these h o m i n e s  i n h u m a n i s s i m i  e t  n o v i .10 But for people of the 
older generation, like myself, you are providing a refined plea
sure, just during this time of preparation, when you illuminate 
and close our “neo-romanticism” as in a focus. Let two hundred 
copies be taken off in proof, or even as a small first edition, and 
distribute them—for people have gotten out of the habit of buy
ing books in this time of “war literature.” At the conclusion of 
peace, when the initiate express their delight at the treat you have

the law  of real, irreversible tim e”  (quoted in N . N .  G latzer, Fran z R osen - 
zw eig: H is  L ife  and T h o u g h t  [N e w  Y o rk : Sch ocken Books, Inc., 1 9 5 3 ], 
p. 2 0 0 ). H is other w ritings, most recently M etabiologie  ( 1 9 5 0 ), are also 
of v e ry  great im portance.

7 A  phrase in N ietzsch e’s T h u s Sp o k e Zarathustra.
8 In M acedonia, w h ere Franz w as stationed at the time.
9 T h a t is, before the return o f peace, as sym bolized b y  the shutting o f 

the gates o f the temple o f Janus.

10 M en o f fe w  years and less hum anity.
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given them, it will be possible to arrange for a larger second 
edition. Don’t be afraid of the smallness of the enterprise. 
You sit so perfectly—I don’t want to say in the heart of phi
losophy, because you and philosophy have no heart—but indeed 
iv <t>pe<rl n—as the myth of these matters and questions has it— 
that your abundant and full knowledge becomes apparent even 
to the blindest eyes. So there is no reason for you to fear that 
people may make a mistake about your stature. Once more, I 
say: p u b l i s h !  I will gladly read the proofs. You yourself will be 
glad to have this behind you when, once again as a free man, you 
don’t exactly sing, but— . Incidentally, I should like to mention 
that by so doing you would safeguard against Braun12 your not 
only delightfully done, but also most fascinating, exposition of 
the discovery. Otherwise, perhaps, a mere “publication” of it 
must be reckoned with. . . .

So—please don’t respond after the fashion of an antiballoon 
battery,13 but consider the matter seriously.

Your Eugen Rosenstock

2 F r a n z  t o  E u g e n  

Dear R.,
I fully anticipated your letter, so much so that I could almost 

have answered the second part several weeks ago. I too have in
dulged for some considerable time the thought of how nice it 
would be to have gotten both books out of the way, the thin one 
and the fat one, by the end of the war; and especially in the case 
of the thin one, I was highly intrigued by the fact, of which I 
am well aware, that it is really finished. As for the susceptibility

I I  T h e  H om eric term  fo r the seat o f the passions and affections, i.e. the 
“ m idriff.”

1 2 D r. O tto Braun (d. 1 ^2 2 ), a professor o f philosophy and a “ Sch el- 
ling expert”  w h o  could be expected to take a proprietary interest in F ra n z ’ 
discovery—if he got w in d  o f it prior to F ra n z’ publication o f the text.

13  “ B A K ,”  i.e. Ballonabw ehrkanonen. So
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o f  th e  public, that seem s to  m e a lm ost p e r fe c t ly  re s to re d ; the  
w a r  has lasted  su ch  a lo n g  tim e th a t a n e w  k in d  o f  li fe  has qu ite  
naturally d eve lo p ed  a t h om e . . . .

Now b e fo re  the w a r , I had th o u g h t th e  m a tte r  o u t lik e  th is: I 
sh ou ld  g o  to  M e in e r  w ith  th e  sensational lit t le  essay, he sh ou ld  
take  th a t fro m  m e and  a fte rw a rd s  be the m o re  re a d y  to  take  th e  
fa t  H e g e l14 a lso—as som eth in g  th a t had  to  ap p ear soon  a fte rw a rd s  
and, a f te r  the  su re  success o f  the sm all p u b lica tio n , as so m eth in g  
th at w o u ld  no  lo n g e r  h ave  to  b ea r th e  stigm a (w e ll-d e se rv e d , b y  
the w a y )  o f  its b e in g  th e  w o r k  o f  a “b e g in n e r.”

A refined plan of attack on the thousand-headed monster—but 
now, when it seems that the war may last an incalculable time 
longer, I am less set in these old plans. If it were possible, I would 
prefer to get e v e r y t h i n g  published and out of the way now, sim
ply so as not to have to pick up in 1918 where I left off in 1914. 
The Hegel won’t do now—in the first place because the manu
script itself would still cost me about two months work, working 
my hardest (the archives at Stuttgart, and all kinds of literature), 
and I would also have to be in Berlin to correct proofs.

B u t th e  S c h e llin g  essay  w i l l  do. T h e  n o tes  th a t a re  la c k in g  
co u ld  be d ispensed  w ith , and  th e  o n ly  th in g  th a t w o u ld  s till n eed  
w o r k  is th e  seco n d  sec tio n , in  w h ic h  th e  te x t  m u st be p rin te d . F o r  
this re p ro d u c tio n  o f  th e  te x t  m u st be “ d ip lo m a tic ” to  th e  p o in t  
o f  b e in g  u n rea d a b le  ( w ith  n e w  p a ra g ra p h  m arks, e tc .) .  O n ly  
a fte rw a rd s , w h e n  i t  is se rv e d  u p  to  th e  re a d e r  b it  b y  b it  in  m y  
o w n  sauce (a n d  th e n  e v e n  th e  sp e llin g  w i l l  h a ve  to  be m o d e rn 
ized, n o t  to  m e n tio n  th e  p u n c tu a tio n )  w i l l  he be ab le  to  g e t a 
c o m fo rta b le  im p ression  o f  th e  tex t. Y o u  c o u ld  e a s ily  see to  th a t  
d u rin g  a casual s ta y  in  B erlin , an d  also ask p erm issio n  to  p u b lish  
the “H e g e l m a n u sc rip t , ” 15 a p o in t o v e r  w h ic h  i t  is q u ite  possib le  
th a t G e o rg  L asson  m ig h t s till p u t a sp oke  in  o u r  w h e e l (a lso

14 H e g e l un d der Staat, largely com pleted in 1 9 1 2 , but not published 
(and then w ith  certain revisions) until 1 9 2 0 .

1 5 T h a t is, Schelling’s “ System program m ”  (see note 3 ). D r. G e o rg  
Lasson ( 1 8 6 2 - 1 9 3 2 ), referred to later in the sentence, w as the fam ous 
H egel scholar w h o  edited the 1 8 -volum e Leip zig edition o f H e g e l’s co l
lected w orks, and the H egel A rc h iv e  (after 1 9 0 7 ).
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Meiner would first of all say that it could appear as a publication 
of the Hegel Archive. As a matter of fact, I am horrified at the 
idea of publishing privately, and of distributing it as well. If * 
Meiner accepted it for publication, I would consider that much 
more dignified than the Bohemian style of publishing over my 
own name;16 if he put it in a small format, because of the present 
paper shortage, then so much the better. Why must learned 
books, nowadays, look like “Konigshaus und Stamme”17 instead 
of like Haym’s H e g e l ?  (The text of my Hegel is no more volu
minous than Haym’s, but what a ponderous tome mine could be
come if published according to present-day fashion, instead of 
in the manner of the attractive pocket editions of 1857.18)

The Schilling essay fails in its contents to take note of the lat
est Holderlin publications (in the second impression of Bohme’s 
edition, and somewhere else as well).

Now, down to business: You have never—I mean to say dur
ing the last few years—been to me anything other than a “phi
losopher” ; I have always felt that the jurist and the historian 
were only incidental tendencies. The jurist and historian would 
have been at the best interesting to me; the would-be philosopher 
has become a corner of my life. That the P r i v a t d o z e n t  and the 
lieutenant has (or should I say “have” ?) not noticed this, I put 
down to my churlish behavior. I have not the least reason to be 
grateful to you for the part you play in my life; it is your barest 
duty and obligation to be just what you are. The aforementioned 
churlishness now expresses itself again and says that it can’t make 
out much of anything from the hints of your philosophy that 
you have written down—and instead of hints it demands a sam
ple! I have plenty of time here, and you need only keep to the 
weight limit. (Just one note: do you know the number Four 
within Hegel’s dialectic? You will find the scattered passages 
best in the tables of contents wherever he makes four divisions.

16 Selbstverlags.

17 T h a t is, like Eugerf’s book, K onigshaus un d Stam m e in D eutschland  
Z w isch e n  9 1 1  u n d 1 2 5 0 , first published in 1 9 1 4 , and reprinted in 1 9 6 5  b y  
Scientia V e rla g .

18 A n d , true enough, it w as as a “ ponderous”  volum e that H e g e l un d  
der Staat w as printed in 1 9 2 0 !
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Four appears particularly in the Philosophy of Nature; it is the 
m m c  stans there.) So, since I have altogether taken you to be a 
philosopher, your transition to a written system isn’t so impor
tant to me. You were a philosopher already, and will never be 
one in the sense in which you now intend it. There are no longer 
any “colleagues” of the men of 1800—and there ought not to be. 
Hegel spoke the truth when he (implicitly) said what he (ex
plicitly) knew: that he was the end of philosophy. (Incidentally, 
where could you look for truth in the world if the self- 
consciousness lied?) The problem posed through the act of 
Thales, of “philosophy in itself,” was settled then, and the man 
who was chained to this problem, the philosopher, has become 
superfluous (a “professor” ). From then on there are only “doc
tors,” as they call themselves. I would not go beyond these hints 
were it only so as not to disturb your pleasant combination of 
d o c t o r  h a r u s p i c i .  But otherwise you had better call me a u g u r  

a u g u r  i™  since this title of Doctor, which you mean and claim, 
can only be bestowed by posterity and be borne where the dumb 
and friendly lions steal around.20 The works of a h a r u s p e x 21 
are o p e r a  p o s t h u m a 22—thus I want to get rid of them (Sir, they 
stink already!).

The charge of heartlessness, which you level at me .and at 
philosophy, I put down to the account of your recent marriage, 
from the heights of which you look proudly on the confused 
crowd of bachelors, far below you; hence, I congratulate 
only your wife “from my heart,” since for you I am only 
kv ( p p e a L 23 and remain your,

Franz Rosenzweig

The more than “civil,” in fact even human, style of address24 on

19 One soothsayer to the other.
20 A n  allusion to the H ouse o f H ades in G lu c k ’s O rfeo  ed E u rid ice  or  

some similar opera.

21 Exam iner o f entrails.
22 W o rk s  perform ed on dead organisms.
23 M idriff.
24 T h e  letter w as addressed to: “ H errn  Eu gen  Rosenstock, M . B r. 

H errn  K om m erzienrat R osenzw eig. Kassel. Terrasse 1 ” —that is, to M r. 
Eu gen Rosenstock, at the home o f F ra n z’ parents.



this letter will satisfy your request not to have the answer of “an 
antiballoon battery” (I couldn’t very well call you “Doctor” 
immediately after what we have just said, and “ P r i v a t d o z e n t ”  

would be brutal).

3 E u g e n  t o  F r a n z
Kassel, June 30, 1916

Dear Franz
Rudi was there, and that was fine. He played the part of devil’s 

advocate—that is to say, your advocate—almost as though he 
were already a student of your Jewish theology. I have sent you 
Konig,25 not with any idea of your being interested in it already, 
but rather in order to arouse such an interest. Also, I rather think 
that it is the .misfortune of the Jews that they—“don’t want to 
hear the Truth.”261 too dissuade you from Meiner, without feel
ing too happy about Diederichs.27 I don’t intend for a moment 
to send you anything that isn’t ready for the press. One sends to 
one’s antithesis, if possible, only a p r e s  l a  l e t t r e .28 29 I am sorry 
enough that only today I had to pass on to Pope Stutz a v a n t  l a  

l e t t r e  an article that I had sweated over for the S a v i g n y  Z e i t -  

s c h r i f t P  I am at present specialist in popular and country calen
dars and Freemasonry. Why don’t you become a Jachin Tem-

25 D r. Edu ard K o n ig, a professor o f O ld Testam ent at Bonn, had re
cently published a short book on D e r evoige Ju d e  (T h e  W a n d e rin g  J e w ) .

26 In 1 8 4 9 , the Frankfu rt parliam ent asked the king o f Prussia to be
come emperor. H e  refused to do so, w hereupon the deputy Johann Ja c o b y  
exclaimed: “ It is the misfortune o f kings that th ey do not w an t to hear the 
truth.”

27 Eu gen Diederichs, a publisher o f books and o f the magazine, D ie  
T a t, w hich is referred to in Fran z’ letter o f Ju ly  6 .

28 In the jargon of engraving, avant la lettre is a print taken as a first 

rough proof, apres la lettre is a print taken w h en  the engraving is in a fin
ished state.

29 G e rm an y’s leading magazine o f legal history, Z e itsch rift der S a vign y -  
stiftung fu r R echtsgeschichte, o f w h ich  U lrich  ( “ Pope” ) Stutz w as the 
tyrannical editor. T h e  article referred to w as: “ D ie V erd eu tsch u n g des 
Sachsenspiegels,”  vol. 3 7  ( 1 9 1 6 ) , pp. 4 9 8 - 5 0 4 .
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p li? 30 Incidentally, if one of your friends were no longer an 
important person but simply ill, what would you do with him? 
That’s where the real crux comes for your

Rosenstock

4 F r a n z  t o  E u g e n

July 6, 1916
Dear R.,

I have given you no information because, except for the form 
from the Koniglichen Bibliothek30 31 32 and a reader’s ticket with 
some remarks from you on it, I knew of nothing further. Perhaps 
a letter from you has gone astray. Or perhaps not? Today your 
card of the 30th came. I leave everything to you. I don’t put 
any value on the addition of a facsimile. I can’t establish the 
text of the diplomatic reproduction myself, even through a copy, 
because I have nothing to go on. With my crude self-taught 
philology I should only have learnt how to do it in this flagrant 
example—like everything in philology. But if the publisher him
self wants a facsimile, that would be quite all right. I don’t know 
anyone besides Diederichs. Naturally, I am not happy with him 
either: he is a caricature, and not a natural man, but all the same 
a good fellow { D i e  T a t  is now actually a good journal).

As a student of Freemasonry, you must have a look at Hornef- 
fer’s U n s i c h t b a r e n  T e m p e l .82 I know it badly, or rather not at 
all a  p o s t e r i o r i ,  but a  p r i o r i  it interests me greatly, and I have 
already made use of it several times, without really meaning to 
do so, as illustrating a negative starting point—evil as appearance. 
I don’t know whether I ought to concern myself with it positive
ly, but the fact that you know it shows me how pointless this 
exchange of postcards between us is (or would be). And wheth
er, or in what sense, we are antitheses (that is, today), I simply 
don’t know; when we talked to each other in Berlin, at Easter

30 In Freem asonry, a term  signifying a pillar in the T e m p le  of Solom on. 
N either o f the correspondents w as a M ason.

31 R o y a l L ib rary .

32 August Horneffer’s Invisible Temple.



19141 l t  was not yet possible for me to recognize myself even as 
an antithesis in much of what you were saying; your Italian ideas 
were then so strange to me.33 Of course, we were thesis and 
antithesis in Leipzig (but not on a level, because I was your 
pupil). What we are now, I  d o n ’t  k n o w ,  be it only because I 
don’t know myself definitely as an —ologist or an —osopher. On 
the whole, I now know less than I did before; I am waiting.

But Konig? I have not been able to get anywhere with him, 
either as -ologist or as -osopher, or as “man who knows,” or as 
“man who waits.” It is simply and absolutely nothing. (I have 
just read something quite meaningless by him, D a s  a n t i s  e m t i s c h e  

H a u p t d o g m a . ) 3*
To explain myself to you more clearly: I used to have a whole 

series of books and articles, “ready, as it were, in my head”—and 
not merely in my head—but incidentally very fine books, all 
things such as one wishes he could write. At present, I am not 
making any further plans for them (perhaps they will implicitly 
come to light again some day, in the course of my life, but I am 
not planning a n y t h i n g  any longer). When the war is over and 
the Hegel is in print, I shall not be ready with a plan for some 
further book. You must have noticed in the Hegel that its real 
reason for being was not an interest in Hegel, but my wish to 
make a  b o o k .  (Just as you always used to say, I wrote too 
“finely” : that is what I mean.) My whole past development from 
my early years, from when I was a boy in the middle school (to 
quote you,35 but it is true, every word of it), has been determined 
by this urge after ‘‘productivity for its own sake.” There is only 
one person who knows me in this connection, right through in 
all phases: Trudchen Oppenheim36 in Kassel—and no one else. 
But that is now a matter of the past. I have changed from a man 
who wanted to do nothing but produce, into one who has no 
plan, but only problems, without knowing or even caring wheth
er anything ever comes of it. Now I “ask,” whereas formerly I

33 Fro m  A u gu st 1 , 1 9 1 3  through M arch  3 1 , 1 9 1 4  E u gen  had been o ccu 
pied w ith research in central Italy.

34 T h e  M ain D ogm a o f A nti-Sem itism .
35 In the preface to K onigshaus un d Stam m e, E u gen  had w ritten  o f his 

“ D ays in H ig h  Sch ool.”

3 6 F ran z’ cousin and confidant, G e rtru d  O ppenheim  (nee F ra n k ).
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“shaped” (always taking the will for the deed, as indeed one 
must).

So I am no longer an antithesis to you. Where there is any 
antithesis, you ought not to throw it at my head, out of complete 
ignorance, in pointed messages on postcards. Whether you write 
to me a v a n t  l a  l e t t r e  or not, my present relationship to you is 
a relationship a v a n t  l a  l e t t r e , and if you confide it to me (as you 
have every right to do, and with my complete approval), that 
does not prevent me from holding a conversation a v a n t  l a  l e t t r e  

with your ghost, which finds itself in Macedonia at the moment. 
The reason is that for me, generally speaking, there is now in 
fact only a v a n t  l a  l e t t r e  in the world, whereas before, everything, 
even the “present,” was to me a p r e s  l a  l e t t r e  (another way of 
putting what we already said higher up).

“I have spoken, howgh!” And if you write any more nonsense 
to me about it, someone will be really angry with you, namely 
your,

F. Rosenzweig

5 E u g e n  t o  F r a n z

Kassel, July i2, 1916
Dear Franz,

You shall hear from me again as soon as I can manage it from 
the front, but today, during my visit to say goodbye to your 
parents, I just want to ask you the humble question, whether or 
not you consider Mohr-Siebeck suitable; I certainly do, particu
larly on account of the size of the books that Mohr usually goes 
in for. Isn’t the photograph of the text charming?37 It is the first 
one larger than life size that I know.

Your E. R.

6 E u g e n  t o  F r a n z

July 19, 1916
Dear Franz,

You mustn’t—or to be exact, you can no longer—expect a 

37 T h a t is, o f the Schelling find.
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proper or even a simple answer to your letters to me. From Kassel 
1 could still talk to you in and from the setting of a personal re
lationship, by relating conversation and news of your parents’ ‘ 
house. Just as your letter had particularly whetted my appetite, 
the delicate hand of war came and tore me from the life of 
scholar and teacher, and then from my married life—which is, 
as you accuse it of being, a happy one. In consequence, I have 
a week’s complete vacation. I am once again at large and far 
away from you. Our paths seem to have diverged far from each 
other. I am looking for what you have finished with; what you 
are looking for, I had in the beginning. I n  p r i n c i p i o  e r a t  v e r -  

b u m 38 and for so long there was confusion. And when the Word 
becomes flesh, it also becomes light from above. In comparison, 
Goethe’s froglike view: in the beginning was the Act, is quite 
devoid of any stars; that is to say, it is a soulless system, possessing 
mass and weight and yet also terribly actual and objective. But 
you know all that just as well as I do. Right now I am so firmly 
mounted on the dualism of Above and Below, of Yonder and 
Here as it is untruly called, that I must either keep quiet or else 
talk with you from this position in the saddle. I have sent you the 
two writings by Konig,39 though their execution is flabby and 
weak, because the view presented in them is right and apt.. You 
see, this man shows me, just because his own intellectual gifts 
are indifferent, the value of the p o s i t i o n  that he holds. Couldn’t 
you, without difficulty, now write the same thing yourself, on 
y o u r  level, with the help of his efforts? For who still takes Israel 
and the eternal Jew seriously? I can only see—you and Konig! 
Though I frankly acknowledge that I myself make yet a third. 
The whole decomposing, short-winded Zionist movement blows 
itself to pieces, as it were, before this enduring idea of the 
“eternal” (God a n d  the Jews)—not to speak of the other wing, 
that of the stem, “Love the remotest as yourself” of Herr 
Cohen.40

38 In the beginning \yas the w ord .
39 Eu gen  can’t definitely recall the title o f the second w o rk  referred to,

but it m ay have been K o n ig ’s G esch ich te der alttestamtlichen R eligion  
( 1 9 1 0 ).

40 F o r  H erm ann Cohen’s influence on Franz, see A lexan der A ltm an n ’s 
essay.
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Just now I am reading Cohen’s freer master, Kant, whose 
translation of philosophy into German (I mean intellectually) 
has captured me once again, as has his despairing clutch at free
dom of thought outgrowing language. You know that I had read 
Schelling before, and then Hegel. I am not sending you anything, 
not so much because I don’t want to, as because it won’t serve, 
owing to the character of the thing as a whole. Or—can you make 
a n y t h i n g  out of the following outline??41

i. The Year
2. Course of the Year 4. The World’s Year
3. Year in one’s life 5. The Church’s Year

1. The Year
2 December: Napoleon’s Day: Foundation. Those who take part 
in the war in 1916 come together in order to conjure up the 
present.

Gathering 1 January:
6 January:

18 January:
28 January:

Splitting up 15 February:

24 February: 
Experience 11 March:

15 March:
21 March:

Knowledge 8 April:
21 April:
24 April:
30 April: 

Wealth 2 May:
5 May:

18 May:
21 May:

41 This draft -was more than a

New Year: Rebirth
Epiphany: Freedom
Versailles: Language
Charlemagne: Epoch of the World
Lessing: Departure of the new
knighthood
Leap Day: Watch
Carnival night
Caesar: Despotic Power
First day of Spring: Compulsion
Humboldt: Completeness
Luther in Worms: Facts
Kant: Doubt
Gauss: Numerical Relationship 
Gorlice: Order 
Marx: Unity
St. Paul’s Church: Equality 
Diirer: Abundance

year old when this letter was written.
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Decision

Connection

Will

Imagination

People

Church

Individual

i June:

4 July:
9 July:

15 July:
30 July:
2 August:
7 August:

17 August:
28 August:
2 September: 

10 September: 
20 September: 
25 September: 
2 October:
7 October:

12 October:
18 October:
18 October:
1 November:
2 November: 
4 November:

10 November: 
17 November: 
28 November: 

2 December:
2 December:
3 December: 

10 December: 
17 December:
24 December:
25 December:

Accident \
Necessity J
Loyalty \ Analysis
Justice 1
Discipline I
1776: Shame
Zeppelin: Progress
Eclipse of the Moon: Nature
Death of Bismarck: Death
Home
Luttich: War
Frederick the Great: Fate
Goethe: Impulse to create
Map of Peoples of the World
Helmholtz: Science
1870: Freemasonry, World Citizenship
1555: World View
Rembrandt: Art
Day of Atonement: Blood relationship
1492: E l e c t i v e  A f f i n i t i e s

1830: Monarchy
1813: Imperial Power
All Saints’ Day: Confession
All Souls’ Day: Parable
Luther: Translation
Schiller: Truth
Monasticism
Bull U n a m  s a n c t a m  1302: the Church
Disintegration
Mozart: Beauty
First Sunday in Advent: Prayer
Second Sunday in Advent: Scripture
Third Sunday in Advent: Community
Fourth Sunday in Advent: Christianity
Love



This “Calendar of the Year”42 43 is being worked out. Whether it 
will, or even can be, developed fully is hard to say. Unfortu
nately, my physical strength is also much reduced, and that 
makes a considerable difference just when there are other ob
stacles in addition, such as military service, etc. For you know 
that, except when I am in a state of trance, I only write in a 
dry and stumbling way. You will, meantime, have received your 
E t h i c s .  It had still to be sent to me from Kassel. I will, then, 
“transcribe” the text as soon as possible, though a skillful com
positor could read Hegel at least as well as he could read my pen. 
Meanwhile, you may have made up your mind with regard to 
the publisher, and recommended yourself dutifully to Mohr or 
Reimer.

Please don’t let yourself be deterred from answering again by 
this abortive n i h i l ,  and thus we may at last get into marching step. 
Today I only want to end with the assurance that I do care 
about it.

Your Eugen Rosenstock

7 F r a n z  t o  E u g e n

September 5, 1916
Dear R.,

All right. That w i l l  d o .  Even if it n e e d  not be done. But that, 
generally speaking, is the law under which all our thinking has 
stood, p o s t  H e g e l  m o r t u u m ,  that this great, serious “Now this, 
now this, now that, must be done,” this mighty objective n e u -  

t r u m ,  no longer exists, and now in its place only “/ must” is valid, 
and only insofar as the “I” is, after all, a fragment of the “It,” 
does this “I must” become something it did not intend to be at 
all, namely: “ It must.” The avtipoowos &ea)priTu<6s 4S that greatest 
and most enduring achievement of the Greeks, enduring because 
it remained without antithesis in itself (even the “ Ideas” them
selves already found their negation in antiquity itself)—this “the-

42 “ Ja h rg a n g r
43 T h e  conceptualizing human being.
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oretic man” has now at last cesse de regner. The vovs -rpa/crt/cos44 
now has to do everything, even think; the vovs decjoprjTLKos45 is 
no longer part of the human soul.

I had written as far as this on the day that your letter of July 
19 arrived, and so had the good intention of answering it at once. 
Now it has remained on one side, and I want to see how I can get 
into it again. But I’ll have to start afresh.

The “calendar form” is the method of this kind of philosophy. 
So the pure calendar (“course of the year” ) occupies the place 
in the system where the Idealists put logic (The Critique of Pure 
Reason, W i s s e n s c h a f t s l e h r e ,46 Transcendental Idealism). In or
der to establish at once my claim to have understood you: The 
course of the year =  Nature; the year in one’s life =  ethics; the 
world’s year =  philosophy of history; the church’s year =  . . . 
and so incidentally in the further series we have the usual Idealist 
system. More exactly, the course of the year is not merely logic, 
but what Hegel originally meant by phenomenology: the meth
od presented in all its aspects i n  s t a t u  n a s c e n d i 47 from what is ex
perienced. Now for a moment, in order to clarify (and only for 
this purpose), here is a contrary scheme: You philosophize in the 
form of Time, so I want for a moment to philosophize in the 
form of Space.
1. The scene (Kassel, Wilhelmshohe, Vierwaldstatter See, 
Homer’s Sun, Cornwall—Island—Brittany, Harz—Frankfurt— 
Weimar, Gottingen, Munich, Freiburg).
2. The Universe
3. The Houses (parents’ house, school house, barracks, strange 
houses, one’s own house, the town hall)
4. The World
5. The Cathedral
Why does that do too? Obviously because everything that is es
sentially an ingredient of the end can also be beginning and mid
dle (way, method). Because God has created the world, one can 
philosophize in the form of Space or of Time (and naturally

44 T h e  poetical mind.
45 T h e  conceptualizing mind.
46 T h e  name given to F ich te ’s philosophical system.

47 In the condition or state of being born.
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Time is of more use than Space, because Space is indeed only a 
sensible appearance of Time, as my alternative scheme very nice
ly shows—historical geography is nothing but a joke tacked on to 
world history, and so forth). So then, one can philosophize in the 
form of the W o r l d .  Idealism, however, did not do so. Instead, it 
philosophized in the form of the s o u l .

Up to now we have looked on this as if it were a necessity. But 
that we did so means that we accepted without question the 
Idealist presupposition, which in the last resort is simply that phi
losophy is necessary for the sake of knowledge. If this presup
position is now abandoned—I notice to my satisfaction that I am 
taking up again the threads that I started to spin on the first page 
of this letter—if it is abandoned, then in the place of the single 
method of the one “truth,” there open up the many methods of 
infinite life (the former method was in fact Idealism, the history 
of which is the whole “history of philosophy,” since the way 
Thales presented the problem in the beginning was not merely 
philosophy, but already, in effect, Idealism). Hegel’s Phenome
nology (despite everything, a phenomenology of L o g i c )  was a 
premature attempt, and in the first part of the system, and then in 
fact dropped. On the other hand, phenomenologies have now, 
quite seriously, to be the first part of future systems, and, as it 
were, their author’s credentials and authorization. In the Calen
dar method (because of the “transcendental” character of Time) 
there still remains the fiction, or rather the claim, to be more than 
a view of the world coordinated with a view of one’s life. But I 
should like to show you a crude example that will also “do.” 
Listen! I am a painter:
1. Impressions (my “inwardly full of form” ).
2. Nature (“most certainly art is contained in nature . . .” ).
3. Technique (the “problem of form”—“most certainly art is 

contained in nature; w h o e v e r  c a n  p u l l  i t  o u t ,  p o s s e s s e s  i t ! ” ) .

