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Foreword to the Combined Letters

The letters offered here are part of a sequence of remarkable exchanges that began in 1913, when Eugen
Rosenstock-Huessy and Franz Rosenzweig had a long conversation in Leipzig with Rosenzweig’s Christian
cousin, Rudolf Ehrenberg. The conversation continued in Eugen and Franz’s wartime correspondence that
ends with the affirmation of “Judaism despite Christianity” (first published in 1935 and soon after hailed

as “the purest form of Judaeo-Christian dialogue ever attained”).! The letters offered here pick up almost
immediately after the conclusion of that correspondence; the conversation became more complex after Franz
fell passionately in love with Eugen’s wife, Margrit, and she came to return his love, but continued through
personal and political upheavals until Franz’s death in 1929. Eugen continued to bear witness to the life-
changing power of their encounter till the end of his own life in 1973.

The existence of the hundreds of letters Franz wrote to Margrit was neither acknowledged nor addressed by
their heirs until after Franz’s widow, Edith, died in 1979. In 1985, Eugen and Margrit’s son, Hans R. Huessy,
read a single letter aloud at a conference in Berlin on his father’s life and work; the following year, Harold
Stahmer presented other letters at a conference in Kassel on Rosenzweig’s life and work. The first excerpts were
published in Stahmer’s paper in the Leo Baeck Institute Yearbook in 1989.

The Eugen Rosenstock-Huessy Fund had commissioned Ulrike von Moltke to transcribe Franz’s
correspondence with Margrit and Eugen in 1985, a task she completed in 1990. In what can only be described
as a labor of love, she went on to transcribe most of the letters that Eugen and Margrit wrote to each other
during the years in which the so-called “Gritli letters” were written. (Without the years she spent familiarizing
herself with the letters—and the correspondents’ handwriting—without her transcription and her careful
ordering of the often undated letters, no published version of any part of this extraordinary triangular
correspondence would exist.) In 2002, the Eugen Rosenstock-Huessy Fund made the complete transcriptions
of Franz’s letters available on the Argo Books website,? and shortly afterward, a heavily edited edition

was published by the Bilam Verlag in Germany. In 2003, Michael Zank compared the two editions of the
correspondence in a ground-breaking article in Modern Judaism, a version of which is included in the ebook
available for download here.

Because so many of Franz’s letters to “Gritli” were written while he was writing The Star of Redemption, they
have been the subject of considerable interest and speculation since their publication. Because much of that
speculation has sought to set “Gritli” against her husband or otherwise exposed one or the other of them to insult,
the Eugen Rosenstock-Huessy Fund decided in November of 2020 that the time had come to offer concrete
evidence of the couple’s mutual commitment and its continued strength despite Franz’s love for Margrit.

Edith burned Margrit’s letters to Franz shortly after his death in 1929, as Rafael Rosenzweig made clear in
his introduction to the Bilam edition, but the letters the Rosenstock-Huessys wrote each other in those years
survive, and are offered here, interleaved with Franz’s letters to them both (and a few from other people,
including both Edith and Franz’s cousin Gertrude Oppenheim), in hopes that reading the two surviving sides
of this remarkable triangular correspondence in sequence will give scholars a chance to replace speculation
with something more closely resembling the “whole story”: how Eugen assumed what Franz himself called

a “superhuman burden” in those years, and how his extraordinary acceptance of Franz’s and Margrit’s
relationship survived even the casual personal attack Franz made on Eugen’s mother, only to reach a crisis in
1925, when Franz demoted the relationship Eugen felt had been “not chosen, but both sent and laid on me by
God” to an ordinary love affair by demanding that Margrit return all the letters he had written her since 1917. It
is an extraordinary story.

The Eugen Rosenstock-Huessy Fund offers these letters here in the belief that they offer important insight into
the complex relationship between these three people, at a time that was crucially important for their lives and
work. By way of introduction, the Fund offers two essays that address the history of the correspondence and
the transcriptions on which all scholarly debate on the letters is based.The Eugen Rosenstock-Huessy Fund
dedicates this edition of the combined surviving correspondence of Franz Rosenzweig and Eugen and Margrit

1 Schoeps, H.-J. 1963. The Jewish-Christian Argument. New York: Holt-Rinehart-Winston.
2 Now found at /https://www.erhfund.org/gritli-not-chosen/.



Rosenstock-Huessy to Ulrike von Moltke, in gratitude for the many years she dedicated to transcribing the
letters.

* KKK X

This edition is the only existing source of the complete surviving correspondence, in uncensored and
unabridged form, drawn directly from the original hand-written letters. Ulrike von Moltke’s transcriptions of
Franz Rosenzweig’s letters are complete and were proof-read, corrected, and somewhat enlarged by Michael
Gormann-Thelen und Dr. Elfriede Biichsel before they were posted online in 2002. Her transcriptions of the
letters Eugen and Margrit wrote each other in those years are not complete and have not been edited; the Fund
felt it was more important to make their side of the correspondence available than to wait until a scholarly
edition could be completed. The Fund is committed to transcribing the “missing” letters of the couple’s parallel
correspondence, and hopes to issue a complete scholarly edition of the combined correspondence in future.

Because of this unique triangular correspondence’s unhappy history with editing, the Fund decided to include
all the transcribed letters in this volume. That means that readers interested primarily in Franz Rosenzweig’s
letters will find that after 1921, it is more a collection of letters written by the Rosenstock-Huessys to each
other. In future, the Fund hopes to bookmark all letters that mention Franz, his life, his work, and his friends,
so that readers may, if they prefer, jump ahead to the next letter of more particular interest; at the moment,
that is not possible. This edition ends with a handful of letters Eugen and Margrit wrote to each other in

the year after Franz’s death, but which speak to the story told by the earlier letters. The Fund is grateful to
Stephanie Brenzel both for suggesting and for creating the “Epilogue.”

* XX KX

Even this “unedited” edition has taken time. Over the course of 2021, David Bade reformatted the online
(Gormann-Thelen/Biichsel) version of the “Gritli” letters,” and Stephanie Brenzel reformatted the
transcriptions of the Rosenstock-Huessy’s “internal” correspondence. Dr. Brenzel then interleaved the two
correspondences to create the chronological record presented here. (Those familiar with the Bilam edition will
note that some letters have been moved within the sequence based on close reading and context). Dr. Brenzel is
the first person to read the entire correspondence closely in twenty or thirty years, and the Fund is profoundly
grateful for her close attention to the text and the many hours she volunteered to produce this book. Wilbur
Nelson of Permafrost Publishing created the ebooks of the correspondence for download, and the Fund is

grateful for his collaboration on this project as well as for his many years of support.

We are particularly grateful to Michael Zank for his kind permission to print a version of his article comparing
the two editions of the “Gritli letters,” granted in memory of Harold Stahmer, who died in 2020. An expanded
version of Raymond Huessy’s 2015 article “Eugen and Margrit Rosenstock-Huessy in ‘Rosenzweig Studies’™
from Culture, Theory, and Critique is included less for its take on scholarly work since 2003 than because, like
Professor Zank’s piece, it includes the only available instances of certain material in English. The rest of the
combined correspondence exists only in German.

Because of the flexible nature of ebook fonts and the short time available to produce this edition, we have

not been able to reproduce the many drawings which Franz Rosenzweig scattered through his letters. We

have replaced them with glyphs, where possible, and with description, where not; since Ulrike von Moltke’s
transcriptions make frequent use of parentheses and square brackets, glyphs and descriptions appear in “French
brackets.” A drawing of a star may be given as { %} or { %}, depending on context; drawings of arrows or circles
may be given as {—}or {O}. Drawings without handy glyphs to replace them are simply described, as in {Bogen}
or, regrettably, just {Zeichnung}. Readers interested in the drawings will find many (but not all) of them
reproduced in the Bilam edition, where a listing of people mentioned in the correspondence may also be found.

Please note that the letters the Rosenstock-Huessys wrote each other may not be published in whole or in part
or cited without written permission from the Rosenstock-Huessy Literary Heirs, who may be contacted at
https://www.erhfund.org/contact/.

Raymond Huessy

February, 2022






The Rosenzweig-Rosenstock Triangle, or: What Can
We Learn From the Letters to Gritli?*

Michael Zank

The lover who says ‘thou art mine’ to the beloved is aware of having begotten the beloved in his
love and given birth to her in travail.

He knows himself the creator of the beloved.

And with this awareness he now enfolds her and envelops her with his love in the world—
‘thou art mine.’

Franz Rosenzweig, The Star of Redemption

(Hallo transl., p. 183)

Franz Rosenzweig (1886-1929), historian, Jewish intellectual, and spiritual inspiration of an ongoing
movement of Jewish renewal is an outstanding figure among modern thinkers. A Hegel scholar of some
renown, he made a lasting mark with a philosophy of revelation written in some of the most difficult and
enchanting German prose produced in the twentieth century.