4. Object (“Tfie eye is man’s n o b l e s t  s e n s e ” ) .

5. Work (conversation with Melanchthon concerning the sim
plifying style).

You cannot say that all this has its place somewhere in the u n i 

v e r s a l  system of the world, since that is only true of Parts 2—5. 
But t h e  s o u l  o f  t h e  system, Part 1, can be worked o u t  o n l y  b y  t h e  

painter himself, and the extent to which Part 1 is decisive for
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Parts 2—5 you yourself know and feel better than I could tell 
you.

Just because Part 1 is absolutely personal, and because this per
sonal character must not (as Hegel still believed in the Phenome
nology) be overcome in order that the system may follow it, but 
because it is being purified step by step in the system, the system 
seen from the point of view of the author is the way to salvation.

We will leave Konig alone. I don’t find even the modest merits 
that you claim for him. About Cohen, you ought not to write (to 
me) as you did (and as I well understand); I know him person
ally, and reverence him infinitely on the grounds of that personal 
knowledge, not on the basis of his published works. That is my 
private affair, but just for that reason . . . .

There is still room on the paper, but there is a noise going on 
overhead and this letter must go at last. Siebeck48 will have sent 
the Schelling essay to my old friend Mehlis49 for his judgment— 
an amusing thought!

With warm greetings from your F. Rosenzweig

I have just noticed that this whole page is blank. I can’t cope 
with these envelopes, which is another reason why the war must 
come to an end sometime.

A request: I would like to read texts of the Fathers, of the 
Church and the Scholastics, but I don’t know the existing edi
tions (with the exception of Lietzmann’s, which I have almost 
eaten up), and you of course have them all at your fingertips. 
Please write to my parents, or directly to Kay: he ought to let 
me have the catalogues concerned. (I seem to have learned quite 
a lot of Latin and Greek.)

8 E u g e n  t o  F r a n z

September 13, 1916
Dear Fellow (Jew +  post-Christum natum +  post-Hegel mor- 
tuum) !50

Let’s first of all unite in love of one person, namely Hermann
48 Paul Siebeck, a publisher.
49 G e o rg  M ehlis, colleague o f F ran z R osenzw eig.

50 D ear F e llo w  ( J e w  after C hrist’s birth and the death o f H e g e l) !
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Cohen. 1 once traveled by train with him at night, and since 
then he often stands-plainly before my eyes as a man to be rever
enced. Hence, it was not Cohen i m p m n e m  but C o h e n  i m p r e s s u s *1 
who was meant and scolded in my letter (1 no longer recall quite 
how). On that occasion he sat opposite me during the evening 
and said several times to his wife—gloriously surprised, like a 
child before a Christmas tree—“How lovely, I’m not at all tired, 
I’m not at all tired!” There he was: the scholar, the fighter, the 
Jew all discarded—for all his seventy years a blessed, childlike 
person, who had been enraptured by the sweetness of divine 
life.—

To continue: do you really believe that the sort of love that 
you have for him is or could be a merely private affair?51 52 53 Per
haps it is the one thing treasured in your soul, in our souls indeed, 
that can’t remain a private affair. True, everything else makes 
you a private person, but in this particular case one keeps the 
secret that everyone must have for himself in order to be able 
to share with others. To illustrate this quite soberly in history: 
the proposition c u i u s  r e g i o  e r a s  r e l i g i o 5Z has become that of “Re
ligion is a private affair,” by an error similar to the one that 
caused the royal house to be displaced by Hegel’s princely in
dividual. Both propositions were intended to mean the emancipa
tion of the individual through the addition of the word “private” 
and they have, thereby, checkmated him, because they have 
turned private affairs into isolated matters to be kept secret. The
oretically, this is what is said in Nathan: “Let each be zealous on 
his own account . . . .”54 But in practice the order of life did

51 N o t  as “ Cohen im pressing m e”  but as “ Cohen in print.”
52 O n Jan u ary 1 7 , 1 9 2 0  Franz w ro te  to his fiancee that E u gen ’s w rath  

had fought F ra n z ’ attempt to call the real experiences pu rely “ private,”  
but that n o w  he (F ra n z) knew  that they w ere the on ly ones w h o  had the 
right to make history (B riefe , p. 3 8 6 ).

53 T h e  principle o f the Reform ation: “ T h e  prince o f a co u n try deter
mines the co u n try ’s religion.”

54 “ T h ere fo re  let each one imitate this love;
So free from  prejudice, let each one aim 
T o  emulate his brethren in the strife 
T o  prove the virtues o f his several ring,
B y  offices o f kindness and o f love, and trust in G o d .”

—Lessing, N ath an the W ise  (a ct III, scene 7 ).
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everything to make this arcanum55 of the individual into an 
advrop 56 that cannot be entered by a n yb o d y—not even by the 
individual himself. His shyness about this private affair becomes * 
pathological; one deprives him to such an extent that he neither 
cares for nor enters his arcanum—and so one day he no longer 
possesses it. Just as freedom o f  conscience, instead of leading to 
an impetuous competition of consciences, became freedom f r o m  

conscience, so private religion leads to privation of religion, 
though it is the number i for the 2-5 of your painter, and though 
it is the source of all expression and form—“the way to salvation.” 
Thus, what is today private—apparently emancipated, but actu
ally maimed—is at the same time the most decisive matter, the 
individual character, i.e. the meaning of this our life, in which, 
after all, the individual still has his say. So then, even if you have 
made me very happy with your last letter and your antistrophe 
to my s o l o  s o l i s s i m o ,571 must still insist on considering just these 
very “private matters” to be the most important of all.

As regards the Fathers, I can only help you provisionally, with 
a catalogue from which you will perhaps find references to the 
original texts. For the scholastics, St. Thomas in the Leonine Edi
tion is temporarily unobtainable because it is published in Italy 
(at least I tried to obtain it myself in vain three months ago). The 
early Scholastics are comparatively inexpensive in Migne’s P a -  

t r o l o g i a ;  you can get a big volume of a thousand pages for some 
10 to 14 marks (St. Bernard, Peter Lombard, and so on, up to 
1200. The last of the series is Innocent III).

I sent Spemann and Lippert as two halves of one whole. And 
if you want to read something remarkable as well, read Heim 
(professor in Munster), L e i t f a d e n  d e r  D o g m a t i k ™  2nd edition 
1916, n .b . a thin volume! (It is extremely compressed, but all the 
more attractive for that.) He comes very near the truth. As far 
as my Calendar is concerned, I am now keeping totally quiet.

Y o u  are  also  p re s e n t ly  to  re c e iv e  tw o  h a lve s  o f  on e w h o le  f ro m

55 Innerm ost sanctuary.
56 Inner sanctuary, in the sense o f a shrine that must not be entered.
57 M ost private utterance.
58 K arl H eim ’s G u id e to D ogm atics.



me myself—namely, a historical half and a polemical half. But I 
am waiting until I can -send them together.

Look here! —as one can’t see any end to the war—can’t you have 
Hegel m id der Stunt published, if only for the sake of promo
tion? Even that leaves nothing for 1917. But I’m  repeating all 
through my letter just what you yourself write.

R em ain  frien d s  w ith  y o u r  E u g en  R o se n sto ck

9 Franz to E u gen
[n o  date]

D ear R .,
C oh en  isn ’t an a rtic le  o f  fa ith  w ith  m e; m y  re sp e c t fo r  h im  

is v e r y  m uch  as y o u  describe  y o u rs . I had  n o  susp icion  th a t y o u  
fe lt  like  th a t, so I had  a s tro n g  im pulse  n o t to  le t  w h a t  y o u  said  
go u n ch a llen g ed , th o u g h  th e re  w a s  n o  q u estion  o f  d isp ro v in g  it, 
esp ec ia lly  because it  w a s  c o n c e rn e d  w ith  a p u re ly  p riv a te  exp e
rience  ( lik e  th e  r a i lw a y  jo u rn e y  a t n ig h t ) . It is o n ly  th a t  m y  ex 
p erience goes s till fu r th e r , and  I h ave  d e te c te d  th is  p u re , s tro n g , 
hum an q u a lity  also in  the  u tte ra n c e s  o f  th e  “sch o la r, th e  fig h te r, 
and th e  J e w .” D esp ite  th is, his p h ilo so p h y , his p o litic s , his Ju d a 
ism are  fo r  m e q u ite  u n im p o rta n t; b u t a ll th e  sam e, e ven  i f  he  
has n o  p h ilo so p h y , he is n on eth e less  th e  f irs t  fu l l-b lo w n  p ro fe s 
sor I h ave  seen w h o m , w ith o u t  m o c k e ry , I w o u ld  c a ll a p h ilo so 
pher. A n d  it  is th e  sam e w ith  his Ju d aism .

So  C o h e n  is a “ p riv a te  a ffa ir .” W e  m ig h t n o w  p erh ap s sa y  t w o  
p eo p le ’s “p riv a te  a f fa ir ,” b u t n eve rth e less  s till th e ir  p riv a te  a ffa ir .

B u t y o u  d o n ’t  w a n t  to  ta lk  a b o u t C o h e n , b u t  a b o u t th e  ass 
th a t carries  th e  b a g .59 A n d  h ere , f ro m  th e  ou tse t, I g ra n t y o u — 
(I had a lm ost said “ o b v io u s ly ,” b u t th a t w o u ld  be u n fa ir , because  
it is o n ly  th an k s to  y o u  th a t it  is o b v io u s  to  m e t o d a y ) —w e ll  th en , 
I g ra n t y o u  f r a n k ly  e v e ry th in g  th a t y o u  sa y  a b o u t th e  p u b lic  

side o f  re lig io n , r ig h t up.,to th e  deta ils  o f  y o u r  w a y  o f  p u ttin g  it.

59 A n  allusion to a G erm an proverb to the effect that one beats the bag  
but aims at the ass in it. Franz meant that the correspondents should stop 
discussing Cohen (w h o  w as in the bag o f Judaism ) and turn to himself, 
as a bearer o f the Jew ish  faith.
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I have also lived like that since then, and I can say that it is only 
since then that I know what life-life with people—means. (Also,
1 only know since then what the burden of life means.) Only, 
don’t you grumble about the Enlightenment; it is not its fault 
that inertia stuffed its discoveries into cushions, instead of indus
trious people getting to work on them. I believe, too, that I have 
intruded on you since our correspondence began. But what you 
miss, or rather what offends ( a K a v d a X i ^ e t )60 you, is that I do not 
expressly tell you (or perhaps after your talk with Rudi, merely 
confirm) that such and such, this and that, is the bond between 
your correspondent and the Jew.

You have made too light of it before (the c r K a v d a X o v 61 is an 
old story with you), because you simply put “the Jew” in in
verted commas and lay him on one side as a kind of personal 
idiosyncracy, or at best, as a pious romantic relic of the posthu
mous influence of a dead great-uncle.62 You make it difficult for 
us both, because you ask me to lay bare a skeleton that can only 
prove through its organic life that flesh and blood grow and flow 
round it. You can force a living being to commit this anatomical 
Hara-kiri simply from a moralistic compulsion and not from 
friendly interest; you did once rightly compel me to do it in 
Leipzig in 1913, when you would not seriously believe me, and 
did not allow anything I said to be really my own words, until 
I myself was horrified at how rotten was my flesh and how torpid 
my blood; then I myself had to turn to an examination of my 
anatomy. This time you have taken a different attitude from the 
outset, and I think you had a right to do so. When things were 
otherwise, when during these last years I was confronted with a 
spirit of naive but passionate distrust, then I instinctively, imme
diately, reenacted that Hara-kiri, and so every time convinced 
my opponent insofar as he was capable of being convinced. But 
now you are not forcing me, and secondly (I must say it, how
ever reluctantly), you are directly hindering me from treating 
my Judaism in the first person, in that you call yourself a Jew 
too. That is to me equally intolerable, emotionally and intellec-

60 T o  give offense to, or cause difficulties for.
6 1A  stum bling block; offense.
62 A d am  R osenzw eig ( 1 8 2 6 - 1 9 0 8 ).
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tually. For me you can be nothing else but a Christian; the empti
est Jew, cut off root and branch and a Jew only in the legal sense, 
is still an object of concern to me as a Jew, but you are not. More
over, suppose you were really a Christian I k ttjs w epL T o ju i r j s63 (you 
are one, but, in spite of your brilliant Logion of Luke,64 only in 
your theoretical consciousness, not in the reality of your life 
before you were a Christian; and I know that now because I 
know your parents’ house). But even if you were one, it would 
not make any difference to me, because I do not recognize this 
missionary-theological concept of “Christians from Israel,” be
cause it is positive and the Jew between the Crucifixion and the 
Second Coming can only have a negative meaning in Christian 
theology. The Jew /car’ e i j o x w ,65 the “Ahasuerus”66 of Christian 
—and naturally Teutonic—lore is so everlastingly necessary a 
being for the yet militant Church that the missions can only work 
on individuals (to want to christianize the “eternal Jew” would 
be a blasphemy, a veritable “taking of the Kingdom of God by 
violence,” a real /3idfecr$cu r r j v  / S a a iX e i a p  r o d  S e o v 67) ,  whereas 
history shows that missions to heathen peoples are only in appear
ance directed to individuals; the Germans were not converted at 
the Aller68 but in the Wartburg in 152169 (“without prejudice” 
—you as a medievalist will name other dates, but that is irrele-- 
vant). This may incidentally be a consolation to those who are

63 Fro m  the circum cision.
64 A  reference to the unauthorized saying o f Jesus connected w ith  

Luke 6 : 5 , and frequently quoted b y  Eu gen , that a man w h o  breaks the 
Sabbath is blessed if he knows w hat he is doing, accursed if he does not. 
Franz alluded to it here in order to express a m an’s liberty to choose an
other w a y  o f faith. T h e  saying appears in Lu ke 6 : 5  in the C o d ex Bezae 
(or Cantabrigensis) M S , one o f tw o  early M S S  used b y  T h eo d o re  Beza  
( 1 5 1 9 - 1 6 0 5 ) in preparing his 1 5 6 5  edition o f the N e w  Testam ent in 
Greek.

65 Par excellence.

66 T h e  “ W an d e rin g  J e w ”  o f medieval legend w as a cobbler w h o  re
fused to let Christ rest at his door w hile H e  w as bearing the cross to C al
vary, fo r w h ich  churlishness Ahasuerus w as condem ned to “ ta rry ”  on 
earth until Christ’s second com ing.

67 T o  force the K ingdom  o f G o d .
68 R eferrin g to the baptism o f the Saxon tribe at the R iv e r  A ller.
69 Lu th er’s breaking a w a y from  the papacy.
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honestly shocked over the alliance with Turkey. So this indivi
dual Jew—we also know from experience—as an individual, cut 
loose from his people (for the missionary can’t possibly catch * 
him so long as he is still a member in the “body” [ a o o/ da  ] — 1 am 
putting it in this way for you on purpose)—this individual Jew 
does not become a Christian a s  a  J e w ,  but if he becomes one after 
heart-searching, and does not slip over imperceptibly, merely as. 
the last step in a natural development is received as n o t h i n g , that 
is to say, just as it were as a heathen, but as a heathen before 
the Fall. So if for once I may permissibly stir up together Paul 
and Isocrates (quite permissibly, as expressing exxA??<na 70 and 
olkov/i I vi7,71 the Christian gospel and the Monumentum Ancyra- 
num72 73), he is received not as "EW r j v  ex r & v  'EX k i ] v o ) v , lz  but as 
*E\ \ t ] v  ex 7w i Qa p0 a p o o v .74 75 For him the preaching of the Cross 
was not really a stumbling block, for he was never a Jew (what 
do you know about that! What can you know about it! But I 
recognize my feeling in the merest remnant of a Jew and in the 
narrowest orthodox, a feeling which might be expressed in a 
gesture but hardly perhaps in words). Nor was the Cross really 
foolishness, since as I am here presenting him he was never prop
erly a Greek, but to him it is as if it were the first word of God 
at the Creation. Thus there is a Christian naivete in such people, 
a Johannine desire to take the world for a m u n d u s  h a t u r a l i t e r  

c h r i s t i a n u s ™ —x\\t less they were ex tw v  'E X X r jv c o v  before, the 
more is this the case (and so to take examples, you find it in 
Neander76 more than in Stahl,77 and in Stahl more than in you). 
You see, and this is my point, how the distinction of Christians

70 Church.
71 T h e  inhabited w orld.
72 A  fam ous Latin  inscription, on the inside o f the antae o f the T e m p le  

o f Augustus, givin g a laudatory account o f this em peror’s deeds.
73 A  G reek  from  am ong G reeks.
74 A  G reek  am ong barbarians.
75 A  w o rld  that is b y  nature Christian.
76 Johann A u g u st W ilh e lm  N ean d er ( 1 7 8 9 - 1 8 5 0 ), a fam ous Lutheran  

(converted in 1 8 0 6 ) theologian w h o  encouraged the study o f church his
to ry, and taught at the U niversities o f H eid elberg and Berlin.

7 7 Friedrich  Julius Stahl ( 1 8 0 2 - 1 8 6 1 ) , a reactionary politician best 
know n fo r his book D ie  Philosophic des R ech ts  . . . ( 1 8 3 0 - 3 7 ), in w h ich  

he sought to prove that L a w  and the State w ere  o f divine origin.
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“from the Gentiles” and “from the circumcision” has today— 
that is, after Christianity has emerged from its birth struggle and 
not yet reached its deathbed—become Isocrates’ distinction of 
<rEXA7]v and ftapfiapos78 and has nothing more to do with the 
Pauline distinction of ’IouScuos and °EW t]v.79 80 81

The Spemann came (not the Lippert) and I have already sent 
it on to Rudi, to punish him because it is his fault I got it, and I 
didn’t care for it much, and I am very glad to gather from you 
that it is only intended to be a first half. (You seem to regard it 
as an extreme specimen of Protestant eschatology, in contrast to 
an extreme specimen of Catholic eschatology—since Lippert ap
pears to me to be an S.J.P). Apart from his distortion of the fu
ture after the Protestant manner, which explains (in direct chal
lenge to Romans 1 1 ) that queer unloading of the Church as a 
task onto the converted Jewish people in order that Christianity 
until the Second Coming should have nothing to do but be 
tempted and divided from the world, and leave it to the busy and 
industrious People of God to do the rest—quite apart from this, 
the superficiality of these pious people, who are supposed to be 
learned, offends me. They move in an atmosphere where the 
logical and metaphysical s a l t o  m o r t a l e *0 is the normal method of 
progress, and they make use of it (naturally! otherwise how 
could they get on!), but at the same time they wear such harmless 
clerical faces that they look as if they were not making s a l t i  

m o r t a l ? 1 through empty space, but playing leapfrog in a mea
dow. To make the s a l t o  without the consciousness of empty 
space is the privilege of the creative eschatologists in the moments 
when they found religions. But in their case there is no suspicion 
that they are playing leapfrog; they are moving between heaven 
and earth; only heaven hangs close over the earthly atmosphere 
like a veil. But the man who knows in his heart about empty 
space is telling lies when he plays leapfrog.

Just as I had got so „far, and had succeeded in saying what I 
wanted to say (since the man who seeks for truth takes on him-

78 H ellenic (G re e k ) and barbarian.
79 Je w  and G reek.

80 Decisive or crucial leap.
81 Decisive or crucial leaps.
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self the obligation to make the correct scholarly approach), the 
mail came and brought first the promised catalogue (Kosel’s 
Kirchenväter, 82 which I suspected might come) and second, the 
Lippert,83 which I immediately began—and it was so good that I 
finished it the same evening. So that was the other half? The first 
eschatology, the second organization? It is indeed most remark
able, and I was not fully aware before, that eschatology exists 
today in Protestantism as a free power and source of possibilities, 
whereas it really exists in Catholicism only as it is bound up with 
and built into its structure. The Catholic Church also has become 
sectless only because of the second schism. Protestantism, in 
breaking away, has taken away with it, like a robber, the power 
of building sects and heresies. But all the same, even an eschatol
ogy in bonds remains an eschatological force, just as in an al
ready militarized people it is their strength that carries on the 
war. The problem that Lippert solves with classical elegance, 
namely to show how an organization can be a soul, is something 
I have always seized on involuntarily with regard to the Jesuit 
Order whenever I read anything about them, as lately in the very 
beautiful little book by Bohmer, which is in the proper sense 
of the word rich in matter (“ The Jesuits,”  in the series Aus Natur 
und Geisteswelt84). N ow  I am eager for Heim.

Your recommending Migne has moved me to tears—one vol
ume in each trouser pocket, one tied up in the tail of my battle 
charger, two more in my saddle bags—but no, the beasts aren’t 
getting any more oats—vanish dream!

Vanish also second dream, that H egel und der Staat could be 
published in its present state of preparation. The book must still 
cost me three months of full days’ work, and since I shall not be 
able to have them, six months of half-days. It will then not read 
very differently from the w ay it does now, but it will be more 
commodious in the cellar and safer in the beams. The reader is 
only a visitor in a book; the man who accidentally or purposely

82 Josef Kosel’s Fathers of the Church.
83 Father Peter Lippert’s l u r  Psychologie des Jesuitnordens (Psychol

ogy of the Jesuit Order).
84 On Nature and the Spiritual World.
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has worked over a bit of it knows it like the house that one has 
rented and lived in.

But the war is no longer “incalculable.” Since the entry of Ru
mania a phrase has been at the back of my mind that expresses 
something I have already several times since said in plain prose, 
because in plain prose it is appropriate to this lengthening and 
twisting of the front, and is realized by the opening of the Do- 
brudska offensive. Today the proper phrase came to me in its 
proper form, and I can write it down for you: “W o aber Ge- 
fahr ist, wachst das Rettende auch—.” 85 The war has become cal
culable.

Your Franz Rosenzweig

io Eugen to Franz
October 4, 1916

Dear Franz,
You give me every time a veritable breakfast of caviar. I 

know people, indeed, with whom one can be concerned with 
truth and find truth, but “ truth” in a form corresponding to the 
present position of scholarship: that is something only the learned 
can enjoy, and it is therefore a rare treat. Moreover, you over
estimate, unfortunately, the Christian in me. I am not Paul of 
Tarsus—unfortunately not. Before you my mission comes to a 
halt. You are the human individual, one whose particular quality 
I recognize in spite of his being “ outside Christianity.”  I see Juda
ism just as you prescribe it to the “ Church” —and to yourself— 
as for me, the revelation of God in the world from day to day, 
from being a mere abstract, metaphorical conception in the back
ground, becomes more and more a present reality here and 
now. The Jews are so much the chosen people, and the Old Tes
tament is so much the book of the law of the Father, just as the 
N ew  is the book of the love of the children, (Abraham and 
Christ, sacrifice the two poles, on the one hand the Father, on 
the other the Son), that altogether the Church needs “ its”  Jews

85 A line from one of Holderlin’s poems, meaning: “But where there 
is danger, that which saves also grows.
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to strengthen its own truth. The stubbornness of the Jews is, so 
to speak, a Christian dogma. But is it, can it also be, a Jewish one? 
That is the fence that I do not see you taking. On this point I ' 
am completely unable to understand you and—I won’t disturb 
you, but you alone of all men in the world. So now I am amazed 
that you suspect a “ Jewish will” or something like it in my reflec
tions. M y parents’ home, like yours, finds itself in a state of self- 
disintegration, with its good-natured worship of cleverness. But 
let’s leave out personal considerations of this kind. If you would 
attribute to me a visio mundi naturaliter christiani, 8 6 1 am sensible 
that this expression stood, in its time, for something true. M y 
strongest experience in the war is, however, precisely the turn
ing, step by step, of the natural into the unnatural. Today for 
myself, as E. R., as a naturalis doctor87 and locumtenens regius88 
the Cross is a stumbling-block and folly. And I believe that that 
uncompromising “ revolt,” the position of Kierkegaard, will be 
getting stronger. But it is still a long w ay to Kierkegaard, that 
grim and grisly monster without confession and so without 
Church, and there is nothing to point me in that direction.

W hy then do you dialectical thinkers89 want to confront na
ture with the same Either-Or, which is only valid for salvation 
in that you analyze whether I, o (zero) am "EXXr?  ̂ k.K tuv 
(3ap/3apG)v90 or l/c rrjs irepLToiirjs91 and so on? Do you think that 
one must be able to establish this so unambiguously with regard to 
one man, a baptized or unbaptized Jewish doctor of a German 
university? The mixture of Goethe and Wilhelm Busch92 would 
be a modest salad in comparison.

In respect of one part of me, I presume to judge myself as pre- 
Christian Jewish racial material. In my capacity for suffering and 
in my craving for it, the Jew  comes out. I forge together Ger-

86 A vision of a world naturally Christian.
87 A teacher of that which relates to nature.
88 The king’s “lieutenant” literally is locumtenens, placeholder, substi

tute of the king.
89 Cf. references to Hegelian dialectics in Letter No. 16 (p. 139), and 

see note 174 (p. 147).
90 A Greek among barbarians. cl

91 From the circumcision.
92 A satirical poet.
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man and Jewish gifts and possessions in my attempt to become a 
Christian. This is my quite uncritical view of myself. And, as I 
said before, my attitude to you remains quite incomprehensible 
to me; it is not indifferent and yet is tolerant, and I am content 
to ask myself, with Cyrano: “ Que diable allait-il faire dans cette 
galere — ?”93

W e have been in four theaters of war within two months! I 
am nibbling at Kant as the last of the scholastics. I ’m afraid it 
can’t be helped: my “ Calendar of the common sense male under
standing” is going to attack nothing less than His Excellency 
the Critique of Pure Reason. Have you read Riidorffer’s94 book 
on Nationality? I am now reading one of his Kantian authorities, 
also a young man, who even before the war was sensing the 
change of intellectual outlook, and had entered on the threshold 
of the new world. It is dreadful to see how such a “ natural,” 
subjectively isolated mind suffers and stammers, even and par
ticularly at the very point where he approaches the truth. The 
book is called Kurt Riezler, Die Erforderlichkeit des Unmog- 
lichen, Prolegomena zu einer Theorie der P olitik 95 1913.  W hat 
a veritable hell of timeless, wordless, and contentless abstractions 
these Gorlands, Riezlers, Kroners,96 etc. bring to light! And I am 
sometimes shocked at the w ay the Schools have laid waste the 
noblest of human powers. The root of the scholastic and Kantian 
errors seems to me to be quickly indicated: they take the truths 
in which logic is embodied as “ purely logical”  truths in opposi
tion to others in which logic is not embodied. I would like to go 
through Kant’s Critiques just to see how far, sentence by sen
tence, they themselves are metaphysical in their formal rhetor-

93 A reference to the Pedant Joue of Cyrano de Bergerac, imitated by 
Moliere in Les fourberies de Scapin (act II, scene 11). The father, when 
told that his son has been kidnapped by the Turks on a galley, keeps re
peating: “Que diable allait-il faire dans cette galere?” This motif of the 
galley (in this case standing for Judaism) recurs in later passages of the 
correspondence.

94 See note 112.
95 The Demand of the Impossible, Prolegomena to a Theory of Poli

tics. See note 112.
96 Members of a neo-Kantian school.



leal, illogical structure. Do you know Fechner? ? ? 97 The quickest 
introduction is his Tagesansicht im Gegensatz zur Nachtan- 
sicht, 98 99 a legacy from a man of seventy-eight. You will find it * 
less successful as a cosmology than as a—or more correctly, 
as the—phenomenology (the only one in the nineteenth century) 
that can heal the “ torn-apart” (— abstractum) thinking of the 
Schools. It makes it all the funnier that Wundt," in the intro
duction to his master’s little book about the life after death, says 
that the reader can find everything in Fechner except a theory of 
knowledge. The pupil-schoolmaster was so astonished by the 
system that he had no idea that in all of it Fechner was going his 
own way subjectively, abstractly, arbitrarily, and that all that 
will remain as his immense merit is his having formulated once 
more in a clear, simple, lay manner the right to have a system— 
and that is, in fact, a theory of knowledge.

Do you know W undt’s Volkerpsychologie?100 One more of 
the death spasms of Protestantism. A  collection of religions 
undergo review, and Christianity is defended victoriously against 
Buddhism. All primitive peoples are considered. But with the 
year 30 the history of religions came to an end, only to be taken 
up again about 1870, from when onwards it advocates a creed
less cult as the goal of Christianity. A  philosopher in 1915, when 
this book appeared, “ proves” compellingly that one ought to 
retain no compulsory elements in religious faith because—nothing 
can be proved. And these artists in vicious circles look down on 
a mind like Mauthner’s, who only draws the consequence, and

97 Gustav Theodor Fechner (1801-1887), founder of “psychophysics.”
98 The Aspect of Day in Contrast to the Aspect of Night.
99 Wilhelm Max Wundt (1832-1920), founder of experimental psy

chology.
100 This famous work (2 vols., 1900; 1905-1906) is available in English, 

but under the misleading title Folk-psychology (1916). “Psychology of 
Nations” (nations in the sense of “peoples”) would be a more accurate 
translation. It includes his most important discovery, one having to do 
with the relation of word and sentence: logically and historically, he 
found, sentences precede words, and thus a complete spiritual act is pre
supposed by all its parts. Further, Wundt acknowledged the need of all 
men—even scientists—for myth. Unfortunately, Wundt failed to develop 
these insights adequately.
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proves the incomprehensibility and incommunicability of all 
thinking and of all language in the course of a work in three 
volumes.101 A Spaniard was lately asked by a member of the 
Entente why he preferred German “ Kultur” to Parisian “ g en ie”  
His answer was: “ I prefer letting myself be boxed on the ears 
by a schoolmaster like Wundt, to being made a fool of by a 
juggler like Bergson.”

Do you know Gobineau?102 If not, let yourself be sent every
thing of his that is in Reclam’s edition.

You will perhaps be annoyed that I have used your plenary 
powers to write on your behalf to Rickert about the Schelling 
essay. You would certainly not have roused yourself to do it of 
your own accord.

In Conflans I was to read “ Church and State” for eighteen 
hours. That is, I had been appointed to give lectures on political 
philosophy and constitutional history within the syllabus of the 
wartime higher education courses,103 and was allowed to define 
the subject for myself ad libitum under cover of this. I am la
menting that I could not “ occupy” this new territory; we are 
leaving here.

Goodbye. Yours, E .R .

11  Franz to Eugen 

Dear R.,
I want to begin to answer you at once. (I got your letter yes-

101 This work, which went through several editions in Germany, was 
Beitrage zu einer K ritik  der Sprache, first published in 1901-1902, by Fritz 
Mauthner (1849-1923), a radical skeptic of the day. “Fritz Mauthner wrote 
6000 pages and proved in one and a half million words that all words lie. 
And he got his books printed and they are in all the libraries of the world 
because in their heart of hearts, all academic people treat languages as rudi
ments of a barbaric age. How they would prefer to think without words!” 
(from Eugen’s essay “A Horse Block” [1945], now printed in D ie Sprache 
des Menschengeschlechts [Heidelberg: Verlag Lambert Schneider, 1963- 
1964], vol. 1, p. 23-31).

102 Comte Josephe de Gobineau (1816-1882), among other things a no
torious anti-Semitic race theorist.

103 The Army group von Strantz organized lecture courses for the 
troops.



ter day. I was thinking that the 103 rd Division would perhaps 
have come to iMackensen, and my letter would have had to make 
the journey twice over.) I am suffering from a paper shortage as 
you see.

Our present correspondence is suffering from the fact that on 
the one hand we could not put it off, while on the other hand 
it is still too soon for it. I can see that very clearly, because I am 
the one who was responsible for the long gap (of the winter of 
1 9 1 3 —1914)  - I could not write to you then, though you were 
continually sounding me and were offended because of my si
lence. I could not, because I thought I had done with you as you 
were up to then, and as I had dug you out at the end of our time 
in Leipzig, up to certain undiscoverable fragments (I won’t say 
which parts of your body), put you together, and exhibited you 
in my museum in a gallery on a revolving pedestal, with a piece 
of dark blue stuff, which made a good background to you. That 
you were walking about alive despite this statue was almost an 
insult to me. I had to ignore it, and to appease my pangs of con
science with the idea that I had “ put the matter off.”  That you 
were in fact walking about very much alive I realized, of course, 
when you were in Berlin in the spring, but I didn’t feel myself 
strong enough, not indeed physically, but spiritually, to chal
lenge you all over again (since it would only have been done as 
a challenge, and will so be done again); to my mind I was not 
actual enough, not tested enough, not enough on the spot, and 
to me there would have been no point in a merely theoretical 
controversy. Formerly, I had confronted you as a point of view, 
as an objective fact, and you were the first to summon me to an 
analysis of myself, and thereby cast me down. I would have liked 
to wait until I could again confront you as a fait accompli. ’T ill 
then we could have kept our guest rooms ready for each other, 
and put some little cheap flowers in them as a token of our feeling 
for one another. That does, and would have done.

“ Then the W ar came.”  And with it came a time of waiting 
against one’s will, a chasm that one does not make artificially for 
oneself, but that was opened blindly in every life; and now it is 
no longer any good to wait deliberately; fate is now so calmly 
patient with individuals (from indifference towards them, be-
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cause it has its hands full with nations) that we individuals ought 
just now to be impatient, unless we want simply to go to sleep 
(for fate certainly won’t wake us up now). So now we are 
talking to each other theoretically, faute de mieux. But for that 
reason everything that we say to each other is incomplete, not 
incomplete like the flow of life that completes itself anew in 
every moment, but full of static incompletenesses, full of dis
tortions.

You “ leave me alone.”  You “ don’t know w hy.”  You “ stop at 
me.” Nevertheless, I reply and give you an answer that is theo
retically correct, interesting, and I ’m sure you will agree with it. 
You want to know what business I have on that galley104—but it 
were better you did not agree, did not know, but just saw me set 
sail on that galley without knowing what business I had on it, 
rather than that my galley should now be lying idle in a neutral 
port since the beginning of the war, and that I should incur your 
intellectual sympathy, since the vis major of the war prevents 
me from acquiring your active hatred; for there is in the delay the 
danger of indifference, which lies beyond love and hate, and 
that would be the worst of all.

N ow  to the point. You could have formulated your objection 
still more strongly; I should like perhaps later to do it for you. 
But first let’s stick to your formulation. Yes, the stubbornness of 
the Jews is a Christian dogma. So much so that the Church, after 
she had built up the substantial part of her particular dogma— 
the part having to do with God and Man—in the first century, 
during the whole of the second century turned aside to lay down 
the “ second dogma” (the formal part of her dogma, i.e. her his
torical consciousness of herself). And in its aftereffects this 
process continued through the third and fourth centuries and 
beyond; and Augustine applied himself to it personally, though 
the Church had already for some time been moving away from 
it. That is, it had been becoming a Church of writings or rather 
of tradition, instead of spirit; in other words, it was becoming 
exactly the Church that history knows. Paul’s theory concerning 
the relation of the Gospels to the Law  could have remained a

104 See note 9 3 .
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“personal opinion”; the Hellenizing “spiritual” Church (of John’s 
Gospel) of the first century, in the marvelous naivete of her 
“spiritual believers,” had scarcely worried about it. Then came 
gnosticism, which laid its finger on Paul and sought to weed out 
the personal element from his theory and to develop its objective 
aspects in distinction from the personal in it. (Paul said: “ The 
Jews are spurned, but Christ came from them.” Marcion said: 
“ Therefore the Jews belong to the devil, Christ to God.” ) Then 
the Church, which hitherto had been quite naive in its own 
gnosticism (in St. John we read that salvation comes from the 
Jews), suddenly seeing this, pushed the spirit [pneuma] to one 
side in favor of tradition, and through a great ritornar al segno 
fixed this tradition by returning to its cardinal point, to its 
founder Paul; that is, she deliberately established as dogma what 
previously had been considered Paul’s personal opinion. The 
Church established the identity of the Creator (and the God re
vealed at Sinai) with the Father of Jesus Christ on the one hand, 
and the perfect manhood of Christ on the other hand, as a defi
nite, correlated Shibboleth against all heresy—and thereby the 
Church established herself as a power in human history. You 
know the rest better than I do. ( n .b . I have just read all this in 
Tertullian, of whom I bought a complete edition dating from the 
thirties of the last century for two marks. I warn you against it 
emphatically! For the first and last time, as a result of pure folly 
and stinginess, I am reading an as-good-as-uncollated text. I know 
now at last w hy the textual critic is necessary. Scarcely any 
sentence is understandable; one has to guess at the meaning para
graph by paragraph, though I have a feeling for Tertullian’s 
style. I prefer his rhetoric, as that of a real lawyer, to the pro
fessorial rhetoric of Augustine, just because it is more genuine— 
at least according to our modern ideas.)

Thus, in the firm establishment of the Old Testament in the 
Canon, and in the building of the Church on this double scrip
ture (Old Testament and N ew  Testament) the stubbornness of 
the Jews is in fact brought out as the other half of the Christian 
dogma (its formal consciousness of itself—the dogma of the 
Church—if we may point to the creed as the dogma of Chris
tianity).

no
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But could this same idea (that of the stubbornness of the 
jew s) also be a Jewish dogma? Yes, it could be, and in fact it is. 
But this Jewish consciousness of being rejected has quite a dif
ferent place in our dogmatic system, and would correspond to a 
Christian consciousness of being chosen to rule, a consciousness 
that is in fact present beyond any doubt. The whole religious in
terpretation of the significance of the year 70105 is tuned to this 
note. But the parallel that you are looking for is something en
tirely different. A  dogma of Judaism about its relation to the 
Church must correspond to the dogma of the Church about its 
relation to Judaism. And this you know only in the form of the 
modern liberal-Jewish theory of the “ daughter religion” that 
gradually educates the world for Judaism. But this theory actual
ly springs from the classical period in the formation of Jewish 
dogma—from the Jewish high scholasticism which, in point of 
time and in content, forms a mean between Christian and Arabian 
scholasticism (al-Ghazali-Maimonides-Thomas Aquinas). For 
it was only then that we had a fixing of dogma, and that corre
sponds with the different position that intellectual conceptions 
of faith hold with us and with you. In the period when you were 
developing dogma, we were creating our canon law, and vice 
versa. There is a subtle connection running all through. For in
stance, when you were systematizing dogma, we were systematiz
ing law; with you the mystical view of dogma followed its defini
tion, while with us the mystical view preceded definition, etc., etc. 
This relation is rooted throughout in the final distinction between 
the two faiths. Indeed with us, too, this theory is not part of the 
substance of our dogma; with us, too, it was not formed from 
the content of the religious consciousness but belongs only to a 
second stratum, a stratum of learning concerning dogma. The 
theory of the daughter religion is found in the clearest form in 
both of the great scholastics. Beyond this, it is found, not as dog
ma but as a mystical idea (see above), in the literature of the old 
Synagogue, and likewise in the Talmudic period. T o  find it is 
no easy task, however. For whereas the substantial dogma in our 
scholasticism was based on trials, the connection between the old

105 That is, the traditional date of the destruction of the Temple.
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mysticism and medieval philosophy is brought about by the free 
religious spirit of the people, not by a fettered relationship to the 
past. But I should like to quote you one such legend. The Messiah ' 
was born exactly at the moment when the Temple was destroyed, 
but when he was born, the winds blew him forth from the bosom 
of his mother. And now he wanders unknown among the peoples, 
and when he has wandered through them all, then the time of 
our redemption will have come.

So that Christianity is like a power that fills the world (accord
ing to the saying of one of the two scholastics, Yehuda ha-Levi: 
it is the tree that grows from the seed of Judaism and casts its 
shadows over the earth; but its fruit must contain the seed again, 
the seed that nobody who saw the tree noticed. This is a Jewish 
dogma, just as Judaism as both the stubborn origin and last con
vert is a Christian dogma.

But what does all that mean for me, apart from the fact that I 
know it? What does this Jewish dogma mean for the Jew? 
Granted that it may not belong to the dogmas of the substantial 
group, which like the corresponding Christian dogmas can be 
won from an analysis of the religious consciousness. It is rather 
like the corresponding Christian one, a theological idea. But 
theological ideas must also mean something for religion. What, 
then, does it mean?

What does the Christian theological idea of Judaism mean for 
the Christian? If I am to believe E. R .’s letter before last (or be
fore the one before the last?): Nothing! For there he wrote that 
nowadays Kdnig and he are the only people who still take Juda
ism seriously. The answer is already on the point of my pen— 
that it was not here a question of theoretical awareness, but 
whether there was a continual realization of this theological idea 
by its being taken seriously in actual practice. This practical way, 
in which the theological idea of the stubbornness of the Jew s 
works itself out, is hatred of the Jews. You know as well as I do 
that all its realistic arguments are only fashionable cloaks to hide 
the single true metaphysical ground: that we will not make com
mon cause with the world-conquering fiction of Christian dog
ma, because (however much a fact) it is a fiction (and 11 fiat
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veritaSj pereat realitas” 106 since “ Thou God art truth” ) and, put
ting it in a learned way (from Goethe in Wilhelm Meister): that 
we deny the foundation of contemporary culture (and fiat 
regnum Dei, pereat m u n d u s ,” 107 for “ ye shall be to me a kingdom 
of priests and a holy people” ) ; and putting it in a popular way: 
that we have crucified Christ and, believe me, would do it again 
every time, we alone in the whole world (and ufiat nomen Dei 
U nius, pereat hom o” ™* for “ to whom will you liken me, that I 
am like?” ).

And so the corresponding Jewish outcome of the theological 
idea of Christianity as a preparer-of-the-way is the pride of the 
Jews. This is hard to describe to a stranger. What you see of it 
appears to you silly and petty, just as it is almost impossible for 
the Jew  to see and judge anti-Semitism by anything but its 
vulgar and stupid expressions. But (I must say again, believe me) 
its metaphysical basis is, as I have said, the three articles: ( i ) that 
we have the truth, (2) that we are at the goal, and (3) that any 
and every Jew  feels in the depths of his soul that the Christian 
relation to God, and so in a sense their religion, is particularly 
and extremely pitiful, poverty-stricken, and ceremonious; name
ly, that as a Christian one has to learn from someone else, whoever 
he may be, to call God “ our Father.”  T o  the Jew , that God-is our 
Father is the first and most self-evident fact—and what need is 
there for a third person between me and my father in Heaven? 
That is no discovery of modem apologetics but the simplest 
Jewish instinct, a mixture of failure to understand and pitying 
contempt.

These are the two points of view, both narrow and limited 
just as points of view, and so in theory both can be surpassed; 
one can understand w hy the Jew  can afford his unmediated 
closeness to God and w hy the Christian may not; and one can 
also understand how the Jew  must pay for this blessing. I can 
elaborate this argument in extreme detail. It can be intellectual- 
ized through and through, for it springs in the last resort from

106 Let there be truth, and let reality perish.
107 Let there be the kingdom of God, and let the world pass away.
108 Let the name of One God exist, and let man pass away.



that great victorious breaking in of the spirit into what is not 
spirit that one calls “Revelation.”

But now I want to formulate your question in a way that seems 
profitable to me—but is not such intellectualizing, as an activity 
of knowing, preparing, acting on the future, like every cultural 
activity, a Christian affair, not a Jewish affair? Are you still a 
Jew  in that you do it? Is not part of the price that the Synagogue 
must pay for the blessing in the enjoyment of which she antici
pates the whole world, namely, of being already in the Father’s 
presence, that she must wear the bandages of unconsciousness 
over her eyes? Is it sufficient if you carry the broken staff in your 
hand, as you do—I am willing to believe it—and yet take the 
bandages away from your eyes?

Here the polished clarity of antitheses ends; here begins the 
world of more and less, of compromise, of reality, or, as the 
Jewish mysticism of the late Middle Ages very finely said for 
“ World of Reality, of Thinghood,” “ W orld of Activity, of 
Matter of Fact” ; and as I should prefer to say, the “ W orld of 
Action.”  Action alone can here decide for me, but even if it has 
decided for me, I still always need indulgence? N ot as if thought 
is here entirely left behind; but it no longer goes as before along 
a proud, sure king’s highway, with vanguard, flanks, and count
less trains of attendants; it goes lonely along the footpath in 
pilgrim dress. Something like this:

You recollect the passage in the Gospel of John where Christ 
explains to his disciples that they should not leave the world, but 
should remain within it. Even so, the people of Israel—who in
deed could use all the sayings of this Gospel—could speak to its 
members in such a way, and as a matter of fact it does so: “ to 
hallow the name of God in the world,”  is a phrase that is often 
used. From this follows all the ambiguity of Jewish life (just as 
all the dynamic character of the Christian life follows from it) . 
The Jew, insofar as he is “ in the world,”  stands under these laws 
and no one can tell him that he is permitted to go just so far and 
no farther, or that there is a line that he may not cross. Such a 
simple “ as little as possible”  would be a bad standard, because if 
I wished to govern all of my actions by the standard “ as little as 
possible from outside Judaism” it would mean, in the circum
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stances, a diminution of my inner Jewish achievement. So I say 
to myself as a rule: “as much as possible of the inner Jewish 
life” —though I well know that in the particular case 1 cannot 
anxiously avoid a degree of life outside Judaism. I also know that 
thereby, in your eyes, I open the way to a charge of soullessness.
I can only answer fully at the center and source of my activity; 
at the periphery it escapes me. But should I then let the citadel 
fall in order to strengthen these precarious outworks? Should I 
“be converted,” when I have been “ chosen” from birth? Is that 
a real alternative for me? Have I only been thrown into the 
galley? Is it not my ship? You became acquainted with me on 
land, but you have scarcely noticed that my ship lies in harbor 
and that I spend more time than is necessary in sailors’ taverns, 
and therefore you could well ask what business I have on the 
ship. And for you really to believe that it is my ship, and that I 
therefore belong to it (pour faire quoi? y vivre et y mourir) — 
for you really to believe me will only be possible if the voyage is 
once more free and I launch out.

Or only when we meet out on the open sea? You might!
N ow  from the multum to the multalQd in your letter. I know 

Gobineau’s book on the Renaissance, and possess without having 
read them the rest of his books in Reclam. Indeed “ everyone” 
knows his Renaissance, just as “ everyone” knows whatever is 
read by both sexes. Don’t you think it is really a remarkable con
nection? Only what belongs in common to both man and woman 
belongs to all men, and everything else has only sectional in
terest. For instance, Hans Ehrenberg is now reading Lagarde110 
for the first time in his life. Incidentally, will you be seeing him 
some time? I don’t know the geographical possibilities. He is in 
a sanatorium in Sedan. He is the strangest phenomenon of the 
war that I have come across, as far as people go. Everyone has in 
himself some extreme possibility that is in the highest degree 
typical of him, and in his case, through the war, and before that 
already of course through his very strange marriage, and before 
both of these, that is, before everything else, through his own

109 The important matter . .. the many lesser matters.
110Paul Anton de Lagarde, nee Botticher (1827-1891), a noted Orien

talist and anti-Semitic writer.



will to lead an extreme life, this possibility has become an ac
tuality; he is now what might have been “lost” in him when he 
became a professor.111

Yes, I wouldn’t have gone to Rickert with the Schelling essay— 
for personal reasons; but a thousand kilometres as the crow flies 
makes one enormously indifferent, so it is all right. But after the 
various rejections I certainly no longer trust your judgment and 
mine with respect to the value of the work.

Isn’t Rudorffer a pseudonym for Riezler? Anyhow, it is the 
pseudonym of “ a man who stands very near the Chancellor.”  I 
have not read him yet. You mean, I take it, the Weltpolitik der 
Gegenwart112 or is N ationality118 another, smaller book? Riezler 
is in the Foreign Office, and son-in-law of Max Liebermann.114 
It is so long since I had any cause to bother myself over the 
Kantians. Even when I was reading Kant himself (lately it was 
the enjoigen F ried en 115 and in February the Religion innerhalb der 
Grenzen118) , I did not find any reason to turn to them. I mean 
the present “ schools” have simply the significance of being 
schools. One must have passed through one of them—it doesn’t 
matter which (I did the Southwest German one)—but afterwards 
one need only to bother himself further with the Master, the 
“ good Master, long since dead.” You indicate the fundamental 
attitude of the whole Kantian movement, just as Hans also does in 
his last writing (“ last” —in 1 9 1 1! And we used to take him for a 
man who was always rushing wildly into print). I was introduced

111 Hans Ehrenberg (1883-1958), a cousin of Franz, commanded an 
infantry battalion in the war and at the time of this letter was probably 
enjoying a respite from the horrors of the battlefield. He had been a 
university professor before the war—hence Franz’ reference to “what 
might have been ‘lost’ in him.” His marriage in 1913 to Else Zimmermann 
and then the war turned him away from the narrowly academic way of 
life.

112 Franz was of course correct in identifying “J. J. Rudorffer” as a 
pseudonym of Kurt Riezler, the true author of Grundzuge der W eltpo- 
litik in der Gegenw art (Foundations of World Politics in the Present 
Day), 1914.

113 Nationality.
114 The famous painter.
115 Perpetual Peace.
116 Religion within the Limits of Reason. 116
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to Fechner in Bolsche’s volume of essays, H in ter der W elt- 
sta d t111 and by accident, I read the Zend-Avesta in my first term 
as a student. Up to then my knowledge of philosophy had been 
limited to: some of the first volume of Biittner’s edition of Eck- 
hart, Plato’s Symposium, Schopenhauer’s U ber die W e ib e r118 
Nietzsche’s D er Fall W agner;119 and I was quite captivated by 
Fechner (he describes, yes, really describes, the world as a great 
living being, and what is dead in it not as the source of life, but 
as an unburied corpse of what was formerly alive, since life is 
itself a source, and doesn’t arise from anything else); subsequent
ly, I have read only the little book V om  L eb en  nach dem  
T o d e .120 W undt’s relation to Fechner as a pupil is, 1  suppose, 
only in respect of his being the founder, as Fechner was, apart 
from everything else, the man who attempted to introduce 
mathematical methods into psychology (pure, not physiological 
psychology). Wundt, too, is one of the many people on whom 
I am not keen; I will look into all these matters as opportunity 
arises and when the subject inspires me (since the author will 
certainly leave me cold. Heim I am reading to the end just now; 
he is very good (but ought one not sometime to read M. Kahler 
himself?) I spent almost an entire week without reading any
thing, because I was writing something myself, namely, a sylla
bus for the school of the future!

Tw o missives were registered to me from your hand from 
Kassel, but they are not yet here. I discovered the little volume 
of poetry through a note from Klabund in the B erliner Tageblatt. 
Read it all the same.

And now a request. I have compressed my thoughts into tablet 
form for you, having regard for the weight restrictions of the 
field postal service and my paper shortage. If you pour on boiling 
water everyone can get a pint of strong coffee. So, requite me 
equal measure, and please explain to me your present idea of the 
relation between Nature and Revelation. That you have altered

117Behind the City of the World, by Wilhelm Bolsche (1861-1939), a 
novelist, translator, etc., who zealously propagated the theories of Charles 
Darwin and Ernst Haeckel.

118 Concerning Women.
119 The Case of Wagner.
120 O f the Life after Death.
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your opinion on this hasn’t just happened during the war, but as 
long ago as the spring of 1914 you were using the concept 
“paganism” in your talk in a way that I could not understand. 
Where do you stand between the E. R. of the night of July 7, 
1913 and Kierkegaard? I am asking so roundly and tactlessly 
because by those same round tablets of mine I have acquired a 
right at least to ask the question, if not also, I recognize, to obtain 
an answer. Heim’s weakness, so far as I can see at present—I am 
on the border between the general and the Christian part of the 
book—as that of his whole circle, is that the history of philosophy 
ceases for him with Kant and as an alternative to the Idealists he 
knows only the specialist dogmatic theologians of the nineteenth 
century. Hence, he does not ask himself: H ow would it be if 
philosophy itself adopted the paradox121 as its basis? But then he 
would have to concern himself with an immense task in the his
tory of philosophy, and the beautiful short guides would no 
longer suffice (for, dear friend, only theory is short). Thus he 
has allowed the question of Christianity and philosophy (and 
with it, Christianity and the world) to be stultified in the simpler 
question of “ Christianity and Paganism,” and he still evades the 
particularly burning group of questions about the Christian 
world (Philosophy, Art, the State, Marriage, and so forth). But 
I want to read on further.

One further question. Has Speech no longer the meaning for 
you that it used to have? Gould you express better what you 
mean by speaking about it? W ith cordial greetings, from “ The 
sender” [n .b .: printed on the official letter form ].

12 Eugen to Franz

October 28, 1916
Dear Franz,

You are right about your concentrated coffee extract. And if

121 That is, the “paradox” in Kierkegaard’s sense: how general and 
universal truth can be expressed in terms of existence, which is individual 
and historical. 8
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I enjoy myself indescribably over such a letter, I realize how 
cursory and empty is my answer. W hy didn’t you come a year 
ago, or six months ago? Then I was charged up like a high tension 
wire. But at present I am like one of those damned batteries for 
pocket torches that you buy nowadays; and where there is 
nothing inside, friendship itself and the most heartfelt desire have 
lost their rights.

You have a way of asking me things in such a correct, im
personal w ay that I stand nonplussed. I have never been asked 
anything like that before, and so I do not know how to answer. 
Something occurs to me, and then something irritates me. That 
sets the ball rolling for my brain cells. In the end they emerge 
from their confusion. C ’est tout. I don’t think systematically, but 
from need, and I follow my heeds one by one. And this temporal 
character in my thinking is in fact the Alpha and Omega from 
which I grasp everything afresh. Speech reflects this mode of 
procedure, even for someone who has been infected by philoso
phy. For that reason I used to prefer to talk about speech rather 
than about reason.

Nature and revelation: the same material, but opposite ways 
of being exposed to this light. The more everyday the material, 
the more revealing and revealed can it become. Only the con
trivances and subjective ideas of man, their specialisms, cannot 
become revelation because they were not natural; but bread and 
wine can. Faith is a means that fully dwells only in the morally 
healthy and disintegrates and dissolves through impurity, and 
it is entirely comparable to a natural force. Christ has mediated 
to us the breaking through into the universe in a heavenward 
direction of this force, which was latent and imprisoned in the 
earth. Where hitherto was only Abraham’s bosom, there is now a 
living eternity and an ascent of spirits from star to star. Revela
tion means the linking of our consciousness also with the union 
between earth and heaven that transcends the world. The ques
tion you put, “ Nature and Revelation,” I can only understand as 
“ natural understanding” and revelation. Nature and Revelation 
are not comparable. Natural Understanding, then, knows front 
and back, left and right, and helps itself in this enclosure with a 
net of analogies. It makes comparisons and thus limps from one



place to the next in this vast space. The lawyer is the perfect 
type of male understanding that with the help of an analogy can 
docket night as a particular case of day, and so, through a pro
cession of leaps like the pilgrims of Echternach,122 eventually 
reduce the world of phenomena to something so like a reflection 
of himself that the sun, moon, and stars themselves can be related 
to him. ( n .b . Just as man through his comparisons embraces the 
most different of things, so woman through fashion makes what 
is everlastingly the same into the most different. Both are exam
ples of lameness. N o wonder, when you recognize that only 
what can be reached and known by man and woman can be a 
living universal good; and thereby it proves by limping on both 
sides that its method of progress is almost a human one.)

The resolution not to take one’s own position in this quarter 
of space as the center of knowledge, but as conditioned from 
above—this renunciation of being dfjapaXos Kovrov123—is no longer 
a matter of the natural human understanding, but is the means 
within us that makes revelation to, in, and for us possible. 
Schleiermacher’s “ absolute dependence,” therefore, ought not 
to be comprehended in an external w ay as a feeling of fate, but 
should be understood as an illumination. However, since thought 
and speech constitute a continuous mutual relation of giving and 
receiving, and since both are a universal gift to the human race, 
for this twofold relation a double process is possible. You can 
believe in your autonomy. The Kantians believe in a senseless 
exaggeration of the autonomy of thought. The actual fact of 
seeing, on the contrary, testifies only to the autonomy of the 
married couple, speech and reason. For self-confidence of reason 
and trust in speech are both equally essential to a man who wants 
knowledge. But all such autonomous knowledge is without 
standards, supported only by experience, and without any 
80s juol 7rou <rrco. 124 I call this “ luxuriating” thinking, for it be-

122 A Benedictine cloister in Luxembourg where there is an annual 
procession of pilgrims called the “jumping procession.” The pilgrims 
leap three steps forward and two back.