Memorialized as a courageous sufferer of amyotrophic lateral sclerosis (ALS or Lou Gehrig’s disease) who
translated the Bible with Martin Buber even as he lost all voluntary muscle control and the capacity of speech,
Rosenzweig came to symbolize the best of the legacy of German Jewry, its peculiar combination of humanism
and Jewish liturgical practice, while resisting the illusions of assimilation.2

Under the surface of this textbook biography lurks a less-known personality whose deep strain of mental
bipolarity comes to the fore in periods of superhuman productivity and energy giving way to despair, self-
loathing, and despondency.3 Driven to prove himself professionally to an overly pragmatic father he also tried
to satisfy the inconsistent upper bourgeouis expectations of a mother whose temperament, prone to hysterical
outbursts of jealousy followed by abject depression, was too like her son’s for comfort.#

1 {This article appeared in slightly different form in Modern Judaism in 2003.}

2 This essay is occasioned by the publication of Die “Gritli”-Briefe: Briefe an Margrit Rosenstock-Huessy, edited by Inken
Riihle and Reinhold Mayer and with a preface by Rafael Rosenzweig (Tiibingen, 2002), henceforth: R-M. For other letters
see Franz Rosenzweig, Briefe und Tagebiicher. ed. Rachel Rosenzweig and Edith Rosenzweig-Scheinmann, with the help
of Bernhard Casper. Volume I: 1900-1918, Volume II: 1918-1929 (The Hague, 1979), henceforth: BT. These two volumes
of letters and diaries constitute Volume I of Franz Rosenzweig, Der Mensch und Sein Werk. Gesammelte Schriften, a se-
ries that also includes a second, enlarged edition of Rosenzweig’s minor writings (Zweistromland: Kleinere Schriften zu
Glauben und Denken, ed. Reinhold Mayer and Annemarie Mayer. Dordrecht and Boston, 1984) and the 4™ edition of Der
Stern der Erlosung_(The Hague, 1976). The standard introduction to Rosenzweig in the English language, Nahum Norbert
Glatzer, Franz Rosenzweig, His Life and Thought (Philadelphia, 1953), is hagiographic rather than scholarly. Der Stern der
Erlosung was translated into Hebrew by Yehoshua Amir (Kokhav ha-ge’ulah. Jerusalem, 1970) and into English by William
Hallo (The Star of Redemption. New York, 1971). A number of shorter essays have become available in recent translations by
Barbara Galli and others. There is also a growing body of monographic studies on Rosenzweig, such as Hans Joachim Gortz,
Tod und Erfahrung (Diisseldorf, 1984), Stephane Moses, System and Revelation, translated by Catherine Tihanyi (Detroit,
1992) and, more recently, Leora Batnitzky, Idolatry and Representation (Princeton, 2001), to name just a few.

3 On June 24, 1906, the nineteen-year-old records suicidal thoughts in his diary (see BT I p. 49). Such phases of depres-
sion seem to have occurred throughout his life. See, e.g., Dec 23, 1919, two days before his birthday on Christmas day:
“Living is torture” (R-M p. 500). The background of this statement is as follows. After the end of the war, Rosenzweig had
not only hoped to find a job, publish his books, and find a bride, but he had expected all of these goals to materialize in the
year 1919. He also experienced a writer’s block at the simple task of putting together a series of lectures on Lessing for an
adult education venue in Kassel. He felt like a failure and he took it out on Gritli. Cf. letter to Gritli and Eugen, Dec 25, 1919
(Rosenzweig’s birthday), R-M p. 508: “I am about to destroy Gritli’s love for me.” Also see, during the late-1920 crisis in the
relation between Rudolf Ehrenberg, his wife Helene, and Gritli, the lament in the letter of Sept 3 and 4, 1920, R-M p. 652:
“I see only one thing: this year 1920 has been a year of decline and petrification for all of us ....”

4 Adele Rosenzweig’s attempted suicide took place in April 1919. See R-M p. 281-3 and cf. p. 497. In 1918-19, Adele was
jealous of Gritli. Later she reacted no less indignantly to Franz and Edith’s attempt to keep a kosher household. On “hyste-
ria” as the common trait of mother and son, see the letter of November 24, 1919, R-M p. 482.



Add to this a love triangle, whose record in the form of more than a thousand letters has fully come to light
only now, more than seventy years after his death, and one begins to sense just how complex a character we are
dealing with in the author of The Star of Redemption.5

Once a prodigy among the students of famed German historian Friedrich Meinecke (1862-1954) and much
sought after as a rising star among post-WWTI junior academics, Rosenzweig turned down all encouragements
to seek a university career: “the author of the Star of Redemption (...) is of a different caliber than the author
of Hegel and the State.”® Full of contradictions and torn by the very impulses whose sorting out was his major
pursuit, he aggressively pursued the publication of these two very different works and was disappointed when
gainful and prestigious visible employment failed to materialize for the author of either book. Of course, some
of the acquisition editors with whom he negotiated during the lean years of demilitarization and runaway
inflation were willing to publish, but only if the son of the erstwhile Kassel Kommerzienrat was willing to pay.

Were it not for the recently published Letters to Gritli” we would be forced to continue to think of Rosenzweig
as someone who disdained the bourgeois value of public recognition, someone who willingly remained
unemployed for the sake of spiritual purity, an impression mostly due to the self-image Rosenzweig generated
for the benefit of his restless and unnervingly worried mother. Instead, we now have a torturously detailed
record of Rosenzweig’s many failed attempts to find his footing in the post-WWTI period.®

The Rosenzweig who emerges from these letters, written almost daily between 1918 and 1922, is not the
carefully edited sage of the Frankfurt Lehrhaus® but a brilliant and elegant snob given to bouts of pettiness
and vanity, traits that would have gotten the better of him had it not been for Gritli, the young wife of his friend
Eugen Rosenstock, who became the unforeseen anchor of his most troubled and productive years.

Given the prominence of the philosopher and the obvious significance of his correspondent, why did it take
more than seventy years for these letters to be published? The belated publication is all the more startling

in light of the fact that the biting wit, intellectual scope, and religious depth of Rosenzweig’s prose as a
correspondent has long been accessible in the thousands of letters he exchanged mostly with a circle of family
and friends published in 1935 and again, in an enlarged edition, in 1979." The twelve hundred letters and
diary entries included in the 1979 edition, however, barely mention the addressee of the more than a thousand
letters included in the Letters to Gritli, even though it is patently obvious that she was a central figure in the
author’s life.”

5 Der Stern der Erlosung, first published by J. Kauffmann (Frankfurt, 1921).

6 Letter of Aug 30, 1920, BT II p. 680. As emerges from other letters of the time, the sentence implies that, should he be
offered a university position on the basis of his highly unconventional Star of Redemption, he would gladly accept it.

7 See note 1, above.

8 Aslate as 1924, Franz speaks to Gritli of a “curse of a lack of success that weighs on all of us.” (April 15, 1924, R-M p. 809)
9 The most influential work on Rosenzweig in English, Glatzer’s Franz Rosenzweig (see note 1, above), was written by an
enthusiastic former Lehrhaus student and member of the small minyan (prayer meeting) established in Rosenzweig’s apart-
ment in the Schumannstrasse. Similarly, most of the obituaries that appeared in the Kassel papers and elsewhere focused on
Rosenzweig as the founder of the Frankfurt Freies Jiidisches Lehrhaus. One of the notable exceptions was penned by Leo
Strauss who, as an employee of the Academy for the Science of Judaism, sees Rosenzweig’s inauguration, with Hermann
Cohen, of that institution as his lasting merit. See “Franz Rosenzweig and the Academy for the Science of Judaism” in Leo
Strauss, The Early Writings (1921-1932), translated and edited by Michael Zank (Albany, 2002), pp. 212-3. Rosenzweig’s
programmatic call for the establishment of the Lehrhaus, “Bildung und kein Ende,” is available in an English translation
by Michael Zank. See Textual Reasonings. Jewish Philosophy and Text Study After Modernity, edited by Peter Ochs and
Nancy Levene (London, 2002). Rosenzweig himself, as we learn from his letters to Gritli, was less than enthusiastic about
the Lehrhaus even before it opened its gates. See, e.g., the letter written on the morning of April 23, 1920 (omitted in R-M),
where he writes after a planning session for the Lehrhaus, “I am tired before it has even started.”

10 Franz Rosenzweig, Briefe. Edited by Ernst Simon, with Edith Rosenzweig (Berlin, 1935).

11 See note 1, above.

12 On the following, cf. Harold Stahmer, “Franz Rosenzweig’s Letters to Margrit Rosenstock-Huessy, 1917-1922” in Leo
Baeck Institute (ed), Year Book XXXIV (1989) pp. 385-409, a revision of the momentous paper Professor Stahmer read
at the 1986 Kassel Rosenzweig centennary conference. See Wolfdietrich Schmied-Kowarzik (ed.), Der Philosoph Franz
Rosenzweig (1886-1929). International Kongrefs — Kassel 1986, Vol. 1: Die Herausforderung jiidischen Lernens (Freiburg
and Munich, 1988) pp. 109-137.