123 The hub of the universe.
124 The saying of Archimedes, declaring that he could weigh the world 

if he could take up his position at a point outside it, as a fulcrum.



haves like a weed. It doesn’t die down. It comprehends gaily 
without any idea of there being a perpov ttglvtoov,125 and it is 
ingenuous about itself. This kind of knowledge lives in all ages. 
It is of the people; I would rather say “ people” for Mvos than 
pagan. It lives in the Middle Ages as strongly as it does today, 
and it sets itself in mighty waves against revelation and defends 
itself against the two swords—that of the Emperor as much as 
that of the Pope. Its mightiest outbreak is that of 1789. It has led 
to a complete undermining of Protestant Christianity, which to
day often threatens to become a mere theism without mediator, 
without conversion, without that bond from heaven to earth 
which makes space stable, like a rock of bronze, through the 
concept of Above. This theism stands on exactly the same level 
as that of primitive peoples. It is a survival without power, an 
echo of distant time, just as the fragments of civilization of those 
primitive peoples are today exposed as survivals and echoes. 
This natural folk belief in God is, then, an Old Testament with
out Testament and Law, in any case non- and pre-Christian. So 
I was right in 1914 to call it paganism.

This paganism is now dominant in all the Churches, insofar as 
science aspires to live “ without presuppositions.”  You get it, 
above all, in Harnack, who is at the same time quite a man of 
faith, but also, unfortunately, a man who has more respect for 
science than he does for God and for G od’s Word. N ow  comes 
the crucial point. Speech, the Adyos126 in all these peoples—the 
e&vrj of antiquity, the nations of today—is imprisoned in itself, 
and it is, just for that reason, so completely ingenuous. It casts 
out the devil with Beelzebub, one analogy through the next, one 
comparison through a new image. All “ natural” mind is meta
physical without knowing it. Because secretly it is frightened of 
its own powerlessness, of merely wriggling like a worm through 
the expanse of space, it has hardened into concepts, metaphors 
that have become sacrosanct. To  these it withdraws as if to a 
concrete base in order* to be able to maintain the impregnability 
of the natural mind. The concepts that are the metaphors of the 
day before yesterday, the analogies of yesterday, condemn the

125 Measure of all things.
126 Word.
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mind of the peoples to its unhistorical mode of thinking in 
commonplaces—a legacy that may on no account be acknowl
edged for what it is. The Protestants, even the most radical of 
biblical critics, believe that they can read their N ew  Testament 
without the H oly Spirit of the Church, and they read it not with 
the help of the last two thousand years, but against and without 
it. Thus the collective mind deals in the same w ay with time and 
space. It likes here, too, to forget the standard—that is, the reck
oning of time from “ the year of our Lord.”  Just as in space it 
ends by having nothing above, so it lives out its subjective life 
without the myth of the reckoning of time, without the profound 
saying: “ If they were not dead, they would still be living today.”  
T o  this end it has created the vacuum space of concepts with 
which it fabricates for itself an artistic drop scene for its acrobatics 
out of petrified and paper linguistic and intellectual properties. If 
it did not do so, it would have to go raving mad. Because for the 
natural mind a regressus in infinitum unfolds itself; sensing this 
and trembling, it clings to its concrete base, the intellectual 
arena, catches on to its own creation, which of course had been 
planked down by preceding thinkers, much older subjects, but 
nevertheless just as much highly subjective. Fear for the de
struction of the naive ego, which constitutes its own standards, 
cheats the natural mind of its mastery over time and space. Here 
the Logos doctrine of the Savior comes in. The Logos is re
deemed from itself, from the curse of always only being able to 
correct itself by itself. It enters into relationship with the object 
of knowledge. “ The W ord became FleshT—on that proposition 
everything indeed depends. While the word of man must always 
become a concept and thereby stagnant and degenerate, God 
speaks to us with the “ word become flesh,”  through the Son. 
And so the Christian revelation is the healing of the Babylonian 
confusion of tongues, the bursting open of the prison, but also 
the sign on the new tongues, speech that is now informed with 
soul. Since then, it has become worthwhile to think again, because 
thought has a standard outside itself, in the visible footsteps of 
God.

Do you now understand w hy I am so far from finding in 
Christianity the Judaizing of the pagans? That from which
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Christ redeems is exactly the boundless naive pride of the Jew, 
which you yourself exhibit. In contrast to the peoples talking 
the 372 languages of Babel, this pride was and is well founded, 
and therefore the Jews were separated and chosen out of all the 
peoples of the earth, until the destruction of the Temple. But 
Christianity redeems the individual from family and people 
through the new unity of all sinners, of all who are weary and 
heavy laden. That is Christianity, and its bond is equal need. M y 
brain is going on strike and I am getting stupid. I only know 
that I should like to wax eloquent over peccatum originate127 and 
superbia judaica128 but the machine has run dry. I am so ex
hausted that you must make do with this. I feel as though I were 
always writing the same thing. M y love to you. Fortunately you 
do not know what you do.

^ Your E. R.

13 Eugen to Franz

October 30, 1916
Dear Friend,

I must go on now. It is the question of the un-Jewish life to 
which the Jew, and the un-Christian life to which the Christian, 
is condemned. With the Christian, this incurable rift between his 
actual life, from his froglike point of view, and the vita illu- 
minata129 130 131 for which he longs, is the foundation and the cornerstone 
of his faith. “ Let everyone take up his Cross and follow me.”  A  
man can become a Christian only if he doesn’t indulge in him
self. Incidentally, don’t imagine that by “ worm” and suchlike I 
am spinning allegories; these things have come into existence in 
the external world, so that we can now possess and use them as 
symbols for our inner world, as significatio189 and explication181

127 Original sin. 4
128 The Pride of the Jews.
129 Blessed, enlightened life.
130 Inner (and symbolizing) meaning.
131 Explanation and justification.
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So historical facts and the facts of the religious consciousness 
that are related to them are all equally real. Man goes best on 
two legs. All revelation is something that gives us a standard, and 
at the same time it is a sensible, perceptible event; and so for the 
Kantians it is a contradictio in adjecto.132 The Christian kingdom 
is thus not of this world, nor is even the kingdom of the Christian 
priest. His actual un-Christian life here and now is a stumbling 
block to him, and he is perhaps hard put to it, even to treat him
self as his neighbor. But when the Jew  principaliter and essen- 
tialiter lives, prays, plays the organ, and thinks in an un-Jewish 
manner—what then? Jews without the Temple and the Law, 
without marriage at 18, and without freedom from military 
service? F.R. as a volunteer in the army? I believe you would 
if necessary even fight a duel. “ Separated from all the peoples of 
the earth” even if your friend . . . lets his wife go over to Juda
ism? Where is there the metaphysics of the seed of Abraham? 
Since a .d . 70 there have only been peoples, and the chosen people 
has sunk into being a mere coloring reagent in all nations. That 
very correlation of the development of Jewish thought and 
Christian philosophy which you described in the Middle Ages 
carries this implication for me; it is further evidence of the fetters 
that have enslaved post-messianic Judaism. The teachings and 
events, which through the continuous stimulus of Christianity 
have changed the face of the earth during the last thousand years, 
have as their opposite numbers in Judaism a couple of distin
guished names, pressed into the service of the pride of the Syna
gogue, and otherwise nothing.

Abraham sacrifices his son; in the N ew  Testament he who 
brings the covenant with God sacrifices himself. That is the 
whole difference. Among the pagans as with the Jews, everyone 
aspires to be founder, father, owner, testator, ancestor, guardian, 
master. Each one rules over a bit of the world. The Christian, on 
the other hand, knows a second kingdom of poverty, weakness, 
dependence, minority, shame, repentance, and shy childishness. 
Abraham sacrifices what he has, Christ what he is.

The Synagogue has been talking for two thousand years about

132 An additional paradox or contradiction.
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what she had, because she really has absolutely nothing; but she 
does not experience -and will, therefore, not experience what she 
is. She portrays the curse of self-assurance, of pride in her nobil
ity, and thoughtless indifference towards the law of growth of 
the united universe, the “Peace on Earth to all men in whom he 
is well pleased.” That new humanity from universal need and 
sin, that ever newly born corpus christianum  of all men of good 
will—that being called out from all people—is something of which 
she knows nothing. She knows an original union in blood, that 
of the chosen people, but no final becoming united of all the 
children of the Father. The Jews have the saying that one day all 
people will come to Jerusalem to pray, and they always crucify 
again the one who came to make the word true. In appearance 
they wait upon the word of the Lord, but they have grown 
through and through so far away from revelation that they do 
everything they can to hinder its reality. W ith all the power of 
their being they set themselves against their own promises. They 
are the image on earth of Lucifer, the highest of the angels, elect 
of God, who wanted to keep G od’s gift for himself as a dominion 
in his own right, and fell. So Israel stands upon its own in
alienable right. This naive w ay of thinking that one has won 
inalienable rights in perpetuity against God, which by nature 
remain for posterity as properties inherited by bequest, is the 
relic of blind antiquity in Judaism. The pagan tribes cried, 
dioyevrjSj evyevrjs153 of themselves. W ho believes them? You ought 
not to say that it is quite unnecessary to believe them, provided 
that they believed it themselves.

Individuals and peoples ought, that is to say, to live and work 
freely without fear and without accidental barriers. Just as a 
people perishes when it can no longer physically defend itself by 
itself, so every people needs in spiritual things to develop the law 
of its life, a development that must depend on its own vitality. 
Every power must stand the test of every danger. Light does not 
know anything about resignation and capitulation. It penetrates 
everywhere. It overcomes, and thereby shows what it is.

But I will not allow any rabies tbeologica1M to come in. I know

133 Sprung from Zeus, nobly bom.
134 Theological madness.



that Israel will survive all the peoples, but you have no aptitude 
for theology, for the search for truth, any more than for beauty. 
Ye shall make for yourselves no graven image. At this cost the 
eternal Jew  is allowed to live. Because he holds on to life in such 
an unlimited way, it is granted to him. But he is thereby con
demned to live by the sweat of his brow and always on credit, 
always borrowing everything that makes life worth living. The 
Jew  dies for no country and no cause; because he does not ex
perience the boundaries of life he lives by a ghostly reflection of 
all real life, which is unthinkable without sacrificial death and the 
nearness of the abyss. In order that Israel may live, the individual 
Jew  depends on his success, on the number of his children. He is 
a paragraph of the Law. C'est tout. You may well believe you 
have a ship of your own. But you have no idea of the sea or you 
would not talk like that. You know no shipwreck; you cannot 
go astray, you see God with constant clarity, and so you need 
no mediator, who looks at you when you can no longer look out 
over the edge of the world and are frustrated in failure. You do 
not know that the world is movement and change. The Christian 
says there are day and night. You are so moonstruck that you 
take the sight of night for the only sight there is, and take the 
minimum of light, the night, for the all-inclusive idea that em
braces day and night! Lasciate ogni speranza; nondum viventes 
jam renuntiavistis.135

E . R .

14 Eugen to Franz

November 2, 1916
Dear R.,

Just now I am copying your last letter in ink in the durability 
and avayvcoarov136 of my half-inch handwriting. It had the same

135 “ Renounce all hope, before ye came to life, you already have re
nounced it.”  Th e first three words are taken from Dante (i.e., the inscrip
tion upon the gate of the Inferno).

136 Legibility.
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effect on me as the books I used to read during the summer in 
Leipzig, lying on the sofa, and always threw at the wall because 
my stomach remonstrated too violently. Man, how you treat 
History! How you see everything as isolated, as individuals, 
where I see only the branches of a mighty tree! You arrange 
things in extraordinary relations and contrasts to one another. 
The naivete of a spiritual John, the personal experience of Paul. 
Gnosticism lays its finger on them, first the substantial and then 
the formal dogma developed. You are, in fact, Troeltsch plus 
Harnack. The Church of the spirit becomes the Church of tra
dition and so forth. As an antithesis, you ought to have a little 
more faith than those archimandrites of naturalism.

Christianity and the Church: the one insures the rebirth of the 
mystery, the other lives it in individuals. Every Christian ex
periences the dogmas of the Church as paprvvs ,137 as his personal 
experience. Redemption means precisely that one can appropri
ate a proposition of Nicaea and Constantinople, such as the 
“qui locutus est per prophetas”188 as a personal experience and as 
the highest valid actual truth. The nearer you reach the historical 
incarnation of God, the fewer the institutional irrelevancies with 
which the rebirth of the Gospel came among all men whom it 
reached. Just because those who are born in these latter days 
ought to be so much more hidden (Kierkegaard’s word), re
deemed, blessed (the Church’s expression), so must there be a 
much richer outspokenness and expression and presentation of the 
Gospel. The opposing propositions within the Church are all only 
martyria, testimonia fid ei™  all in their ways ̂ equally naive and 
sophisticated. “ Nature has neither kernel nor shell, she is every
thing at the same time.”140 John, this “ quite naive spiritual writ
er,”  is in fact both the greatest apologist and the first. Every 
living thing on earth carries with the power of life at the same 
time the powers of self-defense, self-preservation, in brief, of 
protection and discrimination, the “differentia specifica”141 as

137 Witness.
138 “ W ho spoke by means of the prophets.”
139 Witnesses to the faith.
140 A  verse by Goethe.
141 Specifying difference.

12 7



actual forces within itself. In the Church that alone has led to a 
boundless individualizing, or rather atomizing, which was either 
only naive or only sophisticated, or that tried with the head alone ' 
to push down the wall of the divine mystery, or with the body 
alone to taste the sweetness of the mystery. So you have both 
parties, Mystics and Protestants; within the Church both the 
Franciscan and the Dominican are possible, which is to say that 
differences of emphasis between naive and sophisticated are not 
unchristian or heretical. Only to divorce them from one another 
leads to apostasy and death. So the combination of naive and 
sophisticated must remain within each individual man; just as 
every hale and healthy man has two legs, in the same w ay he must 
know how to be humble and how to be bold. The Christian 
Church, the fellowship of the mystery, holds fast within itself 
these two fundamental powers of the natural man, being willing 
to be this essential contradiction in terms (cross =  church). The 
personal experience of Paul is valid, the naivete of John doesn’t 
exist in your sense. The church is the eternal recurrence of the 
same; Nietzsche divined this fact and had to break out in frenzy. 
For no individual can bear this as an individual. Without the 
total conception of the Church, the particular impulses of the 
first, second, third, fourth, fifth centuries appear only as levers 
and rods of a steamhammer, pushing backwards and forwards 
on themselves a thousand times, when you have done justice to a 
single part, by describing first its substance and, secondly, its 
function. But in the case of a living spirit this is not enough. 
Here, that is, there is a third factor, the mystery of the micro
cosm, the infinity of the individual soul which gives rebirth to 
the whole macrocosm, though it functions nonetheless as a mem
ber of this great body. This possessing of the whole, and yet not 
possessing it, in the individual is the secret of the Church, and 
what distinguishes it from all merely objectified forms of mind 
(Stage, Art, Religion, in the liberal Hegelian sense); for it 
speaks, and allows the individual as microcosm to speak and to 
live in the macrocosm, that is to experience consciously {Erieben 
—a word that you don’t get in English, French, or Italian) the 
double mystery of member and of whole as the crux, whereas 
Law  is essentially only lived, A rt is essentially only expressed,



and Religion, in the Hegelian sense, is, generally speaking, dozed
over.

So a historia  specierum  et generum  naturalia et naturalisan$u2 
can arrange a lot of little bags of sweets in order; thesis, antithe
sis, synthesis, or whatever else you like to make the schematism; 
and from Moses, Jesus, Paul, Gnosticism, Mohammed, Luther, 
Robespierre, and Johannes Muller of the Main River142 143 spin 
through the centuries, an apparently magnificent web of A ri
adne. Only dbn’t think that that would be a church history with 
any meaning. As you do not know, and so do not believe, the 
reason that the Church is in the world, you ought not to con
front the “ Church of the spirit” with the “ Church of tradition” 
and the “good time” up to Constantine with the “ bad time” since 
Constantine, like the primitive Eduard Schwartz,144 and put all 
this forward &s “ history.” He who has no trust in the whole can 
see nothing but mere bricks,
Valetef

Eugen

15 Franz to E u gen

Tuesday, November y, 1916
Dear E.,

Early today I learnt by experience that-rosewood145 is the 
hardest wood there is, so that I was forced to think of you, and 
exactly two hours after your two letters arrived. Yes indeed, 
here is the real tough Rosenstock, and now I no longer have 
any difficulty in writing to you. You have given me a much more

142 A natural history of species and kinds.
143 A  lay evangelist whom Eugen was to discuss in his book Die H och- 

zeit des K riegs und der Revolution (W urzburg: Patmos Verlag, 1 9 2 0 ).
144Eduard Schwartz ( 1 8 5 8 - 1 9 4 0 ), a classical philologist, who wrote 

a book on Emperor Constantine and the Christian Church, published in 
1 9 1 3 , condemning the Church after Constantine.

145 Rosenstock.



impersonal answer than I asked for. In many ways so impersonal 
that I asked myself this morning: Haven’t I really written all 
this before, for him to write it to me?

You are quite right in everything you say in your rabies the- 
ologica. I really mean, you must know that I know all that. And 
that I also know that you have to see Judaism like that. I was 
only puzzled that right at the beginning of our correspondence 
you talked differently from the way in which you do now. N ev
ertheless, there is a point beyond which neither, Christian rabies, 
nor Jewish Rabulistic should go, however much both would like 
to do so once they have got into their stride. For you may curse, 
you may swear, you may scratch yourself as much as you like, 
you won’t get rid of us, we are the louse in your fur. (If only 
your philosophy of nature were true and it were really its single 
purpose to give material for parables, and the consequences did 
not generally go beyond this!) W e are the internal foe; don’t 
mix us up with the external one! Our enmity may have to be bit
terer than any enmity for the external foe, but all the same—we 
and you are within the same frontier, in the same Kingdom.146 
That is the mistake in your construction, namely that you fight 
against Judaism as Paganism, and I can, I believe, make the con
tents of your two letters revolve round this point, both the let
ters irepl Toov e$vcovU7 and that ire pi tov ’lovdcuapov.148

Isn’t it strange that the fflvrj1*9 have no -ism, while the 
’ lovdaloi,150 exactly correspond to the Wv7\\ and though the 
€&P7) mean for the wcudeia151 of the world not only a fact, but 
also an idea, and so you would expect all the more that they 
would form an —ism? (In Iliad B the Alexandrian scholiast makes 
this plain, in that Homer counts the barbarians 5ia e&voov™2 and

146 That is, in the realm of the Spirit the two forms of faith must be 
both mutually exclusive and complementary. In a poem written by Eugen 
after this correspondence there occurs the phrase, “Enemies in Space, 
Brethren in Time.”

147 Concerning the pagans.
148 Concerning Judaism/
149 Pagans.
150 Jews.
151 Education.
152 By peoples.
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only the Greeks 8<,a woXeojp J 53 This, however, does not seem to 
me sufficiently certain from the text.) Islam was the first to form 
a historical concept of paganism (Dschahilijjatum), and the 
nineteenth century formed an -ism for e&vos for the first time, 
namely, nationalism. But that no longer means what edviajibs 
would have meant in the year o, namely, the creation of the 
idea of Paganism, but the complete Christianizing of the con
ception of a “ people.” For nationalism expresses not merely the 
peoples’ belief that they come from  God (that, as you rightly 
say, the pagans also believe), but that they go to God. But now 
peoples do have this belief, and hence 1789 is followed by 1914— 
1917, and yet more “ from . . . to’s” ; and the Christianizing of the 
concept of a “ people” is not yet the Christianizing of the people 
themselves154 (of the “ circle of the world,”  as you said, with a 
queer echo of the language of the translators of the Jewish prayer 
book).

That is w hy even today, when the idea of being elected has 
become a coloring reagent in every nation, the election of the 
Jews is something unique, because it is the election of the “ one 
people,”  and even today our peculiar pride or peculiar modesty, 
the world’s hatred or the world’s contempt, rejects an actual 
comparison with other peoples. Though its content has now be
come something universal, it has lost nothing of its metaphysical 
weight. (Its atavism was only a symbol, and only Messianism 
had real meaning for it.) For it still remains, and will always re
main, the only visible actual embodiment of the attained goal of 
unity (the one people on earth, as it calls itself in the Sabbath 
prayer), whereas the peoples are only on the w ay to this desired 
goal, and must be so, if it is indeed ever really to be attained.

For the Jewish idea of election is from the outset anything but 
nai’ve. If it had been, you would have been right in comparing 
it with the race born from Zeus and nurtured by Zeus. But it is 
not in the least naive. It discovers its “ origin” only when it has 
learnt about its “ destiny.”  If  it were naive, i.e. atavistic, in its 
meaning, then hatred of the Jew s would be inexplicable, since

158 B y cities.
154 That is, modern nationalism has provided a secular substitute for 

the conceptions of Messianism and Election.



one crow does not peck out another’s eyes. But on Sinai (not, 
say, by terebinths of Mamre), so says an old punning legend, 
Israel has inherited the “ sinna,” the hatred of the peoples. The 
Jews are the only zz/z-naive people in antiquity, and so of course 
Christianity, which takes away from antiquity the ingenuous 
confidence of its irov <jto>,155 is to that extent a “ Judaizing of the 
pagans.”

Your description of paganism corresponds, then, notwith
standing the different ways we put it, very much to what I take 
my own point of view to be. That I was not sure of it may be 
attributable to the fact that I could not follow what you made of 
the philosophical background of “ language.” This has changed 
in the meantime; now my mind also plays on language in a lively 
way. But now I should like to explain the idea of the pagans once 
more, with reference to the idea of the peoples, as you do too, 
because by always harking back to Israel’s being a people, you 
inadvertently reduce it to the idea of paganism.

Augustine in one passage contrasts his own political philoso
phy with that of Cicero. I think it is in the book before the last 
in the City of God (this is a passage, moreover, that, apart from 
the transformation of chiliastic ideas in the same context, I con
sider to be the key passage of the whole thing—I take the older 
interpretation, as against Troeltsch). In one section, now lost, of 
the De Republic a, Cicero allotted to the State the two absolute 
ends of self-preservation and fidelity to contracts, which ends 
can obviously come into conflict with one another (e.g. Sagun- 
tum), and then fidelity must be preferred before safety. Thus in 
the civitas terrenct\ but in the civitas D ei156 a conflict between 
faith and salvation is not possible. Here Augustine could have 
quoted Isaiah 7:9, if the Latin translator had not offered another 
text (from which the “ credo ut intelligam” 157 is usually ob
tained). Luther translates it very finely: “ If you do not believe, 
you do not abide.” “ T o  believe” and “ to abide” are one and the 
same. The secularizing of this idea is modern nationalism, which

155 The Archimedean point: “ where I stand.”
156 City on earth . . . city of God.
1571 believe, that I may understand.

%
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becomes imperialism in order to have a good conscience. The de
fenders of the citadel of Jerusalem hoped up to the last moment 
for a miracle; not for them was the great, awe-inspiring naivete 
of pagan faith, which lives to the end and dies, and asks no more, 
hopes no more—the impulse that inspired Thermopylae, Car
thage, Saguntum. In the world of revelation there is no “ abid
ing” without “ believing,” because all belief is anchored in an 
abiding reality; the anchor could hardly have been an ancient 
symbol of hope, since hope, when present, is autonomous and 
not anchored.

N ow  that I want to continue, I find that everything that I 
want to write is something I can’t express to you. For now I 
would have to show you Judaism from within, that is, to be able to 
show it to you in a hymn, just as you are able to show me, the 
outsider, Christianity. And for the very reason that you can do 
it, I cannot. Christianity has its soul in its externals; Judaism, on 
the outside, has only its hard protecting shell, and one can speak 
of its soul only from within. So it can’t be done—and you must 
take my word for it that the, as it were, abstract character of the 
religious life is the same with us and with you. Beginning and 
end, if I may so express it, are the same with us and with you; 
to use Newton as affording a parable, the continually approach
ing and the continually vanishing curves have the same formula 
with both of us, and you know that one can define the whole 
curve from an equation of this kind, but you and we choose 
different points on the path of the curve in order to describe it, 
and therein lies our difference. You rightly put your finger on 
this difference in speaking of Moriah and Golgatha. But you 
have read your Genesis 22 badly. You have confused Abraham 
and Agamemnon. The latter indeed sacrificed what he had for 
the sake of something else that he wanted, or, if you like, that he 
considered it his duty to want. Indeed, he did not perform the 
sacrifice himself; he only gaye it up, and stood with veiled head 
close by. But Abraham did not offer something, not “ a” child, 
but his only son, and what is more, the son of the promise, and 
sacrificed him to the God of this promise (the traditional Jewish 
commentary reads this paradox into the text); the meaning of 
the promise according to human understanding becomes impos-
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sible through this sacrifice. Not for nothing is this story associ
ated with our highest festivals; it is the prototype of the sacrifice 
not of one’s own person (Golgatha), but of one’s existence in 
one’s people, of the “son” and of all future sons (for we base 
our claims before God on this sacrifice, or rather on this readi
ness to sacrifice, and it is the sacrifice of the father [not of the 
son], as is emphasized in the story). The son is given back; he 
is now only the son of the promise. Nothing else happens, no 
Ilium falls, only the promise remains firm; the father was ready 
to sacrifice not for the sake of some Ilium, but for the sake of 
nothing. Agamemnon sacrifices something “that he had” ; Abra
ham, all that he could be; Christ, all that he is.158 Yes, that is 
really, as you say, “the whole difference.” To the “naive” laying 
claim to an inalienable right before God corresponds, you for
get, just as naive a taking up of a yoke of inalienable sufferings, 
which we—“naively”? —know is laid upon us (cf. the traditional 
commentary on Isaiah 53) “for the redemption of the world.” 
(Lucifer? Please don’t mix up those symbols!) And yet we do 
not work at this redemption, though it will also mean our re
demption from suffering. On the contrary: to the holy rest
lessness of your work corresponds in us a holy dread that the 
redemption might not come “before the time” (in which con
nection there are the most peculiar and even grotesque legends, 
both old and new)—a dread that forms the metaphysical ground 
of our relation to Christianity, just as your restlessness forms the 
ground of your relation to Judaism.

Wednesday
Now to return to the subject: the two sacrifices, that on Mo

riah and that on Golgatha have this in common, then, as against 
all pagan sacrifices: that nothing was got out of them (since 
what was sacrificed is identical with what was given back), but 
the sacrifice itself becomes in effect the abiding object of faith, 
and thereby that which abides. That which abides is different; 
on the one hand, an external community, and on the other an 
external man—and the consequences of this make mutual under-

158 C f. Eu gen  R osenstock-H uessy, T h e  Christian Fu tu re  (H a rp e r  
T o rch b o o k  edition, 1 9 6 6 ), pp. 18 2  ff.
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standing so difficult that the one side is always being seduced 
into classifying the other with those that know of nothing abid
ing. Perhaps the readiest, if not also the most correct, antidote 
against this error of either side regarding the other as pagans is 
simply to reflect on our mutual possession of the Book.

Your whole description of the Synagogue since a .d. 70 for
gets, or refuses to recognize, that we consciously take upon our
selves “the yoke of the kingdom of heaven,” that we pay the 
price for the sin of pride of non-cooperation, of walking with
out mediator in the light of God’s countenance. We pay sub
jectively through suffering the consciousness of being shut out, 
of being alienated, and objectively, in that we are to you the 
ever-mindful memorial of your incompleteness (for you who 
live in a church triumphant need a mute servant who cries when 
you have partaken of God’s bread and wine, “ d e v w o T a ,  fx e/ j i v r ja o

-  > / ” 159
tcov e c rxa rco v .

I myself have written fully already of how our whole part in 
the life of the peoples can only be clam, vl, precario.159 160 No doubt 
all we can do is hack’s work; we must accept the verdict of what 
people think of us, and we cannot be our own judges (because 
it is not our own history at which we are working). All very true, 
and the world draws the consequences, even when some of us 
(not I) refuse to accept them so far as they are concerned. But 
that, generally speaking, we should take some sort of passive part 
in the life of the peoples (and, as time goes on, particularly their 
Christian life), is inevitable if we are to live at all (and, of course, 
we always hang on to life “in an unabounded way,” but—your 
legend of the eternal Jew, if you don’t falsify it, tells you this— 
we don’t do it from hunger to live, but from duty to live a meta
physical duty: according to your opinion, damnation, according 
to ours, election. Life has not been given us because we are hun
gry for life, but hunger for life has been given to us because we 
must live.) Such participation cannot be avoided even by your

159 “ M aster, rem em ber the last things,”  a p la y  on H erodotu s’ story o f  
how  X erxes had a servant w h o  stood behind him at table and said, “ M aster, 
remember the Athenians.”

160 Secret, perforce, precarious (a  form ula from  R om an law  fo r the 
invalid and unprotected w a y s  o f acquiring possession).



ideal Polish jew , with his marriage at eighteen (or, better, four
teen and, in earlier times, freedom from military service).