Margrit Rosenstock (née Margaretha Anna Huessy) was born March 10, 1893, in Sackingen, on the Swiss
border of the German state of Baden.'3 A Protestant student of art history, she met her future husband in
Florence, Italy, in the spring of 1914 and they were married just before the outbreak of the First World War.
Rosenzweig first met his friend’s wife three years later, in June 1917. The previous editions of Rosenzweig’s
letters included few directly addressed to Gritli and all suggestions of her true role in Rosenzweig’s life were
carefully edited out of the remaining ones.* Were it not for the striking nature of the few hints that made it into
the 1979 edition, she seemed utterly marginal. For example, in a letter of August 25, 1919, addressed to his
cousin Rudolf Ehrenberg,'® Rosenzweig mentions two great experiences of his life that are represented by two
names, “here: Hermann Cohen and there Gritli” (BT II p. 643).

Familiar with the role of Hermann Cohen,” the student of Rosenzweig’s intellectual biography was bound to
be nonplussed by this reference to a woman who is barely mentioned elsewhere. The original recipient of the
letter, of course, understood the reference full well since he too, as it turns out, was in love with her.*

The omission of over a thousand extant letters to Margrit Rosenstock from the previous editions was

no accident. Fully aware of Franz’s close, and toward the end mostly torturous, friendship with Gritli,
Rosenzweig’s widow and literary executor Edith Rosenzweig-Scheinmann née Hahn (1895-1979) had strong
reasons to do everything in her power to keep the memory of this highly unusual and implausible relationship
where, to her mind, it forever belonged: the private memories of those whom it immediately concerned.

Edith appears for the first time more than halfway through the book. In a letter of December 20, 1919,
Rosenzweig writes,

Imagine, Gritli, Edith Hahn was among the attendees of the lectures. She is visiting here, she looked very
nice again, and if I were superstitious — but I am not superstitions -- I would think it’s because it is still
“1919.” (R-M p. 512)

Presumably a friend of the family and a fellow student of Rosenzweig’s at Hermann Cohen’s 1914 Maimonides
lectures at the Lehranstalt fiir die Wissenschaft des Judentums in Berlin,* Edith appears at the end of a year

13 Margrit Rosenstock is the official married name, Gritli a nickname used by Franz and also by Eugen.

14 Thus, for example, the letter of October 2, 1917, was deprived of its suggestive address and signature. Cf. BT I pp. 464-
466 and R-M pp. 38-40.

15 BT IIp. 643.

16 Biologist and amateur poet Rudolf Ehrenberg (1884-1969) was the son of Victor Ehrenberg, who taught trade law (Han-
delsrecht) first in Rostock and later in Gottingen.Victor’s father had taught at the Samson’sche Freischule in Wolfenbiittel,
aliberal Jewish Gymnasium whose innovative educational policy had first been instituted by his grandfather, Samuel Meier
Ehrenberg. Franz, Rudi, and Hans Ehrenberg were well aware of this illustrious ancestor, and their common interest in
adult education was deeply rooted in this heritage. Rudolf’'s mother was Helene von Ihering, daughter of a well- known
historian of law. Rudolf taught at the University of Gottingen until he was dismissed by the Nazis because of his mixed
parentage. Cf. Jenseits all unsres Wissens wohnt Gott: Hans Ehrenberg und Rudolf Ehrenberg zur Erinnerung, edited by
Rudolf Hermeier (Moers, 1987).

17 Cf. Stahmer, “Franz Rosenzweig’s Letters to Margrit Rosenstock-Huessy, 1917-1922,” loc. cit., pp. 400-402, Hans-Mar-
tin Dober, Die Zeit ernst nehmen. Studien zu Franz Rosenzweigs “Der Stern der Erlosung” (Wiirzburg, 1990) pp. 54-65.
The letters to Gritli offer considerable new insights into Rosenzweig’s views on Cohen’s life, personality, marriage, and of
course on his philosophical work. Among other things it is now clear that the introduction to Hermann Cohens jiidische
Schriften, ed. Bruno Strauss (Berlin, 1924) is the result of deliberations and plans dating back to April 1918, the time of Co-
hen’s death. Rosenzweig also initially hoped to be the editor of the entire project for a publishing house he was planning with
Eugen Rosenstock and Leo Weismantel (to be called “Neubauverlage”). Much of the correspondence with both Rosenstocks
of late 1919 and 20 is dedicated to this publishing enterprise which failed to come off the round. Only the Christian branch
was eventually established in Wiirzburg under the name of Patmos Verlag.

18 Rudolf Ehrenberg had also fallen in love with Gritli, and Rosenzweig was violently torn between feelings of utter jeal-
ousy and hatred at times when this relationship seemed to him a mere conventional affair (“My love for him does not grow
through this suffering, I am infinitely touchy towards him; what he says and does has an edge and my instincts towards him
have turned to hatred.” Oct. 27, 1919, R-M p. 454) and feelings of calm and happiness at times when he thought the three-
some Franz-Gritli-Eugen was in the process of genuinely expanding also to include Rudi’s wife, Helene. The letter of August
25, 1919 reflects a moment of optimism on Rosenzweig’s part when he felt close to Rudi. This did not last. Helene’s resigning
herself to her husband’s affair dragged the Rudi-Gritli relationship into the ugly sphere of conventional betrayal. Rosenz-
weig never forgave Rudi (and had a hard time forgiving Gritli) for the failure to bring Helene into their “circle of lovers.”

19 Cf. BT I p. 588 where, in a letter to his mother of Aug 7, 1918, Rosenzweig mentions



Franz was convinced would yield breakthrough experiences on the professional and private levels. He hoped
that in 1919 he would find a mate who would help him to establish a traditional Jewish household. Franz and
Edith did indeed get married rather quickly (March 28, 1920). Yet as soon as the decision is made, Franz begins
to describe her in terms that make his disdain for her obvious and show that he chose her to prove to himself
and to the world (or, more precisely, to his mother and his Christian interlocutors) that his Judaism was, to

use an apt phrase, “for real life.” The lack of affection for Edith is prevalent from the day of his engagement on
January 6, 1920, until the time in mid-January, 1922, when Rosenzweig was diagnosed with ALS and when

his correspondence with Margrit Rosenstock began to dry up. For the first two years of their marriage, Edith
figured as an irritant in Rosenzweig’s life, one of the causes of his perpetual feeling of despondency and failure.

In a letter written on the eve of their wedding, Franz described his impressions of a day filled with social
engagements.

(Dt was really like shortly before one’s death when, as they say, one’s entire life passes before
one’s eyes: so densely one thing followed upon the other. (...) I sat next to Edith and I felt as I
really do most of the time: I had nothing, absolutely nothing to say to her; it must have been
quite a picture since we were the only ones at the table not speaking except occasionally to the
other side. (...) I certainly know why I call it a death (...).”

(R-M p. 574)

For many other, similar passages it may suffice to cite the letter Franz wrote to Margrit Rosenstock on the
evening of April 23, 1920, where he writes,

I know quite well that Edith’s and my living together cannot be called a marriage. But saying it makes

it even worse. I cannot force myself to speak and I don’t care about her silent listening but that’s
unfortunately all she can do. We are so infinitely far apart. But I prefer this honest distance to the cheap
illusion of togetherness that I could bring about easily enough. (R-M p. 582)

Obviously, the content of the letters was deeply embarrassing to Edith who, throughout her life, adamantly
opposed any broadcasting of a relationship that to most must have appeared as a common, illicit love affair her
husband conducted with his best friend’s wife.>° These are two very good reasons why she may have decided

to burn most of the correspondence with the Rosenstocks and asked them to do likewise, a request neither
Margrit nor Eugen was willing to honor.>

Edith successfully controlled her late husband’s public image until 1986 when the survival of about half of the
originally ca. 3,000 letters Franz had written to Margrit and Eugen Rosenstock was made more widely known
by their son, Hans Huessy, and his son-in-law, Professor Harold Stahmer.?? Since then, students of Rosenzweig

Edith as a fellow-participant in Hermann Cohen’s 1914 Berlin Maimonides seminar and as a love interest of Uriel Birnbaum,
son of Nathan Birnbaum, whom Rosenzweig met in Warsaw.

20 Edith’s lifelong opposition to any public talk about the relationship between Franz, Eugen, and Gritli is evident from the
recording of a lecture by Eckart Wilkens of October 10, 1978, at the Volkshochschule Koln, held in the presence of Konrad
von Moltke, Anca Wittig, and other personages close to Eugen and Gritli Rosenstock. In passage 20, Wilkens reports of a
telephone conversation with Edith who, as he says, was “horrified when I announced, at the beginning of this year, that I
intended to lecture on the Star of Redemption as part of the trialogue between Eugen, Margrit, and Franz.” (From a copy of
the transcript in the author’s possession.)

21 In addition to the letters destroyed by Edith, some of the original correspondence may

also have been lost in the turmoil of emigration. What remains came to the Rosenstocks in New England by way of a grand-
father clock that Gritli’s faithful maid Anna Henke had filled with letters before shipping it across the Atlantic Ocean. Cf.
R-M p. iv and Stahmer (1989) pp. 387f.

22 The convener of the conference, Wolfdietrich Schmied-Kowarzik, called Hans Huessy’s and Harold Stahmer’s presen-
tation of the Gritli letters “a preeminent event for the scholarship on Rosenzweig.” See Der Philosoph Franz Rosenzweig
(1886-1929), vol. I, p. 41. To be more precise, however, one should say that until 1986, the community of Rosenzweig scholars
and friends simply refused to pay attention to information that had been freely circulating among Rosenstock scholars and
friends since 1973. See the letters to Georg Miiller excerpted in Mitteilungen der Eugen Rosenstock=Huessy-Gesellschaft,
vol. 18 (May 1973) and the Cologne lecture by Eckart Wilkens of 1978, referenced in note 19, above. From the latter it also
emerges that Rafael Rosenzweig (1922-2001), the son of Edith and Franz, was aware of the existence of the Gritli letters
since at least 1978.



have been divided between those who have eagerly awaited the long-overdue publication of what promised

to be fascinating biographical material and those who have hoped that the letters would never see the light of
day. It therefore seemed a daring departure from a long-standing and piously motivated policy of privacy when
Inken Riihle and Reinhold Mayer undertook the task of bringing the Gritli letters to light.

Unfortunately, in spite of the editors’ good intentions and their meritorious efforts, Die “Gritli”-Briefe suffers
from the same shortcomings as some of Reinhold Mayer’s previous work.23 While it is certainly an exaggeration
to speak of an “editorial scandal,” Riihle and Mayer brought upon themselves at least some of the critics’
wrath by the vast number of partial and whole omissions of letters as well as by what even the most well-
intentioned reader must perceive as their uneven annotation and the lack of any critical commentary. Given
the clash between the erotic phantasies stimulated by seventy years of secrecy and the many omissions and

the relative dearth of remaining references to physical passion in the published material, it is hardly a surprise
that this publication immediately gave rise to the suspicion that the omitted passages must have contained the
particularly “juicy” parts.

First and foremost among the critics, albeit from a different angle, have been the heirs and literary executors

of Margrit and Eugen Rosenstock. Their concern has been based not on suspicions but on direct access to the
unedited originals of the letters. In fact, long before Riihle and Mayer even set to work, the Eugen Rosenstock-
Huessy Fund had asked Ulrike von Moltke to decipher the archive of letters housed in Norwich (Vermont). Her
work, acknowledged as their source by Riihle and Mayer, was given to Michael Gormann-Thelen and Elfriede
Biichsel for revision and publication for the Eugen-Rosenstock-Huessy-Gesellschaft, of which Gormann-Thelen
is a past president. This team was in the process of revising Ulrike von Moltke’s decipherings when Riihle and
Mayer used the same material to generate Die “Gritli’-Briefe. In response to Riihle and Mayer and with the
intention to counter some of the egregious rumors spawned by their work, Gormann-Thelen quickly mounted
an internet edition, allowing everyone to see for themselves what Riihle and Mayer had left out and why.2

Comparison with the Gormann-Thelen and Biichsel edition shows that Riihle and Mayer were not trying to
hide anything of an erotic nature. Their assertion in the introduction (p. v) that they made sure not to eliminate
any of the passages, often contained in address and signature of the letters, that expressed Rosenzweig’s love
and longing for Gritli is entirely truthful. Below I will draw on both editions to characterize the letters and the
light they shed on their author. The annotation will show where I draw on material omitted in R-M. Riihle and
Mayer explain that their omissions were an attempt to hold down the size of their edition of the letters (which
ended up as a volume of 860 pages).They say that they included everything they considered substantive, and
that they decided to skip all references to what they considered a marginal subject that arose only in a few
letters.2¢ They also reduced Rosenzweig’s frequent, detailed, and drawn-out complaints about his mother to

a few scattered samples. In some cases, however, the policy of omitting “matters of little interest (...) such

as train schedules” leads to a disorienting lack of information about often meticulously planned meetings
between the correspondents, essential information if one is interested in reconstructing the actual relationships
involved.

What is fundamentally misleading, however, is the emphasis on Gritli as the main recipient of hitherto
unpublished letters by Rosenzweig. Even as dedicated a team of editors as Riihle and Mayer has been fooled, I

23 Among other things Reinhold Mayer also edited, with his late wife Annemarie, the

1984 edition of Rosenzweig’s minor writings Zweistromland (see above, note 1), an edition the eminent intellectual histo-
rian Friedrich Niewohner called the case of a “manipulation of the reader.” It is hoped that a future edition of Rosenzweig’s
minor writings will include the hitherto unidentified book and music reviews Rosenzweig wrote between 1919 and 1929.

24 Friedrich Wilhelm Graf, “Ein Editionsskandal: 1053 neue Briefe von Franz Rosenzweig und viel zu viele Liicken” in
Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, 03.06.2002, Nr. 125, p. 48.

25 Michael Gormann-Thelen maintains a website with the title “Eugen-Rosenstock- Huessy-Forschungsinstitut” at
http://home.debitel.net/user/gormann-thelen/ (English: http://home.debitel.net/user/gormann-thelen/index_eng.htm)
. The Rosenzweig letters are at http://home.debitel.net/user/gormann-thelen/eledition.htm. {None of these URLs are ac-
tive.} The exact title of the edition is Franz Rosenzweig — Margrit Rosenstock. The Complete Letters of Franz Rosenzweig
to his ,Dear Gritli“ (Margrit Rosenstock). With Some Letters by and to Eugen Rosenstock and Others. Transcription by
Ulrike von Moltke, edited by Michael Gormann-Thelen in collaboration with Dr. Elfriede Biichsel on behalf of the Eugen
Rosenstock-Huessy Literary Heirs by Michael Gormann-Thelen, copyright by The Eugen Rosenstock-Huessy Literary Heirs
(Hannover, 2002). Henceforth: GT-B.

26 An example of this is Rosenzweig’s attempt to edit a book written by Rosenstock’s mother, a responsibility he soon finds
odious.



think, by an almost universal assumption about the nature of the relationship between Rosenzweig and Margrit
Rosenstock. This basic fallacy is due to the focus on the erotic aspects of their friendship of which the letters
themselves reveal precious little. Even the above observation that Gritli was the anchor in the life of a drifting
Jewish intellectual is only half true. Margrit Rosenstock was only half of what stabilized Rosenzweig after he
became unmoored from his comfortable social and familial haven of an assimilated German Jewish Bildungs-
and Besitzbiirgertum. The other half is the very cause of his having come unmoored when, in 1913,” he had a
life-changing conversation with the man he was to call his maker: Eugen Rosenstock.2® As much as the Riihle
and Mayer edition of the letters reveals about Rosenzweig’s relation with Gritli, it manages to obscure the
equally important factor of the presence of Eugen Rosenstock in his love of Gritli and, we presume, in Margrit’s
love of Franz.»

The Star of Redemption, Rosenzweig’s main philosophical work, is pivoted on the anti- Cartesian notion that
cultured man is not his own maker.3° Rather than being his own source and origin, the thinking Ego comes
into being only by being spoken to. In this philosophy of the language and grammar of existence, modernist
philosophical foundationalism is abandoned in favor of a “narrative philosophy” that tells us who we are in
reality, i.e., who we are in real time. Even the “we” of the preceding sentence is restored to its necessarily
particular scope. It is the we of a community of real pluralities rather than another version of the universal
“I” of thought. In real time, rather than in the ideal time of timeless ideas, these pluralities are constituted by
being addressed before finding their own voices. Rosenzweig finds in this experience the echo and verification
of the truth of revealed religion, i.e., of revelation itself. In revelation we answer to the command “love me”
(cf. Dtn. 6:5), rather than—in humanistic fashion—commanding ourselves to love our neighbor. Not ethics or
will but revelation is the source of a humanity rooted not in the ideal but in the actual experience of everyday
language and real communities of liturgical respondents. As experience, our own speaking is a confluence of
age-old traditions and of the unforethinkable freshness of life lived with others and by virtue of being spoken
to by them. While this is a complex argument, the persuasiveness of its descriptions results from the fact that
Rosenzweig is able to invoke an actual reality, namely, that of his own having come alive in a transformative
experience of being spoken to in a moment of revelation.