But along with this external life, which is in the deepest sens£ 
unethical, goes a pure inner Jewish life in all that serves the main
tenance of the people, of its “life” insofar as it is not purchased 
from without, but must be worked out from within. Here be
longs the inner Jewish task of ordering communal life, here Jew
ish theology, here the art of the Synagogue (yes, its “beauty” !). 
These phenomena may comprise much that is strange—yet Juda
ism cannot but assimilate this strange element to itself; it acts like 
this of its own accord, even when it doesn’t in the least want to 
do so. The prodigious strength of the tradition has this effect on 
us even when we are in fact unaware of it. The forms of the 
inner Jewish life are, however, quite distinct from all apparent 
parallels in civilizations. The art of the Synagogue does not enter 
into living relation with other art, nor Jewish theology with 
Christian theology, and so on; but Jewish art and theology, taken 
together, build up the Jews into a united whole and maintain them 
in their form of life (which isn’t any living movement but just 
life, plain and simple), and only then do they work as a ferment 
on Christianity and through it on the world.

How far the Jew takes part in the life of the peoples is some
thing he does not prescribe for himself; they prescribe it for him. 
For individuals it is very much a question of tact, and even some
times of conscience (since it is partly a matter of the imponder
able relationships of fellowship, and not of duties laid down in 
black and white by the law). I myself, since you mention it, 
conduct myself merely dutifully towards the State; I do not take 
a post in one of its universities, and do not offer myself as a vol
unteer in the army, but go to the International Red Cross, and 
leave it when I have the chance of doing so when the State calls 
up my age group, and I have to say to myself that but for my 
voluntary service with the Red Cross, I should now be being 
legally called up by the State. As a matter of course, I wanted 
simply to allow myself to be put down for militia duties, which 
would have been the only consistent thing to do, having joined 
the Red Cross for this very reason; then I allowed myself to
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register in Kassel for extraneous (and bad) reasons, to enter for
mally as a “volunteer” in the artillery—which if not an evil deed, 
was at least an unclean one. I should have done much better by 
not going to Kassel and letting the whole thing be settled in Ber
lin. That nevertheless I did go to Kassel was because I thought 1 
would be able to spend my training weeks again with my parents, 
which would be, so to speak, a consolation for them. I thought 
that I would be taken into the 83rd or the 167th regiment. I have 
a deep sense of gratitude towards German culture. If it receives 
my gifts—poor things but my own—well; if not, it is also well. It 
would make no difference to me if I had to publish them in per
petual anonymity. The practical outcome is this. I consider what 
I am now doing to be nothing but “hack’s work” in the sense in 
which I wrote before. But all I want for myself is to see in it 
proofs of my own capability, and the natural results of my own 
work, the work in which I live and move in my own personal 
capacity—even if for a long time the by-products of that work 
are more voluminous than the products. It does not lie within 
my power to control this relationship, as I told you in my previ
ous letter. What does lie within my power is only its elucidation, 
the defining of what is central and what is peripheral; no—I 
should like to anticipate you in using the bad word—what is soul 
and what is body. It lies within my power to determine whether 

"I as an individual take upon myself the metaphysical destiny, 
“the yoke of the Kingdom of Heaven” to which I have been 
called from my birth; whether I want to live p r i n c i p a l i t e r  and 
e s s e n t i a l i t e r  as a Jew, even if it isn’t possible a o n s e q u e n t i a l i t e r  

and a c c i d e n t i a l i t e r ;  whether I want to take the natural call up 
into the sphere of metaphysical choice. The cycle of institutional 
practices makes it easier to carry out such a resolve. I would not 
have the courage to take the step for myself, a step that. . . has 
taken with his larger possession of inherited tradition and (as a 
Zionist) field of Jewish activity. But “where is there the meta
physics of the seed of Abraham?” I had to smile; if you had to 
experience this at close quarters as I did, you would have experi
enced an outbreak of this metaphysics which you would not have 
anticipated in these particular people. The naive feeling of the



quite “ modern Jews” here out-Talmuds the Talmud, and the 
traditional religious law seems to me (with regard to this border 
problem) quite consistent in that it must keep open the possibility 
of proselytism, because of the messianic character of Judaism. Ac
cording to this the blood relationship is maintained only on ac
count of its symbolic meaning; but the law must rigidly insist 
that the proselyte only “comes of his own accord,” he is not 
fetched, not “converted,” for he is indeed a parable of the prose
lytized humanity at the “End of the Days” (with regard to this, 
incidentally, the living religious sense of our common prayers 
knows almost nothing about “praying in Jerusalem” but only 
about “prays to Thee alone,” and about “entering together into 
one covenant” ).

Thursday
So much for “Franz R.” I told you last time that it is prema

ture and therefore pointless to speak about him. No doubt you 
will not believe this F. R., and will treat my letters more and 
more as descriptions of how I think I ought to live rather than 
how I actually do. That can scarcely be helped. That was the 
point of my seafaring similes; if I had meant them in a general 
sense (as you understood them) I would have been able to de
scribe to you more closely the ship that cannot go astray and 
whose crew cannot suffer shipwreck; there is only one ship of 
its kind, it travels on all seas, and its crew only comes on deck 
at night—you said it quite correctly, it is the Ghost Ship, and up 
to date—1914, ’ 15, ’ 16—it has not yet found Senta. But the Flying 
Dutchman will always return to land again, and one day he will 
find her (Habbakuk 2:4—for he is both “stiff-necked” and “up
right” in one person). L a s c i a v a  o g n i  c o s a —except i o v —s p e r a n -  

z a . 1Gi Before the Throne of God the Jew will only be asked one 
question: Hast thou hoped for the salvation? All further questions 
—the tradition doesn’t say so, but I do—are addressed to you. ’Till 
then,

161 H e  gave up everything except hope.

i38

Your F. R. 161



16 Eugen to F ra n z

November 1 9 , 1 9 1 6

Dear Franz ben Judah,
So we have chased each other round in a kv kvkXc# .162

You end at the point where I wanted to begin: saying that I 
must and should leave you alone. M y dear man, that was just 
what gnawed at my heart from the very beginning, whenever I 
kept quiet, because I k n ew  it. N ow  me invitem excitavisti in ra-
biem theologicam sollertissimis modis. Me saltem egresso et bac- 
chante tu triumpharis et ad statum passionis originalem redeun
dum esse proclamas.

De ethnicis non totum assentior. Cum enim gentes vivendi, 
veniendi, vincendi ratione caruisse recte animadvertas, tantum 
abest ut G raeci et R om ani huius mythi vel huius spei eguerint, 
ut omnes nationes modernae ab eis dignitatem imperii gentilicii 
acceperint et teneant! (Iure igitur Graeci per urbes circumscri
buntur.) Moderna “Natio” idea non populorum antiquitatis, sed 
populi Romani hodie imbuitur. Ergo iam Christus vidit et cog
novit imperium imperatoris huius mundi iuxta ethnicos. Nationes 
ex vehiculo antiquitatis, id est ex Sacro Im perio  per medium 
aevum perm ixtos acceperunt gladios utriusque iuris. Non Chri
stianam rationem vox nationis induit; sed Rom anam  in christiana 
ecclesia per saecula gentilicia et dissipata conservatam rei publi
cae aspirationem et auctoritatem et formam.* So, beside Chris-

162 Pursuit in a circle.
* Now, against my will, you have roused me tojtheological rabies in a 

skillful manner; and when I begin to break out and rave, you triumph 
over me, and announce that we must return to our original state of passiv
ity. I do not quite agree about the pagans. For while the pagans, as you 
rightly observe, were devoid of the sense of living, coming, and conquer
ing, so far were the Greeks and Romans from not having had this myth 
or this hope, that it is from them that all modern nations have received 
and hold their dignity of the pagan empire. (Rightly, therefore, were 
the Greeks reckoned by cities.) The modern nation of today, therefore, 
is imbued with the idea not of the peoples of antiquity, but of the Roman 
people. Therefore Christ saw and recognized the empire of this world 
beside the pagans. The nations accepted the combination of the two 
swords of the spiritual and temporal jurisdiction through the Middle
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tianity and Judaism there stands today a third factor, which has 
come down from Rome, namely, the imperialism of the nations. 
They all want to be “imperial” powers. If you charge me with* 
identifying the Judaism of before a .d. 70 with paganism, I charge 
you with confusing Christianity with the Nations. The Jews ap
pear to me “the” people of antiquity in the sense of being elected. 
They remained so until the other peoples had formed themselves 
into the o r  b i s  t  e r r  a r u m .  (Why is it funny when I say “the circle 
of the earth”? Only because the translators of the Jewish prayer 
book also knew their Latin.) I could now elaborate the parallels 
between the years o and 1900, and a .d. 70 and 1870, respectively. 
Today Christianity has a new Old Testament instead of your old 
one; namely, today its living Old Testament is Church History, 
the calendar of the Saints and of the Festivals. Christianity now 
has its pagan “world history” (in the sense of secular history), 
its Ranke, and in contrast with this its own books of Judges, 
Kings, Prophets—Councils, popes, Fathers of the Church, etc. in 
its own possession—i.e. its history of the chosen people. We live 
in this antiquity of our own, in our own Myth. Today the west
ern world, Europe, for instance, has come to the point (owing to 
1789 and 1914) when it can forget the Old Testament, the 
Greeks, Romans, Jews, and Persians, because it has English, -Ger
mans, popes, and so on. And what is worse, my poor ben Judah, 
it will forget its Old Testament. “The old things are passed 
away, and all things are become new.” Do you believe that Zion
ism is an accident? Israel’s time as the people of the Bible has 
gone by. The Church—not of course the church triumphant, you 
heretic, but pretty well the church militant—is today the Syna
gogue. The epoch of the eternal Jew comes to an end, just as 
Basque, Celts, etc. come to an end. People have their eras. In 
place of the eternal Jew comes again a Zion. But that is quite an
other matter, as you will not deny. If antiquity is the epoch of

A g e s from  this vehicle” o f antiquity, i.e. from  the sacred Em pire. T h e  
voice o f the nation does not assume a Christian reason, but R om an  aspira
tions, authority, form , w h ich  have been preserved in the Christian C h u rch  
through the centuries o f paganism and dispersion.

1 4 0
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Shem, Nam, and japhet—of peoples—so the period from o to a .d. 
1900 is the epoch of chosen kingdoms. Now, perhaps, we are 
again entering on an epoch of races (white, black, yellow).

But Christ has been so often crucified, proclaimed, believed in, 
falsified, in these last two thousand years that even this period is 
mirror enough of him and of the Kingdom of God.

How this will come about in detail is an open question. The 
Jewish theology from 1180 and the legends from 1600 and 1700 
are just as much in the right as St. Thomas and Luther, namely, 
perfectly in the right. But what about your theology and mine, 
which could only be in the right again in relation to one another 
and in contrast with one another? I am not sure whether you 
are still my theological a l t e r  e g o .  But Harnack, Benedict XV, 
v o i l a  l e s  a d v e r s a i r e s ,  as I should rather like to delete myself from 
the statement of the question that has suddenly become such a 
serious one.

For some time past, half groping, half by sight, I have sensed 
the effective Old Testament of today in Church History (the 
parallels with the Jewish Old Testament are not hard to draw: 
606 to 536 equals 15 17  to 1564). I am still not quite clear about 
it. But I beg you, as you begged me, to believe that I am not 
just throwing these speculations against you a d  h o c , but it. is 
just because of this that I cannot see you and treat you as my 
opposite number in so clear-cut a way as seems possible and 
necessary to you, in the fire of your well-polished dialectic.

You are quite right, then. My earlier silence, my leaving you 
in peace, did not spring from intimacy and acceptance, but from 
a real, uncanny discomfort. You want to go not behind Europe 
and “my” Christianity, but behind “your” Jewish people, as it 
has mercilessly become, namely, ripe for rest and for the ending 
of its years of wandering. Put very strongly: No, the stubborn
ness of the Jews is today no longer a Christian dogma. Christ 
today has people enough in his church to crucify him! It is not 
true that the Jew today would crucify him—“they alone in the 
whole world.” For the Jews crucify, judge, condemn no longer! 
Today there are States and the Church where formerly there 
were peoples and the Synagogue. Also, there is the law of this
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Church, that Christ comes, or rather is there, to fulfill and not
to destroy.

God preserves his signs for as long as our blindness needs' 
them. But one must not rely on them, as if they were eternal 
petrifactions; rather must one hasten to drink from the source, 
to drain it dry before it ru n s  dry. The I m p e r i u m  K o m a n u m  its 
c o r p u s  i u r i s ,  and the Old Testament, both remain only so that 
they may be allowed to die. I can’t help it; I mean both are lying 
in their final stages, after t u t t o  t i n t o r e t t o ,  everything has been 
embraced and colored by them.

You yourself, by the way, taught me this with regard to phi
losophy, in that for you philosophy is already dead. But what 
else is the “history of philosophy” but the process of washing 
out the dye of Greece, just as the “State” is the washing out of 
the c o r p u s  i u r i s .  Kant is the last humanist inheritor and scholastic, 
Hegel the historian, that is, the gravedigger of this struggle of 
Europe with antiquity. And now? Napoleon and Wilhelm II are 
forcing the face of Europe, which hitherto only looked back, in 
the direction of the future, towards the era of continents and the 
era of races.

The more one excavates Sumerians and Akkadians, the more 
completely and quickly will Europe forget Moriah, Marathon, 
Brutus; and, I add, it will be allowed to forget them.

As little as Wilamowitz can rescue classical philology from 
death, can you rescue Hebrew in its metaphysical sense, es
pecially if and just because it will perhaps once again become a 
language—that is, a national heritage planted in the soil of a 
people.

I believe you when you say that you wanted to be in the 
galley; but you won’t find it any longer. You have miscalculated. 
Don’t talk about ships’ taverns and of “by-products.” C e  n ’ e s t  

p a s  v r a i .  You have not wasted your time in the harbor, but you 
have studied n a v i g a t i o n  a n d  mapped out y o u r  j o u r n e y —p r e c i s e l y  

in and through those “by-products” of yours. But now you want 
to get on board and pilot yourself; then you will see—not know, 
but see, experience—that the ship is already sailing and is about to 
run aground, just as the ship of the Phaacians was allowed to 
stand fast after it had finished the fated voyages of wandering

9
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Odysseus; and just as Odysseus at the end of his Greek wander
ings went on pilgrimage to a people who knew nothing of sea
faring, in order to offer sacrifice and to pray, so the day of the 
eternal Jew  beckons to its close.

That X ’s Mother was metaphysically beside herself is her 
own affair; but this was no out-Talmuding the Talmud by mod
ern Jews; that would have been the case only if the son had not 
lifted up his eyes to a strange woman. But he belongs to the new 
birth of Jewry. “He experiences the revolution in himself,” as 
you will shortly read in my book (I am quoting in advance). He 
is the generation of 1914, just as I am; that is, we are the bridge 
between the world of before and after the war. Not so you; you 
are the pure generation of after 1914, the youngest of us all. But 
because you have remained preserved from Zionism and from 
“neo-Protestantism,” you must not overlook the point in the 
world in which God puts you, in the period after 1789 and 1916. 
Twist and turn as you like, the emancipation of the Jews is the 
process of the self-destruction of the European tradition, which 
has removed the dogma of the stubbornness of the Jews just as it 
blotted out that of the Christian emperor. (Here, incidentally, 
the question of Freemasonry and the Jews comes up. Is it really 
permissible for a strict Jew?) Only today does the saying begin 
to be valid: “Render unto Caesar the things which are Caesar’s 
and to God the things which are God’s.”

For only today are these ideas “spiritual” and “clerical” being 
developed in their purity. The time for mere antitheses has gone 
by. In reality, the merely abstract splitting of ideas, the thinking 
in terms of Hegelian antitheses, the arguments between two 
sides, come to an end. The Trinity, that brazen rock of faith, 
rightly an everlasting insult to the thinking of all the schools, 
achieves its triumph over dialectic.163 Nature, Mind, and Soul 
are three kingdoms on earth; Christianity has proclaimed this to 
the peoples from its beginning. Since then they slowly shake 
themselves free from one misunderstanding after another, from 
one confusion after another. Christ did not have before him, in

1 6 3 C f. reference to “ dialectical thinkers”  in Letter N o . 1 0  (p. 1 0 3 ) ,  
and see note 1 7 4  (p. 1 4 7 ).



the Roman Empire, an imperial power to which one could give 
what was its own. It was much rather the enemy, a mere force 
of nature, that slew the Christians. (Incidentally, the killing of 
the Christians, to me, is one of the most miraculous pages in his
tory; “naturally” you can’t understand it at all.) Constantine, 
Charlemagne, Frederick II, Frederick the Wise, yes, and Henry 
VIII and Pius IX, are all men who respectively tried to sharpen 
the two swords. But I must break off here. For this hymn will 
only annoy you or, perhaps, what would be worse, bore you. 
But I beg your answer on the essential point. I only want to add 
this: it is not caprice on the part of present-day theology that 
makes it use a different Old Testament than before. It m u s t  do 
so. As little as Zeus and Wotan are a danger today, so much the 
more mightily do the ghosts of all the -isms hold sway—K u l t u r ,  

German religion, natural Christianity. We have to speak with 
them, from them, and against them. Our language prescribes its 
laws, its data, to us in terms of the thought of our generation. 
Today one must talk in a post-Goethean, post-Nietzschean man
ner. That is a serious, even dangerous thing to do, but only 
the man who dares can speak with tongues. Only the man who 
entrusts himself to language as God has allowed it to become 
can be carried along by it so that it “transforms” him and others. 
There has arisen today, in the place of the Babylonian confusion 
of tongues, the other problem of “translation”—that is, an attempt 
to heal the former confusion that only creates new confusion. So 
Luther, who was so splendidly right as a translator and German 
interpreter, becomes an evildoer because he allowed Catholicism 
to go. So today there is this great tension, whether the translation 
of Christianity, and thereby of the name of Christ, will succeed 
right down to the last atom of the Fourth Estate. The Middle 
Ages translated Christianity for the cities, the bishoprics, the com
munities, in a word for the centers-of-government; the Reforma
tion translated it for the homes-of-the-people. Not in vain did 
Luther put the married woman in the place of the hated priest, and 
always extol her. Today, the task is to translate Christianity for 
the single isolated individual who can be anything: Jew, Chris
tian, Pagan. The Fourth Estate, in the sense of the moral prole-
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tariat, did not exist up to 1789, among either Jews or Christians. 
The fact that Europe has now finally turned towards the idea of 
chosen kingdoms takes away the meaning of Judaism, of the Jew
ish house, the only guarantee of the durability of Israel. But
enough—

I must tell you about Rickert,164 165 whom I listened to for an hour 
during a two-day leave in Heidelberg, and to whom I spoke 
afterwards. To put it briefly: He thinks your monograph is too 
long. He is only allowed to present as much as would fill two 
proof sheets. He would like to take it if you shorten it. Will you? 
You know the small format; your manuscript would certainly 
take up three. He did not enjoy it at all, and kept referring to a 
discovery about Spinoza, according to which in all editions of the 
T r a c t a t u s  one line had always fallen out. That, he said, Herr X 
had given him in praiseworthy brevity . . . .

Dear Franz Rosenzweig, l e g a l i t e r 165 corporal, c o r d m l i t e r 166 a 
monster, a n i m a l i t e r 167 168 pigheaded, s p l r i t u a l i t e r 166 through much 
sin and need and misery not elect, but redeemed: Whether you 
are working without mediator, nevertheless you remain one of 
those who are the sons of men, and who want to be so. Every
thing else is s o m n i a ,  f i g u r a e ,  p a r a b o l a e .169

Do you know the Epistle to the Hebrews? Yes, you know 
everything better than I do. You would not crucify Jesus of 
Nazareth—you alone in the wide world. Believe me there.

Eugenes Kakoethes170

164H einrich R ick ert ( 1 8 6 3 - 1 9 3 6 ), y e t another neo-Kantian, this one 
the head o f the southwest G erm an school o f philosophy. T h e  joke in all 
this w as that Franz had discovered the oldest program  o f G erm an Ideal
ism—and this central discovery w as treated b y  H e rr  R ick e rt as though  
it w ere a misprint o f one line!

165 Legally.
166 At heart.
167 With regard to person.
168 Spiritually.
169 Dream s, [m ere] form s, parables.
170 M eaning in G reek : E u gen es= the w ell-born , K akoeth es= Ill-m an

nered one.



17 F ra n z  to E u g e n 171 172

Saturday ,
Dear R.,

Your third letter ire  p i  e K K X rja ia s 172, has arrived. I am now more 
than ever one who has been unjustly attacked. Can’t you find 
any way at all between complete identity and absolute opposi
tion? You have now reached the presupposition of your second 
letter, and now interpret what I am writing in light of that. 
Otherwise you would not so readily fill in all my gaps, all that 
I have not expressly said, with your opposing ideas. You must be
lieve me when I say that I envy you for the way you put things 
in your letter of today, as a way of putting them; I haven’t ex
pressly formulated these things because I had to presuppose a 
certain agreement here in order to be able to write you the rest, 
and indeed naively did presuppose it (and as far as I see, quite 
justifiably; you don’t realize that as a result of the course of our 
relationship I knew more about you than you did about me). 
Having once presupposed by contrary opposition, my “not 
knowing, not believing why the Church is there,” you should 
then of course be able to see in the habits and bad habits of my 
intellectual methods nothing more than public proofs of my de
praved outlook. I myself am well aware of the dubious character 
of my method, and am expecting much from the very experience 
of having to face you. But that fundamental outlook which you 
attribute to me doesn’t, as a matter of fact, exist. At least it hasn’t 
for years. With regard to Ed. Schwartz’ view of the year 313,1 am 
inclined today to go to the other extremer the bad time came 
first and then the good time. I am only telling you this so that 
you can drop that fundamental mistake ( q u o a d  p e r s o n a m ).

My uncertainty over the method of my thinking is due to 
this: I don’t know where “thinking” and where “telling” ought

171 F ro m  here on, the order o f the letters deviates from  the G erm an  
edition o f 1 9 3 5 , thanks, to a convincing correction proposed b y  M r. 
Jochanan Bloch to M rs. Edith  Scheinm ann (F ra n z ’ w id o w ) and accepted  
b y  her.

172 O n the Chu rch .
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to begin and end, respectively. I often used to think that one 
ought to “ tell” everything (cf. Schelling in the little Reclam 
volume D i e  W e l t  a l t e r ,  in the Einleitung iiber historische Phi
losophic).173 I shall not be clear about it until I have begun. Cer
tainly not here in Macedonia. What disturbs you about my way 
of treating history, apart from the Macedonian atmosphere, is 
probably this: you think much more in a direct way with your 
own head, whereas I have an inclination (I often fear it myself, 
like Penelope) to shove the whole of history between myself and 
the problem, and so think with the heads of all the participants in 
the discussion. Otherwise I should not believe myself (though 
strangely enough I believe other people when they think direct
ly). Hence the dialogue method that so annoys you.174 Your 
method is in a way lyrical (like Pindar): you form a concept of 
the whole, and then by way of establishing it you add on some 
historical myths.

Now I should like to tell you what my method appears to me 
to be. I believe that t h e r e  a r e  i n  t h e  l i f e  o f  e a c h  l i v i n g  t h i n g  m o 

m e n t s ,  o r  p e r h a p s  o n l y  o n e  m o m e n t ,  w h e n  i t  s p e a k s  t h e  t r u t h .  I t  

m a y  w e l l  b e ,  t h e n ,  t h a t  w e  n e e d  s a y  n o t h i n g  a t  a l l  about a  l i v i n g  

t h i n g ,  b u t  n e e d  d o  n o  m o r e  t h a n  w a t c h  f o r  t h e  m o m e n t  w h e n  t h i s  

l i v i n g  t h i n g  e x p r e s s e s  i t s e l f .  T h e  d i a l o g u e  w h i c h  t h e s e  m o n o -

173 Introduction to H istorical Philosophy.
174 Eu gen  annoyed? Perhaps a bit n o w  and then, but certainly not b y  

the “ dialogue m ethod,”  w h ich  w as then, so to say, in the process o f being  
invented—or at least perfected fo r  their purposes—b y  tfie tw o  correspon
dents. E u gen ’s annoyance, insofar as it existed, w as w ith  dialectic, rather 
than dialogue, and the latter w as an approach that Eu gen  had himself 
adopted long before these letters w ere w ritten (c f. A lexan der A ltm an n ’s 
article, elsewhere in this volum e, especially p. 3 0 ). In this paragraph Franz  
was conceiving o f “ dialogue”  as his thinking “ w ith the heads o f all . . . in 
the discussion,”  w h ich  is not a bad w a y  o f thinking but is “ dialogical”  
only to a v e ry  limited extent. In the paragraph follow in g, how ever, his 
conception o f dialogue broadens, som ewhat, pointing in the direction o f  
dialogue such as that exemplified b y  this correspondence in its entirety, 
and the dialogical m ethod espoused in F ra n z ’ essay on “ T h e  N e w  T h in k 
ing,”  in 1 9 2 5  (in N .  N .  G latzer, Fran z R o sen zw eig : H is  L ife  and T h o u g h t  
[N e w  Y o rk : Sch ocken Books, Inc., 1 9 5 3 ], pp. 1 9 8 - 2 0 1 ).



l o g i t e s  fo r m  b e tw e e n  on e a n o th er I  co n sid er  to be the w h o le  
t r u t h . 11* That they make a dialogue with one another is the great 
secret of the world, the revealing and revealed secret, yes, the 
meaning of revelation. This ought not to contradict, but to cor
roborate, your definition in the first of your last three letters, for 
they are monologues in the most real sense, namely, acts of con
fession; and these secret words in one’s chamber turn out to be 
the parliamentary debates of the great day of world history. The 
reason for this is the unity of mankind, symbolized by the “first 
day” of the world, worked out and confirmed by the “last day.” 
Now the doubt that I have already indicated obtrudes itself; 
namely, whether “before” and “after” these dramatic epochs 
there does not lie an undramatic epoch, or to give it a learned 
name, a Sphinx; and so “before” you have logic and the phi
losophy of nature, and “after” the philosophy of civilization and 
theology. I would push this doubt to one side in that I take the 
two “befores” as protology, and the two “afters” as eschatology. 
(Likewise, a corresponding contrast can be suggested, just as 
Kantianism does between logic and the philosophy of nature on 
the one hand, ethics and theology on the other, but the compar
ison is drawn between the second members of the pairs whereas 
Kantianism draws it between the first.)

These two studies of first and last things, however, are, as 
their names, or at any rate the second of them, indicate, things 
which are already and are not still to be made. Thus, after all, 
they do coincide with the “dramatic” epoch; they themselves are 
indeed the only true meaning of the epoch. All monologues are 
only concerned with T p o o r a  and &rxara,178 and it is the true 
synthesis of first and last things to form the meaning of the 175 176

175 Em phasis supplied b y  Eu gen , w h o  later quoted this passage as an 
epigraph at the head o f his D ie Europdisch en R evolu tion en  un d der C h a - 
rakter der N ationen, 2nd rev. ed. (Stuttgart: W .  Kohlham m er, 1 9 5 1 ). 
Bu t do “ things”  live and speak in w a y s  that require us to listen and 
respond? L iv in g  “ creatures,”  certainly—but things} F o r  Eu gen  this dis
tinction is v e r y  definitely not a trifling quibble about a m atter o f “ co n 
ventional usage.”

176 First and last things.
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“ middle things,” that is, the dialogues of world history. The 
whole truth is, therefore, actually contained in history (“ who 
can draw it out holds it”). Schelling’s first and third ages of the 
world are therefore being taken up into the second, and the sec
ond then obviously becomes nothing but the history of the reve
lation of the first and third.

So now you will know why I think in individuals (I prefer 
to say in men), and not in “branches.” That every one of these 
men is the whole is a fundamental truth that I have just now, 
incidentally, rediscovered in a way surprising to myself; that 
the whole, namely the first and third ages of the world, the 
system of philosophy, does not exist except in them (these in
dividual men), insofar as they speak both absolute monologues 
and yet t h e  dialogue. I don’t want and naturally cannot (here in 
Macedonia!) guarantee a trustworthy reproduction of the mono
logue in that letter; what probably offends you is partly the 
simple consequence of brevity in exposition. If I had been more 
circumstantial, I would have limited the possibilities for you to 
hold the opposite view (and so, for instance, to declare to me: 
“The personal experience of Paul is valid” and “The naivete of 
John does not exist in the sense you give it” ). Then your two 
propositions, which I quote in brackets, would also have ap
peared explicitly in what I said; that is, they were there implicitly. 
But what was there about the construction of my ideas that could 
so have roused you to take up arms? That must still be clarified.