Oddly, and to the disturbance of some of his admirers, the revelation of revelation comes to Rosenzweig
through the mediation of Eugen Rosenstock, by Jewish standards an apostate, by Christian standards a heretic,
and by academic standards an odd-ball.3' Two months before his death in December 1929, Franz wrote to
Eugen,

27 Inanimportant letter to Friedrich Meinecke (Aug. 30, 1920) Rosenzweig speaks of the “breakdown” (Zusammenbruch)
he experienced in 1913. See BT II p. 679.

28 Eugen Rosenstock (after 1925: Rosenstock-Huessy), 1888-1973, was one of seven living children, and the only living
male child, of Paula and Theodor Carl Rosenstock who were second cousins once removed. His grandfather, Moritz Ro-
senstock (1828-1888) was, at one time, principal of the Samsonsche Freischule in Wolffenbiittel and thus the successor of
Samuel Meier Ehrenberg, the great-grandfather of Franz Rosenzweig and cousins Victor Ehrenberg and Hans Ehrenberg.
See further Harold Stahmer and Michael Gormann-Thelen, s.v. “ Rosenstock-Huessy, Eugen (1888-1973)” in Theologische
Realenzyklopddie, Volume XXIX (Berlin and New York, 1998), pp. 413-418.

29 Cf. Rosenstock’s assessment of the relationship between himself, his wife, and Franz Rosenzweig in a letter of February
1960. In this letter, written after reading Rosenzweig’s letters to his wife for the first time after her death in 1959, Rosenstock
expresses his

doubt as to whether they “should ever be printed.” What he considers important, however, is their ability to serve as evi-
dence of a “bodily Trinity” that renders all “individualistic analyses a primitivization that would block comprehension.” For
this reason alone he believed the documents should be preserved. In this context, he also speaks of a “trialogue.” The text
of this letter addressed to Georg Miiller can be found in Mitteilungen der Eugen Rosenstock-Huessy-Gesellschaft, vol. 18
(May 1973) p. 6. An English translation is included in Stahmer (1989) p. 397-8, where the date of the letter is cited as Nov
6", 1960.

30 On this notoriously idiosyncratic book see the recent User’s Guide by Norbert Samuelson (London, 1998).

31 It would take more space than appropriate here to substantiate these strong qualifications in detail. Suffice it to say that
Eugen Rosenstock, scion of a wealthy assimilated family of Berlin Jews, underwent Lutheran baptism at the age of seven-
teen (as he put it: “I awoke as a Christian”), associated with prominent Catholic dissident Joseph Wittig (see Rosenstock
and Wittig, Das Alter der Kirche, first published Berlin, 1927-28, second edition Miinster, 1998), agreed with Rosenzweig’s
cousin Hans Ehrenberg on the heretical nature of their “Johannine” Christian faith (see Ehrenberg, Heimkehr des Ketzers.
Wiirzburg, 1920), and ended up at Dartmouth rather than staying at Harvard, where he had begun his career in the US,
because his faith was unacceptable to the American intellectual elite of the time.



I learn from no one so naturally or rather inevitably, so without any addition of one’s own good learning
intentions, as I learn from you. (Oct. 4, 1929, R-M p. 823)

Rosenzweig’s acquaintance with Eugen Rosenstock presumably began in 1910 during a conference for
young Southwest German historians in Baden-Baden, a venture initiated by Rosenzweig and his cousin
Hans Ehrenberg.3 The acquaintance turned deeply personal in 1913 when Rosenstock revealed his religious
faith, inadvertently compelling Rosenzweig to consider baptism.33 Rosenstock did not know of the effect he
had had on Rosenzweig until 1916, when the third partner in the 1913 conversations, Rosenzweig’s cousin
Rudolf Ehrenberg, filled him in.3* During a visit with Rosenzweig’s parents in Kassel, Rosenstock wrote to
Rosenzweig, triggering an exchange of letters during which the two found common ground in the experience
of revelation that Jew and Christian can share despite the reciprocal and essentially insurmountable enmity
between Judaism and Christianity.35 In the spring of 1917, Rosenzweig finally offered the younger friend the
personal address of “Du,” an event significant enough for the old-fashioned young man to record it in a letter
to his cousin Rudolf (March 29, 1917, BT I p. 376), and it is to Rosenstock that he wrote later the same year:
“my I comes into existence in the Thou” (letter of Oct. 19, 1917, BT I p. 471). The friendship between the men
continues even after Rosenzweig’s intimacy with Gritli has faded away.3®

There are more than a few signs that the relationship between the three is characterized by a virtual
exchangeability of the individuals, an interwovenness that blurs the boundaries between the selves. Some
letters are addressed to one but switch their address in the middle to address the other.3” Some letters are
addressed to Gritli but Rosenzweig really means Eugen.3® Some of the letters are addressed to one, but then are
signed off to both.3° At the very beginning of writing to Eugen’s wife, when Franz still searches for the right way
of addressing her, he toys with ‘Eugenia,’ tending toward an identity between Margrit and Eugen.+° In a letter

32 On the Baden-Baden project cf. BT I pp. 125f and see Victor von Weizsicker, Begegnungen und Entscheidungen (2nd
edition Stuttgart, 1949), pp. 10-19. On Hans Ehrenberg see Giinter Brakelmann, Hans Ehrenberg. Ein judenchristliches
Schicksal in Deutschland, Part 1: Leben, Denken und Wirken 1883-1932 (Bochum, 1997), Part 2: Widerstand, Verfolgung
und Emigration 1933-1939 (Bochum, 1999), and Hans Ehrenberg, Autobiographie eines deutschen Pfarrers und weitere
Zeugnisse aus der NS- Zeit, ed. G. Brakelmann (Bochum, 1999). For Ehrenberg’s philosophical thought note the recently
reissued Hans Ehrenberg, Die Parteiung der Philosophie. Studien wider Hegel und die Kantianer, edited by Michael Gor-
mann-Thelen, Wilfried Gartner, and W. L. Hohmann (Essen, 1998).

33 Cf. BT I pp. 133ff.

34 Cf. Eugen Rosenstock in the excerpts of a letter to Georg Miiller of January 57 cited in

Mitteilungen der Eugen Rosenstock-Huessy-Gesellschaft vol. 18 (May 1973), p. 5.

35 Cf. BT I pp. 189ff. Rosenzweig subsequently referred to this correspondence as a discrete document. The plan of editing
and distributing it among the members of his closest circle was also the initial reason why Gritli was meant to stay on in
Kassel in February 1918. She was to help Franz with the edition of the letters (cf. letter of December 14, 1917, R-M p. 43). In
a reminiscence penned in 1967, Eugen Rosenstock describes the 1916 correspondence as love letters: “This correspondence
turned the rhythm of life of the correspondents upside down. They were forced to live differently than before. Everyone
knows that love letters are written for this purpose.” (“Billiardkugeln?” in Eugen Rosenstock-Huessy, Ja und Nein. Auto-
biographische Fragmente (Heidelberg, 1968), p. 169. Ten years after Gritli’s death in 1959 and four years before his own
death in 1973, Eugen Rosenstock finally published the 1916 correspondence in English translation as a book in its own right,
along with a number of interpretive essays by Alexander Altmann, Dorothy Emmet, and himself, under the title Judaism
Despite Christianity (Alabama, 1969). The weakness of this book derives from the fact that Rosenstock tries to describe the
dynamic of his relationship with Rosenzweig without giving away more than a hint to the role his wife played during the
years 1918-1922. The one hint one can find is the reference to the hitherto unpublished letters and the quotation from one of
them in his “Prologue/Epilogue to the Letters—Fifty Years Later,” p. 76. Professors Altmann and Emmet were, at that time,
still in the dark about the content and provenance of the letters Rosenstock alluded to. What he had told to Georg Miiller in
1960 “neither Altmann nor Emmet needed to know.” Quoted in Stahmer (1989) p. 398.

36 Cf. R-M p. 823n. The last letter to Gritli is signed “Dein Franz Rosenzweig” in order to signal the distance that had been
growing steadily since 1923. Cf. letter by Eugen Rosenstock to Rosenzweig of Sept 17, 1926 (GT-B), cited in full below. The
observation that the love between Rosenzweig and Gritli has a definite beginning (namely, February 24, 1918, see note 45,
below) but no clearly datable end suggests that it ‘faded away’ rather than ‘ended,” as Michael Gormann-Thelen pointed out
to me.

37 See R-M p. 291, and cf. p. 506f, 511, and letter to Gritli of Aug 12, 1918, omitted in R-M.

38 See R-M pp. 260, 262f, 391. Or, on p. 404 (letter of August 27, 1919): “I should have written this entire letter to Gritli
instead of to you.”

39 R-M p. 285 and elsewhere.

40 Also cf. the biblical allusion to Genesis 2:23.



presumably written in March 1914 (omitted in R-M) Rosenzweig approaches Rosenstock without betraying
any of the turmoil he has been going through since the Leipzig conversation of 1913. Yet he is clearly wooing
the younger acquaintance with a bit of humor in which he seems to both reveal and hide his intentions: “Do
you know that your closest relatives took my handwriting for yours? Do you know that Rudi’s [i.e., Rudolf
Ehrenberg, the third participant in the Leipzig conversations] sisters-in-law confused his handwriting with
mine? Do you know—but surely you know this still. I am entirely innocent in all of these matters.” In late
passages, we find another indication that Franz considers himself Eugen’s “Doppelgdnger.”+

Finally, there is Franz’s scorn at Eugen’s actual blurring of the identities by signing an irate letter in Margrit’s
name. Eugen’s letter of Dec 14, 19254 was part of the crisis that precipitated the end of Franz’s communication
with Gritli (March 5, 1926). The doppelgdnger motif can also be seen in frequent references to the Rosenstock
household, including comparisons between his own and Eugen’s parents+* and in a passage where he playfully
suggests that he should marry Rosenstock’s sister Edith (‘Ditha’).+

On some level, Franz seems to have regarded both himself and Gritli as Eugen’s alter egos. Margrit specifically
represented the softer aspects of Eugen’s self, since she accepted Franz without any hesitations for what, and
who, he was.% She was the one who fulfilled with natural ease what he hoped for from Eugen. To her he had

to prove nothing, especially not the truthfulness and viability of his Jewish identity. (“His humanity, without
the confusing addition of the argumentative, that overflows toward me when your love gives itself to me.” June
1, 1918). His writing to Margrit Rosenstock in the manner he does is justified, in Rosenzweig’s mind, by the
feeling that “by writing to you I was writing to him.”4¢

Of course it is inconceivable that Rosenzweig’s love for Gritli, and particularly its reciprocation, should

have posed less than a severe challenge to the friendship between the men. Indeed, when in June of 1918
Rosenstock, fighting on the Western Front, first became aware of the intensity of his wife’s preoccupation with
his friend, his reaction was quite naturally one of utter jealousy. Since much of the subsequent ups and downs
in the triangular relationship can be anticipated from the letters exchanged between June and October 18, it
may be useful to describe this period in some detail.

What preceded the crisis of June 18 is a chain of rather momentous events in Rosenzweig’s life that begin

on February 24, 1918, when Rosenzweig’s infatuation with Margrit Rosenstock is requited.4” What follows is
brutally anticlimactic. In March Rosenzweig’s father dies and on April 4th Hermann Cohen passes away. In
May, Franz is given permission to attend a course for prospective officers held in Rembertow near Warsaw.48
Here he has the first direct encounter with the teeming life of Polish Jewry that was to leave a deep impression
on him and alienate him further from his mother. At this point, Margrit informs him of her husband’s jealousy.
Franz responds by emphasizing just how important it is for him to restore his friendship with Eugen and to
overcome any trace of misgivings. Terrified by the sudden distance from his friend he writes,

41 Thus verbatim in a playful sentence in one of the last letters Franz was to write to Eugen (May 11, 1929, omitted in R-M).
42 Omitted in R-M but mentioned in the footnotes on p. 822.

43 See letter of June 6, 1918, omitted in R-M. Also cf. note 29, above. The proximity between Eugen and Franz roots, in
Rosenzweig’s mind, in the similarity between their biographies, including the collegiality and possibly friendship between
their grandfathers. See notes 15 and 27, above.

44 Cf. R-M pp. 229-233. R-M’s index of names lists her under “Ditha” rather than “Rosenstock, Ditha” and provides
no further details about her. Edith (Ditha) Rosenstock (1896-1977), a physician who married the public accountant Paul
Hirschmann, later emigrated to England. Thanks to Eugen and Gritli’s granddaughter Paula Huessy Stahmer for providing
me with a copy of the Rosenstock family tree in her possession from which this and other pertinent details emerged.

45 See, e.g., first letter of Aug. 29, 1919, R-M p. 410: “You, too, were then angry with me but you said to me what my trust
expected of you (pl.) in such a case; you said: Franz, I am looking for your Jewish heart. Eugen, however, said: Franz, have
yourself baptized.”

46 June 15,1918, R-M p. 108, and similarly to Eugen himself on June 26, 1918, R-M p. 113.

47 Rosenzweig who, like his friend Rosenstock, is obsessed with dates, records Febr. 24,

1918, as the climactic date of their relationship. See R-M p. 49n and cf. letters of Oct 29 and 30, 1919, where he first speaks of
Febr 23 and then corrects himself (GT-B edition, the relevant parts are omitted in R-M). Michael Gormann-Thelen pointed
out to me that February 24 was the anniversary of Margrit and Eugen Rosenstock’s belated Christian wedding ceremony in
1915. A more psychologically probing analysis of the relationship between Franz and Gritli than can be given here will be
necessary to determine the significance of this coincidence.

48 See BT Ip.587n.



What do I see when I look at myself? It is the exact counterpart to what you describe: I have never loved
like this before, without any feeling of being the creator; at no moment did I ever feel with you that I made
anything in you, much less of you; I merely found you all made, wholly “already made.” And because you
were made and someone must have made you I have loved your creators, the one in heaven and the one
on earth, Eugen. In your “readiness” I sensed their work without knowing any of the details, the days of
creation (...). To add to this I could not, would not. I was merely driven to give myself to you. It is hard

for me to put this in words. When I gave myself to you, the created one, gave myself without creating you
any further (...) mediated through you, through your Eugen-createdness, I sense the force that has been
creating me for years. You know how Eugen tore at my roots; I am referring not to the theoretical, the
“argument,” not at all to the sayable, but to his humanity. His humanity, without the confusing addition of
the argumentative, that overflows toward me when your love gives itself to me. You shape me, continuing
Eugen’s creation in me, you even bring it to its completion. Consider that only since “June 17” [the time
when Franz first met Gritli] do I believe him without limit, only since then do I love him completely.
Indeed, all of this lies so close to the roots of life that I can hardly uncover it in words. I am hardly able to
do so even in front of you, and I can do so only because you already know it. You do know it, don’t you?

Beloved — Yours.
(June 1, 1918, Riithle/Mayer, 105)

It is impossible to tell from any particular letter whether Rosenzweig is posturing or naively telling the truth.
Letters of such a delicate nature must always be approached with the suspicion that they may have been
written with the intent to conceal as much as to reveal. In Rosenzweig’s case, we are put on the alert because
Rosenzweig himself occasionally boasts of his Odyssean skills. Once he speaks, for example, of “lying, as
usual” (R-M p. 496) to fool his mother about his relationship with Margrit Rosenstock.4 Another time he uses
doubtful travel papers to finagle a brief meeting with Margrit on a train.5° Initially, Franz and Margrit were
perhaps uncertain as to whether they should acknowledge their true feelings to Eugen. Be that as it may, in
June of 1918, Eugen writes a letter to his wife in which he seems to have tried to cope with the obvious love
between Franz and Margrit by “turning away” (from Franz? Margrit? both?). Margrit, with trepidation, sends a
copy of the letter to Franz who insists that everything had to be out in the open. “Eugen must know,” he writes,
“that he is the lord of our love, that it falls into an abyss if he turns away. Until he knows it with certainty and
beyond any momentary feelings we must be silent toward each other. It is more terrible for me than I can say
but it must be.” (June 4, 1918, R-M p. 106)

Despite this emphatic declaration, Franz writes to Gritli again on June 5 (two letters, one of which is identical
with one dated June 8), on June 7, 11, and 12 (omitted in R-M), on June 13, 15, 17, 18 (omitted in R-M), 19, and
20 (omitted in R-M). Many of these letters deal with unrelated matters (e.g, the mother’s jealousy, a past visit
to the Rosenstock family in Berlin, Margrit’s studies of classical Greek, the publication of Klatzkin’s obituary of
Hermann Cohen, etc.). But their overriding concern is Rosenzweig’s need to mend his relation with Eugen.

I had no real sense, and I know it only now, what it looks like in him. It was very good and necessary that
you sent me the letter. I never lost the awareness that Eugen was carrying a superhuman burden but I
thought he could bear it. The moment he feels so strongly that he cannot do it, at that moment everything
is decided. I had thought him capable of having more than human strength. Could I therefore love him
any less, only because he is merely human? O Gritli, and if he and I were to lose each other now -- even
then [would I continue to love him]. Gritli, we were hidden before the entire world, -- before him we had
to be revealed; without this revealedness our hiddenness collapses. (June 13, R-M p. 107)

And later in the same letter,

It has been a year since he wrote me the first letter to Kassel, the one I found there and read on the first
morning in your presence, the one I read to you with the exception of the final sentence. I remember

it exactly. Today you must hear it: [two words vigorously crossed out] I am sending my wife to Kassel;
let her call you ‘dear Franz’[one word vigorously crossed out] instead of all my letters. What else has
happened? Gritli, I must not scream, I have no right; it must go into me in silence. (R- M p. 108)

49 Cf., among many similar passages, the letter of 18. June 1918 (GT-B), omitted in R-M, and letter of June 29 (GT-B),
likewise omitted in R-M, where Rosenzweig says, “I can lie perfectly and I even experience a certain phantastic pleasure
doing it.”