Damn it! We are being moved.
[unsigned] 18

18 E u g e n  t o  F r a n z

November 26, 1916
Dear Franz!

Mackensen has crossed the Danube, Falkenhayn the Alt. If 
that is possible, why can’t we approach each other? Externally I
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don’t expect it of an oriental anti-aircraft battery177 178 179—but “tran- 
scendance” might be possible. Let us therefore translate: yes, it 
has been your mephistophelian taciturnity from Leipzig and 4 
Berlin that still leaves me groping. The whole state of affairs at 
that time: I as a beast of prey in a show being stared at by you 
for my lust after raw meat—this asks for some vindication; why 
should I not at long last turn about and chase the inquisitive 
starer and by hunting him force him to play with me, according 
to the prescription: those caught together must hang together.

My circle only disturbs the one who remains outside it. My 
“ n o l i  t u r b a r e  c i r c u l o s  m e  o s ” ™  is therefore Weber’s I n v i t a t i o n  t o  

t h e  W a l t z . ™  If I then find myself fighting against shadows and 
puppets, you get a pleasant moral reward out of this suffering 
injustice, and behind the puppet and Jew’s cap at last appears 
after all the old Adam, I mean to say: Franz Rosenzweig.

My anger is only directed against -logies, -isms, -icians, and 
the like. You see, these modes of expression, applied to living 
things, make me feel sick. I haven’t the scholastic spirit in me, or 
anywhere near me, and because of this lack of sympathy, ac
cording to the most convincing of all arguments, the a r g u m e n -  

t u m  a d  h o m i n e n ,  I mind it in everyone who pretends to make 
swimming movements in this school sand pit as though it were 
fresh, living water—with the one exception of Kant ( n .b . the 
greatest of the Jews). But if I can only translate what I mean, I 
become more forgiving, because then I no longer need to be per
sonal. For “persons, logics, philosophies, social theories, theories 
of conduct”—all these irritate your correspondent. “People who 
reduce things to rational order, take up a definite view or a stand
point, or go along a certain direction”—yes, these I see, hear, 
believe, keep company with.

Of course, we both mean precisely the same thing. And our

177 “ F lak,”  i.e., Fliegerabw ehrkanonenbatterie.
178 D o n ’t disturb m y. circle!
179 T h a t is, instead o f being left undisturbed, Eu gen  invites people to 

join in the fra y. “ Invitation to the W a ltz ”  is an ironical reference to the 
w ell-k n ow n  orchestral piece b y  C . M . von W e b e r.



monologues are the most perfect dialogue between “school and 
home.” (In the end we should have a cue for our parts: I talk 
like the mother of a family and a child at home, but live, i n  p u 

b lic o , in a professorial chair. You are the most private of men, but 
want only to live on in your children, and you talk comprehen
sively like an ecumenical council; I don’t expect to have children 
of my own, only pupils, and I talk in such a way that only my 
partner in a discussion actually understands me.)

So now for your cryptic monologue.180

Your Protology: Eschatology:
Science, Logic Civilization, Theology

Dear Franz, Your Dominicus181 182 wants to present it like this:

The Cross of Reality
“ 1916” The Year in a man’s life (or: male 

understanding)
Self-consciousness (in your language: phe

nomenology)

Elaboration
1. Course of the year (of Nature) 3. World Year (of humanity)
2. Course of life (of Man) 4. Church’s year (of God)

Do these two schemes fit on to one another or not? This “Four
fold division of Reality,” this c r u x  cogitanda182 that can be 
thought in every moment, and which ought and must be thought, 
now works itself out up to the last detail. In the course of the 
year each month is such a cross and falls into: headstart plus four 
special subjects. January, for instance, has the following four:

180 E u gen ’s G erm an at this point ( “ W ahrheitsschleier-m acherischen  
M onologen” ) is an untranslatable pun on Schleierm acher’s M on ologen . 
“ Schleierm acher”  literally means “ veil-m aker.”

181 T h is  is a pun on F ran z’ name as derived from  Franciscus o f Assisi. 
Franz, w h o  w as born on Decfember 2 5 , hated all allusions to any Christian  
analogy. “ D om inicus,”  as the tw in  to Saint Francis, rubbed it in a bit.

182 Literally, a cross to be thought about; figuratively, the most im 
portant matter fo r  consideration.

Opening Bar 

Headstart



Rebirth  
N ew  Year

(N ature)

Knowledge
Humboldt’s

Day

F orce

Break T h ro u gh  
von G orlice

H om e

M obilization

M ap of Peoples 

(N ation s)  
Sedan D a y

Blood rela
tionship 

Y o m  K ip p u r

Individuality

F r e e d o m
Epiph any

Language  
( 1 8 Jan uary 1 8 7 1 )

(M an ) (H isto ry )

A pril

D oubt Facts

Lu ther in K an t
W o rm s

Association

M arx

May
W e alth  (K u ltu r)  

D iirer

August
W a r  Fate

Liittich  F red erick  the
G reat

September
W o r ld  W isd o m  W o r ld  H isto ry  

(Scien ce)
H elm holtz 2 0  Septem ber 1 8 7 0

October
E lective A f -  M o n arch y

Unities
D isco very o f Birth o f F red erick

A m e rica  “ the Successor”

(World Cit
izenship)

E p o ch  of the W o rld  
28  Jan u ary  

(Charlem agne) 
(R evelation)

M athem atics

Gauss

Eq u ality  

St. Paul’s C h u rch

U rg e  to Create  

G oethe

W o r ld  O utlook

2 5  Septem ber 1 5 5 5  

(R eligious peace: 
cuius regio  . . . )

E m p ire

Battle o f L e ip zig



Thus, one finds oneself in every month at this cross, and at a defi
nite step that it indicates and forms, and in this cycle one enters 
on the four different standpoints. But the steps on their part are, 
so to speak, distortions that result from overstressing one par
ticular point of view, and their sequence is a course in the spec
tral analysis of one-sided, human, concrete spiritual bodies.

Thus, to give you examples of this too: M a r c h ,  experience. 
A p r i l ,  knowledge. M a y ,  property. J u l y ,  nature. A u g u s t ,  will. 
S e p t e m b e r ,  perception.

It is just as you say. I always add a few appropriate stories 
to the myth. And so I am also spreading my menu in front of you 
here, and am very happy because we mutually understand each 
other a t  b o t t o m ,  I can readily believe, however, that to you the 
scheme will appear very dry and incomprehensible.

The vision of Hegel and Schelling aimed at just what we are 
seeing today. But don’t you see how Hegel’s Phenomenology 
and Schelling’s “Ages of the World,” owing to the way they 
are done, achieve just the opposite result? They are both cari
catures, nay, contradictions, of the conception of genius from 
which they originated. Schelling doesn’t tell you a story, but he 
talks a b s t r a c t i s s i m e  about e n s 183 and essence and a u c t o r 1M (I am 
reading at the moment that terrible “Bruno”—terrible, that is, 
in his helpless Scholasticism). If only Schelling had had the 
courage to tell a story! Then he would not have been able to 
begin with the Creation but with something known by personal 
acquaintance, and he could have clarified the unknown by anal
ogies from the known.185 “Once upon a time there was a King.” 
Yes, everybody knows what a king is. Or, “Once upon a time the 
world was made.” That will do too, because it is only an analogy. 
But when he is proving the “when” and “why” and “what not,” 
after ten pages one gets fed up and slams the book shut.

Hegel’s Phenomenology: The leap from the table of contents, 
a work of genius, to the fearful digestive process of the elabo-

183 Being.
184 A uth or.
185 E u gen ’s O u t o f R evolu tion  ( N e w  Y o rk : W illia m  M o rro w  & C o m 

pany, 1 9 3 8 ) begins w ith  the Russian R evolution and continues, in reverse 
chronological order, to the M iddle A ges.
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ration, in which each pearl turns to dung in the next chapter 
because the swine greedily devours it—that is the real bankruptcy 
of Hegel’s own plan! The reason, in my opinion, is always the 
confusion of communication and teaching. These books should 
have become communications, that is to say, they should have 
appealed to our intuition. But as it is, regard for their own pro
fessorial gown made these men of the cloister186 so anxious that 
they rejected Holderlin and kept the cloister as an empty shell 
for blind chickens.

People often seem to turn into such remarkable halves of their 
own actual minds. Kant’s second half is Rousseau, and he hung 
him in his room (as its only decoration!) since he said: “Rousseau 
has brought me back into the right path.” “Rousseau proceeds 
synthetically and begins from the natural man. I proceed analyt
ically and begin from moral man.” And while he himself wants 
to stand metaphysics on its head, just as Kepler and Newton 
stood physics, yet he compares for his part Rousseau with New
ton. R o u s s e a u  has brought a comparable order into the theory 
of man’s mind! That is to say, he collaborates in all his own work 
unconsciously with his opposite number, his spiritual better half 
who, he knows, is at work at the same time. All of Kant’s 
“Critiques” acquire a bright gleam of illumination only if one 
sees that his vis-a-vis, i.e. Rousseau, doesn’t lie in an abandoned 
corner of his mind but is his equal; nay, as in every proper mar
riage, his better half.

This half, of whom one secretly dreams, but with whom one 
cannot treat if one is writing for a school aad for school children 
who have lessons they must learn—this half in Kant’s case is there, 
and consciously there. In Hegel’s case, on the other hand, that 
better half vanished from his mind, which soon settled down 
and became pharisaical after it had been the epcos187 to which we 
owe his birth as an original philosopher. But Schelling appears 
to me to remain in a perpetual confusion between both halves, 
without being able to„come to a decision, and himself not to have

186 T h a t is, the U n iversity  o f T u bin gen , fo rm erly a cloister.
187 Eros.
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known properly whether he was living or writing and when he 
should and would do the one and when the other. He is a her
maphrodite.

So, my dear general counter-irritant, that only serves to push 
the inflammation into the opposite direction—or, in plain lan
guage, I fear we are now as much at one in our views and as 
far apart in our use of words as we want to be and as we ought 
to be. But there is still one nut to crack: the invariable religious 
similarity between Jew and Christian . . .  I can’t follow you 
there, unless you only mean it as a hyperbole; namely, if to you

A---- B A —
are equal just because they both touch the same end points. But 
the contrast certainly does not consist in the w h e r e ,  in the locus 
of the religious feeling (not one jot or tittle of it shall be de
stroyed in the New Testament); but over against the calm cer
tainty of the Synagogue we have the perilous, adventurous char
acter of our pattern of life, which tears apart the course of the 
year and of his own life, lays on the heart of each man his own 
Sabbath and his own “Four,” 188 his particular cross, absolves 
him from Cohen’s and Kant’s “love for the remotest,” and leaves 
him only the love for his neighbor. It sets in the Church’s year 
the reconciliation of this violent disruption of the calendar of 
the secular year and of one’s own inner life, by pointing to the 
wandering of the Lord on earth as the far distant goal, and also 
by making the condition that we work out forourselves through 
the v i t a  i m i t a t i v e  this stormy masterful life of “the” man of 
Christ, in that he himself then lives his year in us. Without this 
cultivation of the new man, Sunday is merely bourgeois, a mere 
Old Testament Sabbath for Christians—that is to say, nothing. 
But here breaks in abruptly that provoking forgiveness of sins, 
which produces the dramatic movement of the pattern. You can 
of course say that the Carpathian province of Siebenbiirgen is 
equal to the Wallachian Plain, but have you then achieved any-

188 T h a t is, the “ fourfold  calendar o f concrete life,”  see p. 1 5 1 .
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thing? In the same way, it is true that religion is religion, and 
remains so, and in this sense it is found among Jews and Chris
tians. But put your hand on your heart (for we neither of us 
like them) and say whether it is not also found among Muslims.

No, in the program, viewed abstractly, there is identity; but, 
starting from the same point, the opposition between the two 
religious patterns is bound to become continually sharper as they 
go forward. The “eternal Jew” has a horizontal two-dimensional 
interest in religion, and Time is bound up in him, and it is, as it 
were, always being fulfilled just because it is never fulfilled. The 
“eternal community” has a vertically directed impulse. Because 
it strives in every moment to behave as if it were worldwide, 
because even the individual Christian is almost as the whole body, 
and the microcosm and the God-man is taken seriously, so its 
longing turned towards Time, towards the discerning and ful
filling of epochs. But you know better than I do.

If you can get leave in January, we might see each other for 
a bit, at leisure. Even if I am not the walking stick of Ahasuerus, 
yet I am your walking— Stock.

19 Franz to Eugen

November 30, 1916
Yes, indeed: I have long suspected that you took professors 

of philosophy too seriously. Now it is a good thing that I should 
be the innocent cause of your having seen Rickert at close quar
ters. I can’t shorten my book here and I would not if I could. 
You have unlimited power to do everything, even to offer the 
book to Meiner . . .  I always recognize myself as a southwest 
German student, however little importance I attach to it today: 
one must take one’s first lessons somewhere, and I did it in Frei
burg. I should have" preferred Marburg, though in that case I 
would be as little a Marburger today as I am a Freiburger. But 
it is no accident that the only good popular book on Kant has
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come from Marburg, namely, that of Chamberlain,189 though 
everyone has struggled for this 0,7aXjua.190 191

Your letter has caused me half a sleepless night, because there 
was so much in it that I did not understand on first reading, and 
I do not on principle read anything the second time unless I have 
understood it. N ow  I think I have got it, and I want to write at 
once even if doing so were only in order to make myself read it 
again.

It is necessary (and you do it) to accept the traditional periods, 
and to avoid wanting to be “ original” like the professors—and 
like ourselves when we were still professorial. 1789, 1453, 
( 15 17) ,  476, ( 3 13 ) —these are truths, nay, the essence of history, 
just because they are traditions. T o  present one’s own epoch is 
only possible with permanent reference to this system of co
ordinates of traditional historical truth, and thus only in single 
cases and in order to solve isolated problems. Also, all rational 
communication rests on this.

Our present concern is with 1789 (1781 ,  1794, 1806). You 
yourself refer to the fact that here I am allowing philosophy— 
that is to say, Hellenism—to be effaced from the Church. Mutatis 
mutandis™1 the same holds good of “ everything else.”  For in
stance—I quote myself in order not to go into lengthy details, 
and yet to make clear the connection with what you wrote— 
since 1789 the Church has no longer had a relation to the “ State,”  
but only to “ Society.”  The reason and meaning is that the Church 
has entered on its final (and to use Schelling’s own expression) 
Johannine epoch; that is, it has become withou&substance. Chris
tianity has only now, since then, become a complete miracle; the 
church as an organization and the church of the W ord (the 
epoch of Peter and, since 1517,  of Paul) were still things you 
could actually grasp through the realities that carried them, 
namely, the hierarchy and the Bible. But now the Church is

189 H ouston Stew art Cham berlain ( 1 8 5 5 - 1 9 2 7 ) , the anti-Sem itic race  
theorist, published a book on K an t in 1 9 0 5 .

190 G littering prize.
191 Circum stances alter cases (literally, “ w hen all possible changes have 

been made” ).
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everything; that is, it is no longer constituted as some particular 
entity, and it no longer has as its foil a particular reality beyond 
itself, by which it defines its own particular nature. There is no 
longer any instituted paganism, nor “Greek” wisdom, nor 
“Roman” empire: now there is only Christianity. That is what 
the followers of John’s Gospel wanted from the beginning, and 
yet it did not happen, because wisdom and empire had not yet 
fulfilled their time (you remember what I wrote the other day 
about Gnosticism). This is why, as you so rightly say, the earlier 
real periods, the Church’s own history, assume the significance 
of an Old Testament. Christianity now has the proof of its reality 
behind it. And the Old Testament is something that will disap
pear. So you say, and so say I. But why do you not say that it h a s  

disappeared? I answer, because it has not disappeared, but it w i l l  

disappear so long as this Johannine epoch of Christianity, which 
began in 1789, endures.

It has disappeared insofar as it is history; since Christianity 
now has in Church history itself something that has become his
tory. This means that the Old Testament has ceased to be a col
lection of “types” (the people of God as “type” of the Church), 
and it will cease to be a collection of prophecies, the more the 
prophecies as fulfilled are not merely proclaimed but (in. the 
course of the Johannine epoch) become visibly proved. But with 
these two—Moses and the Prophets—the meaning of the Old 
Testament is exhausted, whether you read it in a traditional 
manner or in Wellhausen’s manner. What remains, and actually 
only entered Christianity in 1789, is the naked Jew, without 
Old Testament. Naturally, he was a phenomenon before too, 
just as all that has been “since 1789” also happened before; but 
now he is there alone for himself, and in fact my whole theory 
which I expounded to you in my preceding letter is valid only 
“since then.” He is no longer a witness of the past (the proof of 
the truth of Christianity, “Your Majesty, the Jews!” );192 he is 
now only an offense Xthe proof of the untruth of Christianity); 
he is not only “he who will disappear” but also he who will have

192 T h e  answ er given b y  a pastor w h o m  Fred erick  the G rea t had asked 
fo r a p ro o f o f the truth o f Christianity.
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disappeared only when the proof of the untruth of Christianity 
can no longer be cited; For this reason it is only now that the Old 
Testament is in a direct sense h i s  Bible, but he himself is still, and 
only now expressly, the Jew of Christianity.

It would no longer be possible today to propose, as Duns 
Scotus was still able to do, in order to secure the truth of Ro
mans n , that after the forcible conversion of the masses a few 
Jews might be artificially preserved on some remote island, until 
the fullness of the Gentiles had been gathered in; but one had 
(out of principle, not from choice—yes indeed, from the spirit 
of the age) to “emancipate” the Jew, because Christianity now 
needs the emancipated naked Jew, the Jew of the Jewish prob
lem. And for the same reason, Judaism could now produce the 
emancipated form of the messianic movement, Zionism, the 
meaning of which you overestimate throughout. It belongs 
throughout to the series of messianic movements that are con
tinually being produced in Judaism, all more or less grand self- 
deceptions, attempts to take the Kingdom of Heaven by force 
“quickly, in our time,” which are necessary to maintain the inner 
dynamic of life of a people cut off (exiled!) from the life of the 
world. It is thus seen by Judaism itself in a remarkable parable 
from Poland that has lately been published.193 Why did even the 
wisest teacher of his age fall for the false messiah, Bar Kochba, in 
the time of Hadrian? The parable is: A sick prince had to be got 
over the night of the crisis of his illness. But he was too weak to 
stand the sleeping draught, so the physician suggested that they 
should give it to him in little doses until he had got through the 
night. And so it happened. The new Zionist movement is a little 
dose of this kind, and if you knew it better than you have cause 
to know it, you would know that the inner history of Zionism 
(the history of its self-consciousness) is the growing knowledge 
of its own ultimately unreal nature.

Now I am reading your letter again. I notice that I have an-

193 T h e  H assidic parable referred to, w h ich  F ran z had read in a peri
odical, w as later included in M artin B u ber’s D e r grosse M a g g id  und seine 
N a ch fo lg e  (F ran k fu rt am M ain: Riitten & Loening, 1 9 2 2 ), pp. 78- 7 9 . It 
appears in English in the same author’s T a les o f the H asidim  ( N e w  Y o rk : 
Schocken Books, Inc., 1 9 4 7 ), pp. 9 8 - 1 1 2 .



swered you all through in my own way, except for what must 
remain unanswered, for which you refer me (and I also refer 
myself) to a future “seeing and experiencing.” You leave me to 
this future, and so do I myself: that is my means of confidence 
and of courage; if I could not do this, I would be damned.

To pass to particular points, even at the risk of repetition: not 
Greeks and Romans; you drop the Greeks yourself later on. The 
Athanasia of the City is not immortality, but inability to die (cf. 
Burckhardt). Rome, originally a 7roXts,194 annihilated the tto\ ls 
in itself (133 b .c . - a .d . 476), became an empire (800), and re
mained one until 1806. Then, not through the usurper by tra
dition (of the eastern Roman empire), Peter the Great, and 
not through the usurper by personal ambition (revolution), 
Napoleon I, but through the lawful heir, Francis Emperor of 
Austria, the empire became an idea, and through Wilhelm II in 
1914 a reality in this new sense. I do not identify Christianity 
with the nations ( e d v r j ) ,  but it itself makes the identification with 
these present-day empires—the Russian one, the “ Indian” one 
created in the fight against Napoleon I, the one founded by the 
Wilhelms, which extends its protection over Austria. Over 
against this there is no longer a synagogue, because there is no 
longer a church, but only a Judaism that also “identifies itself.” 
And so Christianity identifies itself with the empires (the world 
of today), and Judaism identifies itself with itself (the example- 
nothing more, but as such a very handy one—is Zionism). So, in 
this Christian world, which owing to the ever-increasing ful
fillment of Johannine universalism becomes more and more de
void of sensible perception and substance, Judaism is the only 
point of contraction and of limitation and is, thereby, the guar
antee of the reality of that Christian world. If it were not so, 
there would merely be the “empires.” Everything must vanish in 
order to become everything; it alohe must remain (it must be
come itself, identify itself with itself). “We are what we are, but 
we are Jews,” runs the catch of a little Galician song with un- 
surpassably illogical logic—“but,” not “therefore.”

Your theology and mine? No, that is a quite unimportant op
position, but so is that of Harnack and Benedict XV. (Especially

194 C ity  state.
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Harnack! You do not see how Christian he is in spite of every
thing. I read his W esen des Christ entums195 this summer). The 
much more real opposition is Wilhelm II and Constant d’Etour- 
nelles, or Mohammed that so and so, or Rabindranath Tagore, or 
Troeltsch. (For the last named, rather than Harnack, is the real 
Antichrist among the theologians, because he speaks of the peo
ples of the Christian cultural cycle. The upshot would be that he 
would inquire at the Observatory of New Babel when the great 
comet was coming, so that he could establish the absolute char
acter of Christianity in temporal terms.)

Sumerians and Akkadians will not neutralize Moriah, Mara
thon, Butros (as I thought earlier); but that somehow is the es
sence of revelation, to bring an absolute symbolic ordering to 
history (cf. your former letter, in which that was very well ex
pressed). Jews, Greeks, and Romans will remain the everlasting 
contents of history because they are the ’ l o v S a l o i ,  ’' E W r j v e s ,  and 
Tcojuatoc196 of Paul. There will always be a classical ideal, to 
Hermann a Humboldt, to Wilamowitz a Nietzsche; but to 
Evans, Champollion, Grote, Bopp—no one and nothing. (There 
must always be a demand for Greek, but not for the arbitrary 
and bad reasons that I give in the little essay that will already 
have reached you, but for these reasons; and hence not from 
teachers of German and history, but from teachers of religion.)

The Jewish home? Today it is Zionism (in so far as it is not a 
movement, but already an achievement).

Do I know the Epistle to the Hebrews? Yes, and it knows me, I 
think. Our friendship dates from the middle of August, 1913.197

Your F. R.

20 E u g e n  t o  F r a n z

[no date]
D. R.! that is to say: Doughty Rival!

Dove’s Paralipomena lies on the table before me, and has been
195 W h a t is Christianity?

198 Jews, Greeks, and Romans.
197 That is, from the period when Franz was considering baptism.



waiting for three days for me to get a large enough envelope. You 
know what a nuisance it is to get something like this. Thus, as 
ever in the case of a sin of omission, I have been cheated of my 
jest that my “Dove” going to you and yours to me were crossing 
one another. (W hy are mothers so prompt in sending things?) 
He198 really speaks as though from the grave. All his contempo
raries, including Ranke, could not do anything with these dis
coveries of his. But we know it all anyhow. Anyway, the owl 
of Minerva has this peculiar character too;199 it always only be
gins to take notice of things when the wit of fresh minds had 
grasped them anyway. A thousand detours, a thousand wind 
paths, are needed to bring the shaking old men to the point where 
youth is standing. So scholarship is not progress or the bearer of 
progress, but the mark of a substitute for youth, the relation be
tween the generations turned the other way about. In order 
that the old as they advance may keep pace with what the 
young see, the perfect tense of “see,” that is, “know,” is nec
essary. The old man babbles, shaking his head, that he is sur
prised (dav/j,a^wv). “Yes,” he says, “it is really so, I know it” 
(that is to say, “it has been seen”), whereas the young man, in
nocent of logic, as you say, cries in chorus, “Look!” Look more
over at the three voices of the old men, middle-aged men, and 
boys in Greek poetry. On the whole this observation is probably 
a mere commonplace. But the ghostly edifice of scholarship for 
its own sake—about which I have the bad conscience of a heretic- 
falls down for me if one merely crows three times like a young 
cock. (For heaven's sake don't pursue the metaphor further and 
think of the dung heap!)

I  suspend my judgment on the idea of the “Peoples’ School and 
National School.” Now you—or I, it comes to exactly the same 
thing—ought to design as a counterblast a Christian (or Jewish) 
school, or rather a peoples’ school that deliberately exposes itself 
to the risk of its scholars becoming Christians, and so obediently

198 T h a t is, the historian and editor D r. A lfre d  D o ve  ( 1 8 4 4 - 1 9 1 6 ).
199 C f. H egel, W e rk e , vol. V I I I ,  pp. 20- 2 1 , at the close o f the preface  

to the Philosophic des R echtes, referring to Philosophy: “ T h e  o w l o f  
M inerva does not start upon her flight until the evening tw iligh t has 
begun to fall.”



teaches Greek, etc. The tracing out of the natural empire of the 
mind has been a doubtful success in the case of both of us. 
Though we always keep the reservation of the other half, the 
spiritual sword, carefully before our eyes, yet only the one half 
attains to fullness, articulateness, life. (Cf. Konigshaus und  
Std m m e , and your “National School.”200 I would be proud to 
have written that work of yours.)

T e l l  me, couldn’t you represent the other side? Or is the eva
sive remark about lessons in Jewish religion no more than what 
it appears to be to the l e c t o r  n a tu ra l i s t1 who expects from 
cleverness—everything, even such inconceivable modesty? What 
if there is some secret hidden there? Is it that the children of this 
world are wiser than we in building up the Church’s order, and 
we are wiser in speaking of, working and shaping worldly ma
terial? Is it that in order to live one’s life one ought to keep silent 
about what one is and will be? Is there any aL86)s,202 the ald&s 
of the spirit, of which one can deprive oneself consciously and 
deliberately, but do so at the risk of losing real, healthy activity? 
It is that reality, in order to establish us in our divine likeness, 
does in fact demand that we direct our consciousness towards 
something over against it, and direct our love towards our enemy, 
in order to attain the “identity” for which it makes us thirst? Is 
it that in order to know oneself one must know one’s wife, the 
absolutely other, and in order to live oneself, one must live among 
strangers, and experience what is strange? Within the activity 
of reason itself it would thus be necessary to find the escape from 
self in this turning to what is opposed to self. I express myself 
crudely and badly, and by adding more and more I realize I am 
only making it worse. Perhaps you know straightaway what I 
mean.

Man, you have often reproached me that I think more to my
self than I write down, that I demand of people that they should 
read my sentences transparently, when there is in fact no light in 
them. And in just this sense you quote your motto, “The best 
things you can te ll. . . ” And just on this point world history takes

200 T h a t is, F ran z’ “ little essay”  mentioned in Letter 1 9 .
201 T h e  unsuspicious reader.
202 Sham e or reticence.



its revenge on you, for this motto is the only part of your book 
that is a lie. Your whole book is but a triumph of Holderlin’s “On 
the height of consciousness to evade consciousness”;203 it is a con-' 
tinuous assertion: “The best things cannot be told, and must and 
oucrht not to be told.” Because of that motto the whole book is 
sold—skin, hair, and soul—as a topical pamphlet to Diederichs. If 
you strike out the motto, the soul is set free from this natural 
world, and if you put down the actual words of Goethe, then 
you write just as transparently as all the initiated. What will you 
decide?

Your Eugen

2 1 Franz to Eugen

[no date]
Dear R.,

Our letters are crossing one another in a syncopated fashion. 
So I want to hold this letter back until your next one comes, so 
that we may again get into proper step—actually just for the 
sake of order, as otherwise this kind of correspondence, in which 
you don’t let the other person quite finish his say, is very amusing, 
because it reminds one of a lively conversation in which one 
person replies to what the other was just going to say.

To take first the “hard nut,” the “identical” religion: I can’t 
remember just what I wrote, but it doesn’t matter. You are cer
tainly right that the religious life, when it has become a living 
reality, that is to say, the religious person (the product, the type 
the saint, for instance) is something quite different in Jew and 
Christian, and even a contrast, though a complementary contrast, 
like a suture of two bones dovetailed together (thus before God 
they are the same, but before men they are direct contrasts). But 
behind the images on these two coins is hidden the same metal. 
The forms of holiness themselves are different, but the final root 
in the soul—what is one to say in German for “the final root in

203 “ A u f  dem H ohepunkt des Bewussteins ihm ausweichen.”
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the soul”? I only know the word “religion/’ but take it rather as 
the opposite, i.e., as the possibility of holiness, and then we can 
understand one another.