50 See letter of July 4, 1918 (GT-B edition, relevant parts omitted in R-M).



Rosenzweig seems on the defensive here. All responsibility for what had unfolded between Franz and Margrit
is put on Eugen himself. Where Rosenzweig speaks of feelings of guilt, he is willing to admit only that he was
naive in assuming he could expect his friend to understand all there was to understand without having to
explain anything to him directly

I discovered these days a very simple guilt or rather an oversight on my part toward Eugen: I wrote him
too little, having always felt that by writing to you I was also writing to him. But it wasn’t like that. He lost
sight of me, otherwise all of this would not have been possible. (June 15, 1918, R-M p. 108)

On June 21, referring again to another letter by Eugen that Margrit had shared with him, Franz states that the
arch between them had been mended without as yet having regained its erstwhile stability.

Dear Gritli, the arch has been reestablished but it is trembling and shaking from the inside, the stones

not firmly resting one upon the other. The earth is no longer quaking but the aftershock can still be felt in
the dome. Patience, patience — we call out the word to one another, we did not need to call it out were it
not for — well, if the presence had only brought to rest all that is shaking and restored to every stone the
certain feeling that it is [in fact] supported. Does the arch really rest on the stones? Is it not rather that the
stones rest (on)* in the arch? [drawing of an arch] The arch is not asleep, as the Indians say, and thus it is:
if the arch is awake the stones in it can safely rest — they are supported by it. O if they only rested again!

in proximity, in being supported, in — presence. This is the magic formula, the one and only to be able to
break our triple spell. (R-M p. 110)

It is not quite evident from the letters how this crisis of jealousy between the friends was resolved or whether
it had an immediate effect on the relation between Franz and Margrit. On June 26, Franz writes a conciliatory
letter to Eugen, trying, as he says, to set a “colon” (R-M p. 114). The occasion to do so is provided by Eugen’s
thirtieth birthday (R-M p. 114n). From four letters to Gritli, all omitted in R-M and penned, respectively, on
June 27, 28, 29, and 30, we learn that Margrit was at that time visiting Franz’s mother in Kassel and that Franz
was planning to meet her, however briefly, on the train. The two met on July 5 in a Berlin train station despite
the fact that Franz’s marching orders commanded him to return from Warsaw directly to the Macedonian
front. We have no letters to Gritli after that until Franz writes again on August 10. In the meantime, he had
fallen ill with a heavy case of influenza and pneumonia and was hospitalized in Leipzig, where he saw Margrit
Rosenstock again.5? Yet shortly afterwards there seems to have been a self-imposed period of silence between
Margrit and Franz, a fortnight without letters.5 Franz commences on August 10, 1918, by saying,

Dear Gritli, it is really nice to write to you again. It is still new for me; and through the feeling that I am
writing to you while you are not writing to me it is as if the letter bounced off an invisible wall and flew
back to me — and here is a Gritli, too, a smaller and quiet one but a no less real one [i.e., an image of
Gritli]. (R-M p. 116)

The letters reveal nothing about the reason or the timing of the period of silence but we know that the period of
Franz’s “stupid voluntary self-banishment” (Aug 8, omitted in R- M) coincides with a medical vacation Eugen
was spending with his wife. In any case, Franz expects the first letter by Gritli that was to break the silence on
her part to be written on the 15th of August and to arrive a week later. In the meantime, he seems depressed at
the war situation which appears to him for the first time “without perspective and with no end in sight” (Aug
20, 1918, R-M p. 122).

Only a day later, however, things have already changed. On August 22, the day he had expected to receive
Margrit’s first letter after the two-week hiatus, he writes to Gritli that “my expectations have been fulfilled. To
be sure, it wasn’t by you but there was a letter by Eugen (...).” (R-M p. 124) In what follows we have the first
indication that Rosenzweig had begun to work on The Star of Redemption

51 Parenthesis in the original.

52 See letter to his mother of Aug 8, 1918 (BT I p. 589).

53 See letter of Aug 11 (GT-B edition, relevant passages omitted in R-M) and Aug 12, 1918 (GT-B edition, letter omitted in
R-M). Also cf. letter of Aug 27, 1918, the answer to the first substantive letter Franz received from Gritli after the self-im-
posed two- (now rather four-) week hiatus. Rosenzweig refers here to a two-week “Lethe” (the river of forgetting), R-M p.
132, as a temporary respite but he also thinks that forgetting the June crisis would only condemn the protagonists to repeat
it.



(Y)esterday night, in the hours before the arrival of the mail, I hit on the continuation of the thoughts
expressed in the letter to Rudi of last November [i.e., in a letter known as the Urzelle of the Star of
Redemption],5* exactly where that letter had stopped and immediately in a broad stream of details,
although I still regard it all with some distrust; it is “eugen-ing” in me; I am thinking in figures; the
triangle with three corners and three connections that was then the summary of the content of my Rudi-
letter turns out to be a star of redemption [drawing of a Star of David] with six rays that contains within
itself further stars [drawing of a star crossed out and another star with another star in its center] etc. (R-M

p. 124)

This is the first time Rosenzweig refers to the “star of redemption.” On Aug. 24 he writes, “the disaster has
started to take its course: I have begun to write an introduction” (R-M p. 128) and on August 31 he reports on
having completed the introduction and Margrit receives a copy of the first draft of the plan of the entire work.

What does Rosenzweig mean when he says that it is “eugen-ing” within him? In the continuation of the letter
of Aug 22, he calls the budding figure of his star of redemption a “counterpart to the [drawing of a cross] of
reality” (“Kreuz der Wirklichkeit”). What he says here is that he has finally found his answer to the system of
thought Rosenstock had first presented in schematic form in one of the letters of 1916. In fact, it had been this
draft of an entirely unphilosophical Christian system of historical thinking that triggered the 1916 exchange.

Rosenstock had used the figure of a “cross of reality” to indicate the role of revelation as an unforthinkable
orientation in the empirical world of human history.5s In the “star of redemption,” Rosenzweig developed a
Jewish symbolic counterpart to this unsystematic system of historiosophy, one equally rooted in revelation.5
The exuberance of having hit on a way to execute this plan which had been slowly germinating over the past
two years can be gleaned from the long letters he once again writes to his friend Eugen.>

In September, the feverish activity of writing is interrupted by another actual fever that forces him to be
hospitalized in Belgrade, and at the beginning of October he begins to write of a short visit at home before
returning to the Macedonian front. The letters are now dominated by observations on the state of the war and
on the expected transformation of Germany.

Dear Gritli, yesterday I heard that mail to Germany now takes up to fourteen days! In that case I might
arrive even before the mail even though perhaps only for a short stint because it surely isn’t malaria,
more likely a very light case of tropic fever (...). Now that peace is coming I suddenly notice that I
cherish Germany more than I knew. This immodest English victory really weighs on me. What remains
is a sad petit bourgeois mid-Continental state, and that after all the hopes of these years. The kind of
parlamentarization that’s happening now is just an embarrassment. (Oct. 5, 1918, R-M p. 160)

54 So far only an abbreviated version of this letter has been published. See Franz Rosenzweig, Zweistromland, pp. 125-138.
The available English translations are based on this edition.

55 Soin his “St. Georgs Reden” of 1916 where he first used the figure of a “cross of reality.”These speeches are mentioned
in the letter to Gritli of October 2, 1917, R-M p. 39 (abbreviated in BT I p. 465). The occasion for these speeches was an adult
education venture Rosenstock initiated at the Belgian front where he served as an officer. Cf. Werner Picht and Eugen Ro-
senstock, Im Kampf um die Erwachsenenbildung (Leipzig, 1926).

56 Later on in the correspondence Rosenzweig reports with chagrin on his unsuccessful attempts at finding bona fide an-
cient Jewish traditional roots for the symbol of the star of David.