Well then, this religion is a “something in common”; in com
mon, that is, against paganism and “natural religion.” This com
mon religion, quite real, is the human aspect of the common 
objective origin of revelation, also quite real, just as the comple
mentary contrast between their saints is the human aspect of the 
objective oneness of the two faiths, a oneness determined by a 
common goal. Hence the common distinction of this religious life 
from all that stands outside revelation (or puts itself outside). 
Or, more plainly, for the poet only the contrast is visible, because 
he depicts things realistically; but that common potentiality also 
necessarily reveals itself to the thinker. For instance, Heim begins 
with some thirty pages, which describe what is common, and 
from then on begins the dovetailed contrast. I think that such will 
be the method of every systematic presentation that mounts to a 
crescendo. Contrariwise, I could imagine to myself a drama that 
begins with a fortissimo contrast of the actual types and ended 
with their common quality. Just look for a moment at Islam 
(“hand on heart”) . It is, for me, the crucial test. The “good Turk” 
has more in common with Goethe (“In the purity of our heart,” 
“to give ourselves” “voluntarily” “to the unknown” “in grati
tude,”204 “since Islam means given to God, in Islam live and die 
we all”205) than with either Jew or Christian. He doesn’t know, 
and cannot know, the quite otherworldly attitude of the soul that 
yet breathes the world with every breath, an attitude that is pe
culiar to religion within revelation (because only revelation 
means that overshadowing of the world by another world, which

204 In unsers Busens Reine w o g t ein Streben,
Sich einem H oh ern, Reinern, Unbekannten  
A u s Dankbarkeit freiw illig hinzugeben,
Entratselnd sich den ew ig Ungenannten;
W i r  heissens: from m  sein!

G oethe, “ M arienbader Elegie,”  in L y risc h e  D ichtungen, W e im a r, 1 8 1 4  

(Inselverlag edition, vol. II, p. 3 1 2 ).
205 W e n n  Islam G o tt ergeben heisst 

In Islam leben und sterben w ir  alle.
L yrisch e und E p isch e D ichtungen  (Inselverlag edition, vol. II, p. 2 8 ).
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is the objective presupposition of that attitude of the soul). H o w  
that breathing of the world happens is the great contrast between 
jew  and Christian, but that it happens is their common ground. 
In Islam you will always find that God and the world always re
main perfectly apart, and so either the divine disappears in the 
world or the world disappears in God. I could prove that for 
you in great detail. But I shall only go so far: the two halves of 
the form of the well-known confession of faith stand for the 
Muslim as in fact two quite distinct halves. G od ’s Being, set out 
in forty-one dogmas, is not something merely provable, but to 
know the proof is a duty of faith for every man and woman, and 
faith based on authority is equal to unbelief. Prophecy, the con
tent of the last nine dogmas (which are actually not about the 
Prophet, but about the prophets), is a historical fact, which is 
itself of the content of faith, but is not the living foundation of 
faith in the first forty-one dogmas. And his modern, fashionable 
presentation is not a forced interpretation of the original essence 
of Islam; on the contrary, before I knew of it, I had formed the 
same picture from the few  old sources that I knew. (Cusanus, in
cidentally, long ago in his Refutatio Elcorani, criticized the 
“ There is no God but G od ” as a mere tautology—Kant’s analytic 
judgment—and the “ Mohammed is his Prophet” as a mere com
munication.)

Only for Jews and Christians exists that firm orientation of the 
world in space and time; the actual world and actual history 
exist; North, South, Past, Present exist, and are not “ of G od ”  
(that is damnably easily said in the Koran, and translated in the 
West-Ostliche Divan);206 but they came of God, ought to be
come, and only therefore are. W hen Novalis says in his poem: “ if 
I have only Thee,”  and when the Jew  prays it—different names 
are addressed in poetry and adored in prayer, but to say “ I”  and 
“ Thou” in this w ay, and to bind together “ I”  and “ Thou”  b y  
“ having” —this only Jew  and Christian can do, and no one else. 
The Muslim doesn’t “ have” God.

M y  dear fellow, you have already put your menu before me

206 A n  anthology of Eastern poetry as translated into German by 
Goethe.



once before, in July I think it was. Does November stand for 
Forgetfulness? But to come to the point: I envy you the w ay  
you work it out, and above all that you have found such a dy
namic form to work out. You philosophize in festival orations, 
at least in this introductory part. That this is a subjective and 
arbitrary form, something incidental, literature (or if you will, 
Life) instead of scholarship, and that the scholarship only comes 
to light in the actual treatment, is to my mind exactly as it should 
be. I must already have said that to you in the summer. I too al
ready know m y future “ form” ; it is no less arbitrary, but it is 
less personal than yours; what I wrote to you a short time ago, 
namely, the different “ -logies” is my question, not m y form of 
answer. But I have not yet the urge, and thus not yet the right, 
and because that is so, fortunately not yet either the maturity of 
technical scholarship, to work it out. Except for this last point, 
namely, that of erudition, I myself cannot do any more now  
than hold myself in readiness; but that is indeed “ everything.”  
Your “ Year of the male understanding” (the real one, not its 
reflection in the course of the year) is still before me (at least 
I hope so, in fear and joy alike). That arbitrary w ay of speak
ing is our own way. Hegel’s Phenomenology was really only 
thought of as an introduction, and Schelling’s desire to tell a 
story meant something different; that is, it was not meant as 
the forging of an individual w ay of philosophizing. W e  recog
nize the problem of System in the Idealists (the w ay of philoso
phizing as the real crux of philosophy), but it doesn’t control 
the form of our philosophy as it does theirs; we don’t want to 
be philosophers when we are philosophizing, but human beings, 
and so we must bring our philosophy into the form of our hu
manity. (As Hegel did in the Phenomenology. That which you 
call “ swinish” and notice only in the development of his thought, 
Goethe had already found in one place in the preface—“ the fruit 
is the refutation of the flower” —and he left off with an outbreak 
of indignation.)

Kant’s finding his other half in Rousseau has remained quite 
meaningless for the history of philosophy. Instead it created the 
other Kant, namely, the German type of “ Kant,”  that is to say, 
the Kant of whom everyone must sometimes think: Kant and
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Goethe. (Hegel perhaps belongs to the ten “most important 
men,” but certainly not to the ten “most important Germans.”  
A  “ people” is not really included in humanity, just as in fact all 
important concepts are not included in one another—this non- 
inferential character, so-called irrationality, in the relationship 
of concepts, is the real ground for the fact that the problems of 
world history have to be solved by force and so by the Lord of 
all force. Forgive the digression.)

The biographical foundation for this “ and Goethe” of ours 
was the historical “ and Rousseau.”  This is the Kant whom one 
can and must read over and over again, even though one has done 
with him, and rightly so, so far as the history of philosophy is 
concerned. But one has never had enough of the type, or better 
the myth “ Kant” (it would have been quite impossible to write 
a book like Chamberlain’s about one of Kant’s three successors).

N o w  it is our turn. Your letter has arrived. I had sent you 
Dove without really knowing what was in it, in spite of careful 
reading. It is indeed quite satisfactory to find that you find your
self in a similar position. It must be due to the fact that it breaks 
off just when it ought to come to grips. However, these things 
usually confuse me rather than enlighten me with regard to what 
I used to know. Enlightenment generally only comes after some 
little time, after I have forgotten the details. I underline emphat
ically207 all that you say about scholarship. (W h y  aren’t there 
any superlative forms for verbs in German? That is so nice in 
Semitic languages!) But, to come back to the point: we are con
cerned with scholarship, just for this very reason. For “ the turn
ing of the hearts of the fathers to the children”  is, according to 
the final verse of the Prophet Maleachi, a final preparation for the 
last day. Without scholarship each generation would run away  
from the preceding one, and history would seem to be a discon
tinuous series (as in fact it really is) and not (as it ought to ap
pear) the parable of a single point, a nunc stems (as history really 
is in the final moment, but thanks to scholarship, as I have said, 
appears to be already in advance, here and n o w ).

T o  come now to the main question of your letter. Yes, I

207 “ Unterschreibissim iere”
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could have presented “the other side.” It is just as far ready as 
the Putzimum208 was before I wrote it down, namely, quite 
ready; it was thought out too at the time, or even somewhat 
earlier. But it didn’t naturally belong in the Putzianum , and the 
part about the Christian religious education was meant perfectly 
seriously, actually just because it did not contain autobiographi
cal matter which usually stimulates me. So once more I could,
I can, and (between ourselves) I will and I want to (and not 
only “ present,” but act—tomorrow morning, if the war ends this 
evening). That is w h y all you say about it (about working bet
ter in d a rep o v209), is to me only the voice of the tempter, and 
particularly and in fact completely unexpected from you. T o  
strike down aidcos210 is just what is wanted. W e  ought not to 
know any longer whether we are “ being and becoming” or 
“ working and acting.”  One’s life in oneself must be so living 
that without noticing it is already “ in another,”  and one’s life 
in another person must glow as fiercely as if it had not yet been 
taken out of the fiery furnace of the self. That is the goal, and 
a idws is the sign that one is still far from it. (I can say so, since 
aidcos is more familiar to me than the goal.) And so I could take 
that motto just as personally as you understand it. O f course, not 
in that half-baked book, which has dynamic but no soul (there 
was plenty of strong expiration, but no inspiration, and thanks 
could only be returned for one of the graces of breathing, name
ly, for the “ if he releases thee again,”  not for the “ if he draws 
thee again” ).211 But actually the motto is meant to apply not to 
the author but to the subject, to the “ Y o u ” and so to the teach
ers who are challenged to come forward. So the motto doesn’t 
stand as a substitute for a “ foreword” but as a substitute for an 
“ introduction.”  And so I stick to it. If you want to write to me 
about particular matters, please write to me about “ The Lah-

208 Franz’ essay, “Volksschule und Reichsschule” (People’s School and 
State School), in K leinere Schriften (Berlin: Schocken Verlag, 1937). 
The nickname of the essay alludes to that of one of his friends, Victor 
Ehrenberg, who was called “Putzi.”

209 Another.
210 Shame.
211 See Goethe, Lyrische Dichtungen, vol. II (Weimar: Inselverlag, 

1814), p. 20.



guages.”212 I have, I believe, approached very near to you by 
strange, empirical, circuitous ways. I certainly wanted to do this, 
but I just didn’t know how to go about it. It is the advantage of 
simple industry that it carries one towards the goal [ . . . . ] 213 
So I hope that is also the case here.

Your F. R.

212 It was in response to this request from his friend that Eugen com
posed a lengthy statement on “ Sprachdenken” representing a distillation 
of some of the fruits of his own “speech thinking” since long before the 
war— indeed, since 1902. This “ Sprachbrief” (“Speech letter”), written 
in 1916, proved to be the first draft— and the last one, in all save minor 
details— of Eugen’s Angewandte Seelenkunde (Darmstadt: Roether-Ver- 
lag, 1924), now reprinted in his Die Sprache des Menschengeschlechts 
(Heidelberg: Verlag Lambert Schneider, 2 vols., 1963-1964), vol. I, pp. 
739-810. [Also see: Harold Stahmer’s “Introduction” to the Harper 
Torchbook edition (1966) of Eugen Rosenstock-Huessy, T he Christian 
Future, especially pp. xxii-xxvii and xxix-xxxi; and the essay “Biblionom- 
ics,” in Eugen Rosenstock-Huessy: Bibliography/Biography (New York: 
Four Wells, 1959), pp. 13-25.]

213 Here the letter becomes illegible.
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THE EPILOGUE

by Eugen Rosenstock-Huessy

Within a few  months of receiving the last of the letters in 
this volume—that is, the last of Franz7 letters dealing largely or 
entirely with “ Judaism and Christianity’’—Eugen sent Franz two 
“ litanies” that he (and, as he learned later, Franz) felt put a seal 
on the dialogue. T h ey are included here, first as preserved in the 
faithful memory of Franz’ first cousin and confidant Gertrud 
Oppenheim,1 and then as translated into English.

A s to their content, it may be permissible to point out that in 
1916 the two men seemed to be, Franz procrastinating, Eugen 
in a great hurry. Franz, at the age of thirty, had yet to complete 
his formal studies. Eugen, though younger by two years, was 
married, had published several books, and was well established 
at a university. Hence much of the point of the poems may be 
found in the fact that the respective “ delaying” and “ hurrying”  
of the two correspondents seemed now to be on the verge of

1 “Faithful” memory, and astounding memory, as well! Even the au
thor, when asked to prepare the “Letters on Christianity and Judaism” 
for publication, could remember only two lines of the first poem, and 
nothing at all of the second. The latter, the longer of the two, was quoted 
by Franz in a letter (August 17, 1917) to Trudchen Oppenheim “for the 
defense against the pranks of the military mail,” with “explanations in 
verse.”
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being reversed. From 1917 onwards Eugen was, so to speak, re
quested to delay, to postpone, to procrastinate—and he is now 
eighty; whereas Franz, even before learning that he would live 
only a few years more, began to act very decisively, founding 
a family, founding a center of Jewish studies, translating the 
Bible (in collaboration with his and Eugen’s friend Martin Bu
ber), publishing his opus magnum ( The Star of Redemption), 
appointing his successor (Rudolf Hallo), writing articles, re
viewing books and phonograph recordings, etc., etc.

Thus, the biographies of the two correspondents can best be 
understood as a junctim, the one provoking the other. That this 
is so could be documented very fully indeed, but it is doubtful 
that any amount of documentation could convince modern hu
manists, so accustomed are they to treat biographical facts in a 
completely individualistic fashion, of the thesis that two men, 
Eugen and Franz, exchanged life rhythms in the course of their 
encounter from 1913 to 1918. The arsenals of modem historiog
raphy and biography have not yet developed tools for such an 
interpretation.

However, this lacuna in the inventory of modem thinking 
does not impress Eugen very much. A fter all, the twelve apos
tles, the four evangelists, St. Francis and St. Dominic, and many, 
many other groupings represent examples of the interpenetration 
of “ individual” lives. Even Nathaniel Hawthorne and Herman 
Melville got under each other’s skins. Franz and Eugen did ex
change with each other certain fundamentals of their life rhythm, 
in mutuality, and—must it be added?—quite unintentionally, in 
total unconsciousness. Individual purposes or intentions were sub
ordinated to a large extent to a process of re-creation or trans
formation brought about b y a most unwanted, even abhorred, 
exposure to each other.

I
Eugenius Francisco Salutem 

Vielleicht ist jeder gleich:
Gleich vielgestaltig,
Halt er des Wesens Krafte 
Reich gebunden.
Doch blieb es dennoch immer mannigfaltig 
W as jeder an dem andem heimgefunden.

•a1 1 2



Nun seh ich dich wie eine Mauer starren 
Zu Schutz und Halt—ich strom’ in ofFnen Weilen 
Doch ist’s bei dir vielleicht nur letztes Harren,
Zu dem dir schon der Sinne Knospen schwellen.
Nun schein ich dir ein Schwert, zur Tat geschmiedet, 
Und bin doch nur ein schnell verkohltes Feuer—
Ein iiberhitztes Wasser, das versiedet.
Mein T ag rinnt doppelt schnell und doppelt teuer. 
Da bleibt uns nichts als trostendes Bedenken.
Des Einen Last ist Lust dem andem Wesen;
W ir miissen uns einander schon verschenken:
Du hast’s—ich brauch’s—so werden wir genesen.

Perhaps each is alike 
Equally multiple;
Each holds the wealth of his forces tied in one,
Yet so manifold that the other 
M ay realize part of himself in the other.

N o w  I see you as a towering wall
For truculent repulse, myself a foaming water.

However, with you it may be just a last delay 
Before spring swells all the saps in your senses. 
While I who seems a sword bent on sharp action, 
Am  in fact an overheated kettle, water spent.

M y day runs twice as fast, twice as expensive.

One balming thought for comfort may remain:
One’s burden is the other’s joy;
Hence to each other we may have to lend our being. 
One has, one needs: thus, we may convalesce.

II
Item Bund, Alter und Neuer 
Freier, Getreuer,
Siinde, Gesundheit,

m



Hie Rundheit, hie Wundheit,
Zucht hier, dort Ziichtigung,
Ghetto, Verfliichtigung,
Kirche und Synagogen,
Naturgesetze und Regenbogen,
Zuchtwahl und doch das All,
Siindenvergebung und Siindenfall:
Jedem von uns beiden das Seine,
Aber er ist damit nicht alleine.
Hat einen Zwilling im andern Lager,
Des eignen Brustteufels leibhaftigen Schwager,
Seinen guten Engel zum Finden der Maasse 
Seinen Priigelbengel beim Laufen der Strasse,
Seinen Feind im Raum, seinen Freund in der Zeit,
In den Wellen des Widens gleichartig wiegend,
In den Bildem des Stillens sich rastlos bekriegend.
Die ganze Entfremdung des zeitlichen All,
Sein ausserster Atem und Lebensprall,
Das Alter der W elt und sein Zukunftshoffen,
Wieviel zwischen Leben und Tod ihr noch offen.
Die femsten Geschlechter im tausendsten Gliede,
Der siebente Himmel im heutigen Liede.
W ir konnen uns weder lieben noch hassen,
Nicht enger noch weiter zusammenfassen,
W ir miissen uns wundern und weiterreisen 
Im spharenklingend-gesetzlichen Kreisen,
W ir  wandeln uns nicht durch Kampf und Bestreiten 
W ir werden verwandelt im Wandel deFZeiten.
W ir  sind die Zeit, ihr Amboss und Hammer,
W e r erblickt zwischen Amboss und Hammer das Band? 
W er iibersetzt sich den H of in die Kammer?
Dem grossen Vergleicher nur sind w ir bekannt.
Das Leben ist eigen und metaphorisch,
Ist Knechtsgestalt und grossinquisitorisch.
Gott ist das Kreuz und der Davidsstern,
Ist Tagesmitte und fernste Fern:
Fanget an, ruf ich; Haltet aus, schweigst du.
W ir  werfen und halten Gestalten zu.



W ir sind nie welter einander entfernt 
Als wenn wir ein und das selbe vollbringen,
Und wenn wir uns einstens endgultig verdernt,
W ird unser Wesen zusammen erst klingen.
Lehr mich bewahrend warten, indem du dich sicher entfaltest, 
Dass aus der Kraft, der gesparten du Felsenfestes gestaltest. 
Lehr ich dich reichliches Fliessen, weil nur mit feurigem Kuss 
Sich zu weichem Geniessen zahmt der beruhigte Fluss—
W as dies nun ist? Ein so an uns sich tun,
Dass zwar ein jeder nur sich selber pflegt,
Doch grade durch sein vollig in sich Ruhn 
Des andern Herz aufs heftigste erregt:
Concordia discordantium canonum,
Abhangigkeit nicht durch voreinander-prahlen,
Der Zeiten Zwietracht setzt sich in uns um,
Des Christen Himmelreich, des Juden Heiligtum 
Sind Eins trotz Zwei als geistgesetzte Zahlen;
Die Menschen wandeln hier wie Klangfiguren,
Ein reiner Ausdruck aller Gotts Naturen.
Mit Brunst und Streit verwirren sie das Klingen 
Der Spharenharmonien, als die sie schwingen.
Heil uns, wenn w ir uns nicht in einen Sparren,
Ein Larvlein, eine Schmeichelei vernarren,
W enn unsre Bahn, aufstrebend und gesteigert,
Sich jeder Irrung immer strenger weigert!
Und dennoch in der Feme ein Gesicht 
Aufsteigt, dem w ir im Geist verbunden bleiben,
W ie zwei Planeten mit verschiedenem Licht 
Einhellig ihre Sonnenbahn beschreiben.

The Covenant theme:
Here old, here new,
As free, as loyal,
In sins and in health,
Round about, yet wounded. 
Discipleship and discipline. 
Ghetto walls, angelic flights.



Churches—Synagogues.
Physic’s laws, rainbows flitting,
Selectivity, yet universal,
Perpetual redemption, perpetual fall.
Both of us strive into our own.
But neither acts in this alone;
Has a twin grow up as another grain,
O f his own devil the cousin German,
His good angel in getting perspective
Finding fault with him always when together on the road.
Through all times his friend,
In all places his foe,
In the wills’ whirligig equally spinning,
In the mind’s symbols relentless at war.
Oh the total estrangement in the temporal world,
In its ricochets, in its cushion strokes hurled.
The old, old world, and the future all open,
O f lives and graves the endless span,
O f remote generations the thousandth relation,
Yet the seventh heaven in today’s proclamation.
Each other we can neither love nor hate,
Neither tighter nor looser our dominion make.
Astounded we are, and must go on,
A s the spheres will lawfully utter their tone.
W e  are not rebuilt by our fights, our debates,
W e  are reformed as the ages rotate.
O f our own age we are as anvil and hammer.
W ho can grasp the bond between anvil and hammer?
W ho transforms the courtyard into the chamber?
T o  Him who saw all, the split overlaps.
Life seems one’s own, yet is a metaphor,
Is in servant’s shape, and Great Inquisitorial.
God is the cross and is David’s star.
He is noon of today, yet away afar.
“ Oh begin!” I intone; “ N o, endure!”  your silence conveys.
Never are we farther apart
Than when we tread the same road.
And when, one day, we have lost sight of each other,
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Then consonance will permeate us both.
Teach me to wait and to conserve,
While you admit the spirit of unfolding,
So that from pent up strength you may wield the hardest.
I teach you the reckless surrender,
For life’s Incipit must be dared by a fiery kiss.
Let me, wild brook, unleash thy tranquil flow.
What is all this? Acting towards ourselves,
So that each cultivates his w ay to the extreme;
Yet just by centering so completely on his own 
Stirs up his alter ego’s heart to fervid beat.
“ Concordia discordanti.um canonum” 2 
Interdependence not from mutual boast,
In us the era’s discords are metabolized,
The Christian’s Realm, the Sanctum of the Jews 
Are one, though two as figures of the spirit,
As figures formed from sound, so we take shape,
Pure “ inscapes” of G od’s inborn ways.
B y  brunt or quarrel, we only would confound 
The spheric harmonies which through us swing.
Hail to us when we are not fooled by a loose tile,
A  larva, or a flattery.
When our, true track, by bending upwards, mounting 
Proves immune to our own wills’ vagaries.
For, far away, a face keeps rising which keeps us linked 
A s though two planets, in their differing light,
B y  concert circumscribe their solar path.

2 Another litany, written shortly before this one, included the lines: 
“Concordia discordantium canonum”
Das war des Mittelalters ganzer Ruhm.
[Concordia discordantium canonum 
Had been all the glory of the Middle Ages.]
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HITLER AND ISRAEL, or 
ON PRAYER*

by Eugen Rosenstock-Huessy

“/ have never really prayed, and I don’t 
actually know  what prayer is or is supposed to d o ”  

—A  Dartmouth College Undergraduate in His Examination Paper

I

October 19, 1944
Dear Cynthia,1

In the last letter we spoke of Israel’s contribution to antiquity. 
W e  contrasted it with the great Greek achievement. The Greeks 
recognized the Pluralism of the cities of men and listened to H ec
tor’s and Priam’s voice. Achilles and Priam wept together. Israel 
held out for Oneness.

* A  letter addressed to Cynthia Harris, M. D., now a practicing psy
chiatrist in Cleveland, Ohio, when she was a freshman at Radcliffe College 
in 1943. Published later in T h e Journal o f Religion (April, 1945), the 
letter is reprinted here, with minor editorial corrections and addenda, by 
permission of the University of Chicago Press.

1 This is one in a series of letters to a student of history on “The Re
conquest of Our Era.” It is true that in the following text some points 
are mentioned that are treated more fully in other letters. This may seem 
unfair. However, in an independent article the reader would fare no 
better; he also would haye to be referred to another forum for these 
points. Hence, it seems justified to keep the authentic form, as the 
letter has the merit of having been addressed to a real person in need, 
during the earthquake of World W a r  II. [See now Eugen Rosenstock- 
Huessy, Die Sprache des Menschengeschlechts (Heidelberg: Verlag 
Lambert Schneider, 1964), vol. II, pp. 595-735.]
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This specific role of the chosen people was denied by nine
teenth-century critics; The scholars broke the backbone of 
Jewish history by reading Christianity into the last fourth of our 
sources, into the prophets, and by treating the first three quarters 
as the traditions of a nomadic, oriental, tribe who shared the 
superstitions of Edom and Egypt.

We did not find it so. In the middle of the world, Israel pre
ferred to be disliked, for G od’s sake, rather than to worship with 
Bedouins and Egyptians. Abraham, Moses, the Judges and the 
Prophets, were the necessary phases of One majestic cycle—phases 
that unfolded the various aspects of the same basic vision. W e  
were not surprised by this unity, since we had made a similar dis
covery for Egypt. Here, too, the gods of One Sky W orld—Horus, 
Ra, Osiris, Aton—followed each other not by accident but repre
sented “ aspects” of one fundamental experience of cosmic 
majesty.

Since Israel resisted Egypt and Edom, there was no reason to 
be surprised that through Abraham, through Moses, through 
David, through the Prophets, the same protest was launched 
against Edom as against Egypt. T o  embody this protest became 
more difficult as time went on, and the prophets, perhaps, are less 
comprehensive representatives of the protest than the Mosaic leg
islation. Hence it is true to say that Abraham and M ary belonged 
to the same chosen people who had said “ N o ” to the idols of the 
temple states and the bloodthirsty ghosts of the tribes. The first 
day of this “ N o ” was established when Abraham forwent the 
temptation of becoming the chieftain of one more tribe and did 
not sacrifice, in the power of chieftaincy, his son Isaac. And the 
same “ day” was created when Moses, learned in all the wisdom 
of the Egyptians, left their “ sky world” nonetheless. Both these 
acts established the first day of Israel. The last day of Israel was 
created when, to speak in a figure, M ary inside the Promised 
Land was told, “ Flee to E gyp t,”  and when the son of Abraham 
offered himself as sacrifice. It makes no difference that these 
days lasted thousands of years. Once, they began. T h ey testify 
to the fact that man is created and not nature. And man, in turn, 
creates eons and eras: he makes epoch. W e  are asked to pause.

There is, however, a second approach to Israel. And since our 
letters intend to reconquer the past as it speaks to us, this second
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approach recommends itself; it leads not through the political 
acts so much as through the sacred texts. Israel wrote the Bible. 
To this day, the church universal, regardless of denominations, 
prays the psalms of David.2 As a power in our own days and as 
a question mark to our own future, Israel speaks to us most im
mediately through the Psalms. For this reason, we shall now make 
a second start. The unique historical creature Israel wrote the 
Bible. Can we do without it? W hat was created by Israel that 
must go on forever? W h y  is Hitler wrong? Or is he right? The  
simplest w ay to answer these questions might be to look at the 
kind of language created by the Jews. N o  language that has not 
been revitalized by a translation of the Bible distinguishes clearly 
between the acts of God, the properties of nature, the roles of 
man.

The shaman in the tribe was the ecstatic incantator for the 
whole tribe. The Egyptians (and all other temple states) spelled 
the cosmic laws upon stone and papyri. Israel’s Bible has added 
a new dimension of language to tribal and templar speech. And  
since we know already that man is man when he speaks or listens, 
Israel would not be unique in human history if her speech had not 
rung out with a new tone.

W e can reopen our ears to this new tone, thanks to Hitler. 
Hitlerism is a plunge into the pagan world of tribes and temples 
as it existed before Judaism arose. N o w  what is lacking in H it
ler’s linguistic equipment? If he actually does (as he boasts) be
long to another solar constellation, he belongs to the pre- 
Israelitic world; if this is so, he must be unable to say something 
that the Bible says on every page. And so it is indeed. This letter 
deals with the element absent from Hitler’s mighty speeches.

B y speech we recognize and orient ourselves and others. T h e  
tribes recognized themselves and their clannish order in animals 
and stones, trees and mountains. T h e y called themselves lions 
and foxes, crows and eagles, because man must somewhere get 
orientation for his bewildering freedom.

The temples depicted the sky world. In the stars, men recog
nized their own proceedings.

2 O n  this stupendous fact see the essay, “Kirche und Menschheit,” in 
Eugen Rosenstock and Joseph Wittig, Das A lter der K irche (Berlin: 
Verlag Lambert Schneider, 1927), vol. I, p. 98.
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Israel built a temple, it is true, but they added that God did 
not dwell in it, as the gods of all other temples did: Israel voided 
the Temple. Israel circumcised her young men, it is true; but 
they did it to the child In the cradle, not to the initiate novice of 
the fertility orgies: Israel voided the rites. Israel wrote “ poems,”  
but she denied that she “wrote” them lest man-made “ poems” 
became idols. She insisted that she was told and that she replied: 
Israel voided the arts. In these three acts she emptied the three 
great “ speeches” of the heathen, the tribal, the templar, and the 
artistic, of their lure and spell and charm.

But Israel recognized herself in the divine “ N o ” spoken over 
man’s naive pretenses. Majestically, the Bible is based on three 
divine “ N o ’s.” The first is Man’s Fall, called his fall, made into 
his fall by G od’s judgment. The second is the Great Flood, 
judging the W orld of Tribes. And the third is the Exodus, the 
leaving of the temples and the fleshpots of Egypt, and the con
demnation of everybody connected with the witchcraft of 
Egypt; since he used sorcery once, even Moses could not enter 
the Promised Land.3

In listening to G od’s “ N o ,” Israel recognized herself as G od’s 
servant, merely a man in the face of G od’s majesty. In this “ N o ”  
all merely human desires are burned out, and our notion of G od ’s 
will is cleansed. “ Revelation” is a knowledge of G od’s will, after 
his “N o ” to our will has become known. O nly then is God pure 
future, pure act—only when all his former creations stand ex
posed as non-gods, as mere artifacts. T o  have revealed what is 
not God is the condition for all our understanding of God. On 
this basis the Jews became prayer. Israel is neither a nation nor 
a state nor a race, but it is prayer. W hat are the prayers of E gyp t  
or Rome, the prayers to Apollo or to Osiris, compared with the 
one hundred and fifty Psalms? The universal priesthood of all 
the Christian churches prays these psalms to this day. Isn’t that 
strange? W h y  should there be something insuperable in these 
psalms? W h y  is it correct to say that the Psalms embody Israel 
as much as Abraham, Moses, or the Prophets? Because all Israel 
is prayer. The whole world repeats the Hebrew word “ amen.” 4

3 Numbers, chap. 20.
4 Read the magnificent chapter on “A m e n ” in Ernest Hello, Paroles 

de Dieu (Paris, 1877), pp. 481-503.
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This prayer of true faith, of “ amen,” was separated from spell
binding, from magic, by Israel’s faith. As you will remember, 
the slowly growing division of plainchant into music and speech 
happened before—in the temple city. But speech was still spell. 
And it remains spell in Hitler. He is a spellbinder. Things that 
merely exist—such as his own “ blood,” the invincible nature of 
Siegfried, the Germany of his dreams before 1914 (and dreams 
are things, too)—are naively invoked in his speeches as deities. 
T h ey have ceased to be data; they are gods. T o  Hitler, they are 
the only powers that direct the world.

The God who beckons us from the end of time as the common 
destiny of man is an abomination to the pagan leader because 
this living God is not found in any past. He quite logically is 
denied by Hitler, whether he comes as the messianic God of 
Israel, as the Founder of the Church, or as the speaker of the 
Sermon on the Mount. Hitler persecutes Protestants, Catholics, 
and Jews. The fact that he has singled out the Jews has historical 
reasons. They bear the brunt of Hitler’s attack because the same 
furor Teutonicus was let loose twice before on the triad of Prot
estants, Catholics, and Jew s in Germany. Since this fact is un
known in America, I hasten to inform you of the two previous 
occasions. After 1825, the Lutherans, after 1871,  the Catholics, 
bore the brunt of the attack. But, each time, the two other groups 
were persecuted, too.

The old Lutherans resisted a change of their Confession of 
Faith, introduced by the king of Prussia. A fter 1825, for more 
than a decade, Catholics and Jews came in for their share in this 
outburst of a bored and frustrated prince.5

The second outburst was let loose by Bismarck after the Reich 
was constituted. This was called the Kulturkampf against Rome; 
and in the United States, the K u Klux Klan and Blaine’s “ Rum, 
Rebellion, Romanism” were feeble parallels. Again, though the 
spearhead was directed against the Roman Catholics, the Prot
estant independents and the Jew s came in for their share of abuse 
in the following decade.

5 One of the persecuted “Alt-Lutheraner” was Henrik Steffens, who 
inspired Grundtvig, the father of the Danish People’s High Schools. You 
can find the facts in Eugen’s biography of H enrik Steffens (“Schlesische 
Lebensbilder,” vol. IV [Breslau, 1932]).
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Hitler, therefore, is the third attempt to free the German na
tion from any check on its nationalistic conscience. This time, 
the triangle Luther-Rome-Israel is attacked foremost at the 
Jewish comer. Also, the attack is far more violent than the two 
former. Again, however, the attack comprises persecutions of all 
three groups. All Jehovah’s Witnesses, for instance, who did not 
recant, by insulting M ary and Jesus grossly, were shot in Hitler’s 
camps.

The order of attack, then, was:
1825 ff.: Protestants, Catholics, Jews
1872 ff.: Catholics, Jews, Protestants
1933 ff.: Jews, Protestants, Catholics
Obviously, the furor Teutonicus cannot this time be laid by a 

Catholic restoration. The abyss has opened more deeply. Hitler 
hates everything started by the Jews, including democracy and 
the Freemasons. W h y? T h ey all know of the insertion of G od ’s 
“N o ” into history as a vital element. But a spellbinder must be 
sure that his spell will work under all circumstances. This pre
vents him from admitting G od’s “ N o ” to the fabric of history.

Hitler’s will and his god’s will are nauseatingly one. The great 
art of speech has made Hitler crazy. Since he has the privilege 
of speaking, of inflaming the masses, he spellbinds. And so he 
hovers as a ghost from the abyss of paganism, a ghost of the days 
before God touched Israel’s lips with his fiery coal: “ M y  will, O  
mortal, not thine, be done.”

The specific character of biblical prayer explains the unique
ness of the Bible. W e  can’t forget the Bible because the divine 
“ N o ” was created, in our speech, during those thousand years 
of Jewish prayer. And all the other departments of our linguistic 
faculty rest on this clear distinction between prayer, on the one 
side, and science, poetry, fiction, and law, on the other. If we do 
not pray with Israel, we cannot retain our Greek mathematics 
or our Roman law. This will sound arbitrary or exaggerated at 
first reading. But it is simple truth.

A s long as spells bound the material world of sky and earth 
together, astrology and magic could not become astronomy and 
techniques. E very arithmetical problem remained a religious 
task, to be executed b y priests ceremoniously and with exulta
tion. Pharaoh had to build temples by spells.



We srate today that 2 and 2 are 4, and 4 and 4, 8, without 
raising our voices. The essence of mathematical symbolism is the 
fact that the voice is not raised when stating the truths of mathe
matics. Figures, graphs, triangles, are designed to be conceived 
unemotionally. W e  master the secrets of mathematics best when 
we do not raise our voices.

But this is tremendous news. Never before had speech been 
used without deep excitement. The shaman foamed at the mouth. 
The priests in the temples lay prostrate.

Israel taught the Gentiles to distinguish. The world that is 
under man’s care must be elucidated by a divine clarity, b y a 
mind acting with G od’s superior, dispassionate, penetration. 
“ T w o  and two are four,” though very wonderful, may be jotted 
down casually. But this is impossible unless man’s passion is al
lowed to express itself in the realm where we are not in G od ’s 
place, as we are with regard to matter. Prayer is speech that is 
spoken in the highest excitement because the act is extremely im
portant and because, at the same time, we ourselves are relatively 
powerless. In such a crisis everything we say is either prayer or 
blasphemy. Tertium non datur. The mathematicians who try to 
have science, genuine science, without prayer defeat their own 
ends. T w o  great examples of blasphemy may elucidate this 
strange thesis. One comes from Greece, the other from G er
m any-tw o countries in which science went mad.

In one and the same century of Athenian history, Socrates 
lived and the city-god of Athens, Demetrios the Macedonian 
(also called Poliorketes). He belongs in a history of science. In 
399 Socrates died. Later, Plato established his Academ y at the 
city gates. Aristotle organized the sciences. Their disciple 
Demetrios of Phaleron became mayor of Athens. The mind 
seemed to triumph: a philosopher was king. And a good king he 
was. But in 307 b .c . Demetrios of Phaleron was expelled. A  rough 
Macedonian officer was proclaimed the city’s god and savior and 
the most enlightened city of the world, in an ebullition of blas
phemy, kneeled before a mortal in adoration. And Germany, a 
nation of scholars if there ever was one, which had seen the 
mental masterpieces of Kant, Schopenhauer, Hegel, Fichte, 
Schelling, fell prostrate before “ the new Christ,”  as A dolf Hitler



was called to my face by a Protestant parson in the summer of 
1933, “Hitler is Christ/’ the parson declared!

Great nations can fall as fast as individuals. The idea that 
prayer is a private affair is erroneous. It is a worldwide institution 
as much as science, and it must check our other trends. The Jews 
checked these trends. T h ey staked their whole existence on the 
faith that God, not men, is in process of creating Man. The H e
brews left the arts and crafts to the Gentiles not for any lack of 
talent but for the one function that would make the passionless 
speech of mathematics and science innocuous. T h ey made possi
ble a better use of speech by the Gentiles because science and 
prayer became distinguishable in the divine “ N o .”

The terror and glory of the prayer in the Psalms, in Job, lies 
in this incessant abandonment of man’s self-will to G od ’s will. 
W hat true prayer is, then, we know only from the Bible, just as 
we owe the arts and sciences to the Greeks. Homer is our univer
sal humanist. But his gods are poetical; they are not our gods. God  
becomes universal by true prayer. Mathematics are true for all 
when we don’t have to raise our voices; G od is true for all when 
we praise him at the top of our voices. The Jew s have universal
ized prayer. Their prayer leads to the true knowledge of God. 
This is nearly forgotten. You do know, however, what science 
is from its style, its manner of speech, its dispassionate rendering 
of the words. The majority of people today think that this noise
less, unemotional conduct is comprehensive enough. Hence that 
is all language means to them—a kind of toneless reporting and 
reasoning. But science collapses without its opposite pole, prayer. 
N o  wonder that, in an era of mere science, spellbinder Hitler won 
out. Because theirs is the w ay of speaking of absent or deaf 
things, these scientists may talk noiselessly. Science speaks of 2 
and 4 and 8 in its cold manner because 2 and 4 and 8 are not peo
ple who listen. T h e y have no names; they do not resent being 
called scientific names. It is in our power to name things as we 
please. But can you call a person “ N o  Lu ck”  or “ Idiot”  without 
getting into trouble? Can you whistle the One Hundred and 
Fiftieth Psalm: “ Let everything that hath breath praise the 
Lord” ?

The mathematical ideal of the modem logician is “ thing-



faced/’ The actual clannishness of the same logician or scientist 
is of no concern to his theory of speech. When someone drafts 
him and gives him orders—“Turn about/5 “Double time55—he * 
wonders over this new use of language. And when a spellbinder 
comes, the scientist obediently makes bombs, fighter planes, V -i 
and V-2 weapons? The emotional strain on the whole community 
in wartime should refute the scientists5 philosophy of language. 
He, the scientist, suddenly thinks and toils not for science but 
for victory. He has fallen into the network of quite another type 
of speech.

At this moment our scientists might well study the true pedi
gree of our power to speak and to write and to listen. Then they 
might come to know why Hitler was the answer to the arrogance 
of science. They might perceive that if “ Tw o and two are four55 
and “The horse is black55 were all we needed of speech, the spell
binder Hitler would not, could not, have won out in Germany. 
But he knew the fallacy of this rationalistic reduction of language 
to mere description. His instincts and his experience advised him 
to plunge back to the time before our era of noiseless speech. His 
speech was demagogic; he did not think of things but talked to 
people. W e “ think55 of mute and deaf things; but, equally, we 
speak to, and are spoken to by, resentful and excitable people. 
The function of speech, through which people speak to each 
other, precedes science. In the days of Egypt and of the tribe, 
spell had not separated into mathematics and prayer, into Greeks 
and Jews. The Greeks in our midst today, i.e., the scientists, pro
claimed that mathematics sufficed; but the permanent need of 
people to be spoken to called for some counteraction to scientific 
logic. T w o ways were open. Either the spellbinder could be 
called for, or else the true twin of mathematics, prayer, could be 
reinstated. The spellbinder identifies his audience’s will and the 
divine will, while true prayer separates these two. N ow , what 
will a nation do whose scientists have poked fun at prayer and 
have destroyed people’s faith in prayer? For we cannot live 
through great calamity by mathematics alone. Prayer, with its 
“ N o55 to our will, was pooh-poohed; mathematics had to do only 
with things; people had to fall for the charmer. Hitler became 
the mouthpiece of all their dreams; he won out when the clergy
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of God had been squeezed out by the clergy of mathematics. And 
Hitler, or someone like him, could win out anywhere for the 
same reason. For speech is threefold: it is used for things, it is 
used to address people, and it is used when we listen to God. It 
must be one and the same speech by which these three procedures 
are fulfilled. Since speech is indivisible, demagogues will reduce 
G od’s will to your and my desire, as long as the educated people 
officially treat speech as pure mathematics. But true speech is the 
alternation between prayer, mathematics, and conversation. If 
a man is only a man-about-town, he may converse, but he cannot 
tell the truth to anyone. For we only know of the truth by dis
tinguishing between our will and G od’s will. Our assumption of 
a man who can be only conversational proves untenable. Simi
larly, if a man were to pray in mystical ecstasy only, there would 
soon be no man to pray. And if we spoke or wrote mathematics 
only, the division of labor would separate us in murderous dis
integration, as it separated Cain and Abel.

N o, in one and the same language must I say: “ The Lord is my 
shepherd,”  “ T w o  and two are four,”  and “ H ow  do you do?”  
and my sanity depends on m y ability to alternate between them. 
The logicians must enlarge their concept of truth. That 2 and 2 
are 4 is only one aspect of the truth. For what about a man’s 
obstinacy when he knows that he is wrong and will not admit it? 
And, on the other hand, what about a man’s endurance who is 
right—so he believes—but who is constantly reproached by others 
for his views? A n y  truth—for instance, that “ the earth revolves 
around the sun” —lies between the two millstones of one person 
who upholds it against resistance and danger and another person 
who denies it against evidence and logic. The objective “ truth,”  
that the earth revolves, does not come into existence unless two 
people fight it out. But, in this fight, prayer is the only power 
that can hearten Galileo and discourage his opponents. Since 
neither is as yet absolutely sure of scientific truth, both must be 
steeped in a much more absolute relation to truth. Out of their 
prayers, the power of their prayers, scientific truth finally 
emerges! “ The earth revolves” is the external result of a battle 
between false and genuine prayer. For this reason we need 
science, prayer, conversational talk—all three—lest the people



perish. And today they perish from too much mathematics, from 
the bombs made by science.

Many a scientific mind hates to admit its polarity to the spirit * 
of prayer. But hate blinds; and so science sees its nice academic 
world shaken by spellbinders. Theoretically, the scientific minds 
and semanticists and symbolic logicians and all other shades of 
rationalism abhor spellbinders. But, practically, science has called 
for Hitler because science no longer has a true philosophy, no 
longer knows of its limitations. Scientists should crave their op
posite: that white heat of speech, during which man’s will is sep
arated from G od ’s will, and men come to know G od’s will as 
differing from their own wishes and from any leader’s will.

The Germans all knew in 1918 that the W orld W a r had been 
lost deservedly. Faith accepted the defeat. But it takes faith in 
God to accept defeat fully. If there be no divine will, then our 
will must reign supreme. Naturally the whisperers came—those 
all-knowing ones who cannot be named but who are always being 
quoted—those who said: “ It was a stab in the back,”  “ It was this 
or that,”  “ It was unnecessary,”  etc. The reaction was inevitable: 
“ W e  shall undo the defeat.”  Whispering is unauthorized speech. 
The devil is any person who does not wish to be quoted; and so 
he never attains the rank of a person. For a person accepts G o d ’s 
judgment over what he has said or done. Thus can he come to 
know the truth. The devil never receives his verdict because he 
whispers only and never speaks truly and confidently.

So far, this German whisper was but natural. General Boulan
ger in France and the K u Klux Klan in the South reacted similarly 
to defeat. But the inspired speech that restrained the unauthorized 
whisper was too weak. Some of us said: “ Our defeat was no acci
dent. It was the transformation of Germany for a new task.”  But 
we were too recent voices. The people who had believed only 
in science, and who could not distinguish between spell-binding 
magic and prayer, now fell for the stump speakers.

W e  have witnessed Hitler’s Wagnerian “ spell” ; we may now  
see prayer in crisis when everything depends on the distinction 
of your will and G od’s will. W e  will appreciate the new language 
instituted in the words: “ Though he slay me, yet will I trust in 
him.”



Perpetually, the whole gamut of tones from the outcry of 
prayer to the toneless thought of mathematics must be trained 
into a man and a nation. Otherwise the very vanity and arrogance 
of the logician may cause a relapse into magic, sorcery, astrology, 
and witchcraft. Invariably, the scientist who claims for science 
the primacy of speech lands us with the primates, the apes. But 
in the agony and leaps of prayer, man’s mind is reborn. When we 
simply exclaim “ For God’s sake!” our hearts leap into a new 
frame of mind. W e accept G od’s government of this world as a 
new fact. In the same manner, when Archimedes shouted his 
“Eureka!” he was divine, and he shouted and did not use mathe
matical logic to express his elation.

All scientists rejoice in their findings. If they didn’t, their dis
coveries would not be worthy of much respect. You have to 
throw yourself into the unknown, in fear and trembling, and yet 
in the white heat of faith, if you hope to hear G od’s answers to 
your prayers.

T o  pray, then, means to be at the opposite pole from “ 2 and 
2 are 4.” It means to have accepted the fact that the whole se
curity of past conventions is no match for G od ’s will with us, at 
this moment. True prayer supposes that “ anything might hap
pen” and that, “ with God, nothing is impossible.”  True prayer 
could not exist inside tribal or temple worship. It was created by  
the creators of the future. And hence it came to pass that God  
spoke through Moses and the prophets and that the Messiah was 
born in Israel.

II

True prayer breaks spells. This may best be understood by 
looking at the prayer of prayers in Israel, the prayer on the D ay 
of Atonement. This prayer explains all the prayers of Israel.

You will remember the feat of the Egyptian calendar, which 
imparted rhythm to a whole people’s behavior through the year. 
Their calendar identified two behaviors: that of the Nile and 
that of the people. The people wept with Isis lest the fertilizing 
flood go to waste; they rejoiced when, by their intervention, 
Osiris came to life in their crops. The calendar was a spell cast by

189



the cosmos upon the human will. A calendar, we said, was the 
score by which the nation in antiquity moved rhythmically in 
harmony with the sun, moon, and stars. The calendar was the ' 
order of behavior for the community. The very word “ calendar,” 
as we use it, is derived from the first day of the new year, the 
calendae in Rome, but that is suggestive enough, for it meant 
that he who said A  must also say B and C. B y entering the first 
day of the year, the whole year was upon us. W e  were ineluc
tably immersed in its rhythm.

The Jews fought this subservience to the calendar’s spell, for 
their calendar replaced the events in nature by events in history. 
Easter ceased to be a “ spring” festival; Sukkot was not a harvest 
festival. And the climax of their fight against the calendar of 
Egypt became their highest holiday, the D ay of Atonement. It 
was celebrated as the day of emancipation from all vows, prom
ises, preconceptions. On the D ay of Atonement Israel prayed for 
the cancellation of all vows, promises, devotional or ascetic of
ferings entered upon by a Jew  during the year. Every year, 
every seven years, every seven times seven years, Israel stripped 
herself of all obligations that might interfere with G od ’s will. 
These obligations might degrade the year to an Egyptian year: 
the Egyptian who said “ A ” on the first day of the year found no 
freedom from the year’s magic for the rest of the year—indeed, 
for the rest of his life! The individual Jewish Sabbath once a week 
is a mere reflection of this Sabbath of Sabbaths once a year. The  
character of Israel centers in the D ay of Atonement, when all of 
the nation’s self-will is annihilated. For this reason, the Jewish 
prayer for the annihilation of vows and obligations on this D ay  
of Kippur became the great divide between Jews and Gentiles. 
Anti-Semitism centered on a violent resentment of this Jewish 
presumption. H o w  could law and order subsist on earth, asked 
the Gentiles, if a man could offer them to God every year as 
mere pretense and could ask God for a new order? W as this not 
to introduce rebellion, insecurity, anarchy, to the relations among 
men? Throughout the later Middle Ages, down to 1800, any 
Jew  in Europe who entered upon a contract with a Gentile had 
to take a gruesome oath; by this oath he abandoned rights or 
claims that might result from his prayer on the D ay of Atone-
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merit! It was an intentional misunderstanding, of course, since 
contracts between two men were not involved in the Prayer of 
Prayers. But it was nonetheless significant. The naive pagan prin
ciple that “ my will is my god” and the Jewish principle that 
“ in G od’s ‘N o ’ we should recognize ourselves” came to blows in 
the violent curses of this oath, imposed on the Jews by their 
gentile neighbors. W hen we read these curses today, they make us 
recoil by their refined cruelty. T h ey illustrate dramatically the 
absolute and ineluctable contradiction between the sky-world 
of external spells and the new world of purified prayer.

In 1 800, one great element of this Jewish prayer finally entered 
the laws of the Gentiles. N o  one could sell himself into slavery 
any longer. And a worker’s contract cannot be enforced on land 
by force. The employer may sue a man for breach of contract, 
but he cannot ask the police to drag the man in chains to his 
place at the lathe. If the man does not appear “ in person,”  the 
boss may sue for damages. This means that the “ personality”  
of the worker has won freedom from any obligation. His prop
erty is liable; but his soul may obey higher orders. Also, a con
tract involving personal services cannot be entered for more 
than a short number of years. Obligations of this kind cannot 
fetter a man for a lifetime.

These legal innovations on the part of the Gentiles were the 
baptism of civilian law by Jewish messianism. It cannot have 
been an accident that they came at a time when Jewish emanci
pation became a fact. The rigor of pagan self-surrender to a 
man’s own will had to be softened before the pxayer of mankind 
(Israel’s spirit) and the mathematics of mankind (Greek ge
nius) could live in one commonwealth.6 The covenant of Greeks 
and Jews, in our times, rests on the common victory over the 
pre-Jewish and pre-Greek spellbinding astrology of “ E g yp t”  
and all it stands for.

W e  have spoken throughout this letter of true prayer. A ll 
times and places have heard sincere prayers. The Bible itself as 
well as the Fathers of the Church have always taught that gen-

6 See the chapter, “The European Genius of the Isle de France,” in 
Out of Revolution: Autobiography o f W estern Man (Ne w  York: Wil
liam Morrow & Company, 1938).
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nine prayers have been offered to God from the beginning of 
history. True prayer, then, is not a monopoly of the Jews. But it 
is true, just the same, that the Jews have sacrificed their very ' 
existence for the establishment of true prayer as an ineluctable 
rock against a relapse into ghosts and spells. This is a hard lesson 
to accept. When, for instance, more than twenty years ago, 
Friedrich Heiler wrote his great volume on Prayer which made 
him leave the Roman church, he was overwhelmed by the world
wide flow of prayer. Believers and unbelievers, Gentiles and 
Jews, savages and civilized men, all pray. The volume made this 
spread of prayer its foremost concern. And it certainly created 
an indelible impression. He told how desperately all human be
ings before our own days prayed. The differences, then, between 
true and false prayer, though not denied by Heiler himself, did 
become of secondary importance in the minds of many of his 
readers. His book was a truly academic book: it declined to take 
sides between true and false prayers. It analyzed only. True 
prayer, however, as seen against spells and charms, magic and 
witchcraft, is not to be taken academically and catalogued. False 
prayer must have no future. True prayer must go on. The in
tellectual pride of our reason-made purposes must be dissolved. 
A  “ N o ” must be invoked over the makeshifts of our past or the 
accidental ideals of our present being. Whether or not we call this 
purge “ prayer” does not matter. It is prayer, true prayer. A ll true 
prayer begins with establishing distance between two poles: one, 
the sacrifice of a mortal’s own ideas and ideals, i.e., his self-will, 
thus making room for G od’s will by repentance; the other a 
majesty of light, future, creativity. Prayer is the act by which 
the potential between the two poles, God and man, is enhanced 
or enlarged; the hollowness of man and the glory of God both are 
increased. A n y analysis of the hundred and fifty Psalms and the 
grouping inside of them, or the order of service in every church 
since the days of the apostles, will prove that a definite sequence 
of true prayer is indispensable. The soul must become able to 
receive her order of the day. Therefore, the weeds of her own 
preconceived routines must be cleared away. And the “ N o ” 
spoken over these weeds of our wills must precede the creative 
“ Yes” out of which we shall live tomorrow.



Now, in the pre-Jewish world people certainly did and do pray 
as desperately as in any world. But in the worship of clan and 
temples, G od’s “ N o ” is not yet established once and forever in 
its true place. The faithful are led to believe that rites and cus
toms, calendar dates, and sky apparitions will reveal to them who 
they are and who® God is. Instead of their own will, some visible 
victim is sacrificed. It is, therefore, not at all contradictory to 
retain the two assertions which to the last generations seemed 
mutually exclusive: First, that all men of all times genuinely 
pray. Second, that mankind would have destroyed themselves by 
pseudo-prayers as the result of their own ideas if true prayer had 
not been established as the historical contribution, the perpetual 
intercession of Israel.

You may ask: But is there any need for this representation of 
true prayer in our own day? In some form, certainly. If true 
prayer is not represented in a fashion that excludes any relapse 
into prayer mills, incantations, charms, and sorcery, we shall in
vite disaster. The most imminent danger comes from psychology. 
T o  this day our psychologists hang on to a pre-Jewish theory of 
man because they ascribe to him will, intellect, and feeling. In 
this pagan theory or idea of man, his power to love, his “ Eros,”  
is made into a desire, a form of his will. And his intellect is con
sidered a part of himself. Israel and Christianity both scorn such 
a psychology. True prayer teaches the soul who prays that this 
intellect is given him not as a tool of his self but as a power to 
judge himself. And true prayer further proves that human will 
and the love of God have nothing whatever in common. A ny 
psychology fails which confuses appetite and love, will and char
ity. Rightly, the Swedish book on the difference between the 
Platonic eros and the biblical agape has made a deep impression 
upon theologians. The only thing one could wish were that the 
professional theologians would not have made this newly dis
covered agape into a “ religious” or specifically Christian notion. 
That Plato’s eros is a fiction and that agape is a fact of our soul 
is everybody’s daily experience. His loves emancipate a man 
from his self-will, and his intellect illuminates him so that he 
can rise above himself. Prayer, this universal fact of historical 
man, is the key to his psychology. It proves that man has intellect



to seek connection with a truth more valid than his own exis
tence, and that man has love lest his self imprison his soul. True 
prayer must be considered a fact of history before psychologists 
can claim that their inventory of the human faculties makes 
sense. We are far from that. Modem psychology goes so far as 
to call God—who is in truth the only “I” of the intellectual pro
cess—and the creativity of love, by the term “Id”; to call love, sex; 
to call charity, faith, and hope mere expressions of the human will; 
and to call the intellect a tool in the service of “ enlightened self 
interest.” Prayer, on the contrary, tells us not so much who we 
“ are” but rather, and far more importantly, who w e are meant 
to bel

Modern psychology denies the existence or the possibility of 
prayer. It has therefore made it quite impossible for the world 
of Gentiles to understand the services rendered by Israel. Israel, 
by her very existence, saved the world from the endless spells of 
Egypt and of the Spanish Inquisition. Today Freud and Hitler 
might well shake hands; both have tried hard to disestablish Israel 
and true prayer.

And immediately we see the rise of world-wide spellbinders 
and race-worshipers, of dictatorships, and superstates that un- 
repentingly identify their will and G od’s will, their world and 
the real world. No separation of Caesar and Christ is recognized. 
Hence mankind stays forever in need of both testaments—in need 
of both the “ N o ” of the Old Testament and the “ Yesu of the 
New. The new Jewish State of Israel is the embalmment of the 
day from Abraham to Dreyfus and to Hitler’s victims in this mon
ster’s self adoration. But will this new Jerusalem suffice? It is only 
the reflection of the light itself.

Pre-Homeric and pre-Jewish men are rising to power who are 
immune to both science and prayer. Greeks and Jews are both 
being ousted from their seats because they have become divorced. 
W e are thrown by a new power into an uncertain future. A ll our 
history has to be reconquered. You know already that this is the 
reason w hy I sign myself, dear Cynthia, neither subjectively nor 
objectively but

prejectively yours, 
Eugen
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