57 See the letters of Aug 13, 1918 (severely abbreviated in R-M) and letters of Aug 22, Sept 2, 3, and 9. In the letter to Gritli
of Sept 30, Rosenzweig mentions other letters (one specifically dated the 20", that may not have reached their addressees.
Rosenzweig contracted a fever and was relocated to a hospital in Belgrade. See R-M p. 153n and cf. p. 435f. The letters offer
a wealth of information on the publication of the Star and its earliest reception. From October to December 1919 much of the
correspondence between Franz and the Rosenstocks deals with their attempt of starting a joint publishing house that was
to combine a Christian, a Jewish, and a “pagan”(i.e., a humanistic) component. The correspondence on this issue was much
more farflung and included Leo Weismantel, the Hhrenbergs, and others. Cf. Gertrud Weismantel, ,,Begegnungen: Eugen
Rosenstock-Huessy und Leo Weismantel® in Stimmstein 3. Jahrbuch der Eugen Rosenstock-Huessy- Gesellschaft, ed. Bas
Leenman et al. (Mossingen, 1990), pp. 80-102. Rosenzweig was to publish the Star in the planned Jewish component, to
be called “Moriah Verlag.” This practical project was bogged down not only by intractable business problems but also by
Rosenzweig’s increasingly sensitive and irritable mood who felt alienated from Gritli because of her relationship with Rudi
Ehrenberg and from Eugen because he represented the most outspoken reminder of the fact that he failed to deliver a living
proof of the viability of his Judaism.



On Oct 19%® Franz is still waiting for his leave but in a letter of Oct 25 he is already looking back on the past
two and a half days that he had spent with Margrit and Eugen in Kassel. This was the first time he had seen his
friend since January, the first time since Franz and Margrit had been intimate.

How confused and beautiful these hours were, from the evening of the day before yesterday until this
morning. Confused too, for I saw Eugen as if for the first time; I believe I saw him through and through; I
saw him more than I spoke with him; the incessant talk was merely the attempt to hide this seeing, a great
babbling while in truth I was looking at him incessantly. Aside from those short hours last year on July 2,
I saw him for the first time in the flesh and really next to you, in the same room; seeing is here something
that one cannot imagine. One has to have experienced it. I did not look at you at all, only at him. You I
only felt. I love you [pl.]. (Oct. 25, 1918, GT-B, omitted in R-M)

In the preceding I have tried to imagine a plausible sequence of events and developments, yet it is impossible to
be quite sure about what happened or about the thoughts and emotions of the three protagonists. Looking back
it seems as if, after a brief climax of love, Franz was deeply shaken by the troubling loss of the two important
father figures in his live, the father he had disdained for representing the type of German-Jewish pragmatism
he felt the urgent need to overcome and the mentor he adored for representing the allusive wholeness of
philosophy and Judaism that he aspired to. Alienated from his mother, Franz then also had to fear losing

the friend who had given his life the hope for a profoundly new direction. Suddenly preoccupied with the
fascinating reality of the Eastern Jewish world, Franz emerges somewhat sobered up, recharged and ready to
unload the great salvo of prose that was to become his magnum opus. It almost seems, at this moment, as if he
restored an equilibrium that included Margrit as much as Eugen. But this impression is immediately shattered
by the fact that Rosenzweig spent the night after the Kassel meeting with his “sister-bride”s alone in a hotel in
Frankfurt.®® And only a few days later (Nov. 2), Rosenzweig (reassigned to a garrison in his beloved Freiburg)
begins writing Part IT Book 2 of the Star, the central chapter of the work, dealing with “Revelation, or The Ever-
Renewed Birth of the Soul.”

Dear Heart, what a year of death this is—but not just of death but of what is as strong as death.®* My soul
encircles you and loves you.®2 This Book II 2 that I am now writing belongs to you (...). It is not ‘for you’
but — yours. Yours — as I am. Sometimes I feel as if I were a child who cannot write but wants to very
much, and you are guiding my pen. Keep on doing it, beloved. (Nov. 2, 1918, R-M 177)

In truth, there is no simple rhyme or reason to the relationship with Gritli. Nor is it all too clear what destroys
it in the end or why it fades out when it does. It is evident, however, that Franz’s illness had a lot to do with
the breakdown of communication between the friends. The last letters to Gritli, and to Eugen about Gritli,
concern the aftermath of an accidental miscommunication at the end of a visit in December 1925. Eugen, by
now a full professor in Breslau and a rare visitor in the Schumannstrasse, had asked Franz whether he should
give his regards to his friend Wittig and also to Gritli. Franz inarticulately erupts in anger which Eugen takes
as directed at his wife. He feels betrayed by what he regards as Franz’s casting away their shared past. Both
Franz and Eugen subsequently patch it up in conciliatory letters®s but Margrit is henceforth excluded. This
crisis had been a long time coming, and the breakup merely marks the end of what had been a deterioration of
communication between the erstwhile friends.

58 R-Mp. 171.

59 Letter of May 21, 1918, alluding to Songs 4:9-12 and 5:1. See R-M, p. 99.

60 See note R-M p. 173n 1, following the suggestive letter of Oct. 28, 1918. Included with

this letter were two hotel bills made out, respectively, to Rosenzweig and “Frau Rosenthal,” occupying rooms 106 and 111 at
Fahrig’s Hotel Bristol in Frankfurt, a fact mentioned in R-M but not in GT-B.

61 Cf. Star of Redemption, the opening sentence of II, 2.

62 Note the subtitle of Star I1, 2 “The Ever-Renewed Birth of the Soul.” As Eugen Rosenstock pointed out in a letter of Dec
3, 1945, addressed to Georg Miiller, the correspondence with Gritli is, at this stage, a running commentary on the Star. See
Stahmer (1989) p. 388.

63 See letter of May 21, 1926 and Eugen Rosenstock to Franz Rosenzweig, Sept 17, 1926 (omitted in R-M, but see p. 823n).



In 1922, when Franz is first diagnosed with ALS, all but Edith anticipated a quick end to Rosenzweig’s life.®
Apparently Margrit later felt particularly burdened by guilt at this lack of faith.®> Soon however, Rosenzweig
begins to create for himself a strenuous work schedule and routine, transforming the apartment in the
Schumannstrasse into a center of activity, relying mostly on the help of Edith, as well as on a string of variably
useful nurses. In August 1922, Edith, pregnant with Rafael, is in need of a vacation. The person who is asked to
replace her is Gritli.®® Inviting her “to move in with us,” the immobilized Franz jokingly promises “I will make
love to you” (Fall 1922, the last handwritten letter to Margrit Rosenstock, R-M p. 795).

There is only one letter to Gritli from 1923. In 1921, Eugen and Margrit had moved from Stuttgart, where
Eugen had edited the in-house newspaper of the Daimler works, to Frankfurt. At the same time when Franz
inaugurated the Freies jiidisches Lehrhaus, Eugen established and directed a similarly innovative educational
institution, the Frankfurter Akademie der Arbeit, a workers’ academy. After one year, Eugen resigns and
remains unemployed until the summer of 1923, using the time to acquire two further advanced degrees

that lead to a call to a full professorship in Breslau.®” Taking care of her infant son (born 1921), of a husband
between careers, and an intimate friend who is increasingly difficult to communicate with seems to have
worn out even Margrit. In a letter of February 12, 1924, in which Rosenzweig discusses relevant dates on their
retrospective personal calendars, he speaks of 1923 as a year of disinterest on Margrit’s part.

One day Gritli simply ‘could not go on any more.” She could no longer write when she was away, no longer
speak when she was here (sometimes I did not even know where she was for several weeks because she
herself was not speaking any more at all), and no longer ask (her disinterest being so strong that, for
example, she was completely familiar with the “Eighteen Hymns and Poems, etc.,” that went off to the
publisher on January 1, 1923, because they still fell into her period [i.e., they were completed when Gritli
was still communicating with Franz, or vice versa], but of the “Sixty Hymns and Poems etc.” that were
sent off on January 7 [1924] she knew nothing at all). (R-M p. 801)

Whether Franz is simply insensitive to the possibility that even Margrit may have been overwhelmed by the
difficulties posed by his deteriorating health or whether he believes in earnest that “a heaven was closed” and
“an eternity has come to an end” (p. 803) when she, too, proved all-too-human, the interesting fact is that such
complaints are voiced in his letters to Eugen.®® The logic seems to be: Margrit and Franz experienced a love that
was out of the ordinary, one that because of its extraordinary nature did not fall under the category of betrayal
and adultery. The moment their love falls under the category of the ordinary, even though this may occur only
in hindsight, the miraculous nature of the relationship evaporates. In the end, Eugen fears that Franz even
went beyond disenchantment and left the entire relation with both Margrit and him behind like a worn cloth.
For the first time since June 1918, Eugen feels betrayed, yet he arrives at the conclusion that it would condemn
him, Margrit, and Franz if this was to remain the last word.

Occasioned by the acrimonious exchange of late 1925 and the unheeded request Franz had made to Gritli to
return the letters that had been exchanged between him and Eugen in this context, Eugen explains himself in a
letter of September 27, 1926, addressed to both Franz and Edith Rosenzweig.

Dear Franz, dear Edith,

On the Terrasse [Terrasse 1 was Rosenzweig’s home address in Kassel] one lives entirely in your sphere;
it has turned into a branch of Schumannstrasse. Proofs of the Bible translation, of the Jehudah [ha Levy],

64 Cf. letter to Eugen, Febr. 12, 1924, R-M p. 802. On Rosenzweig’s illness see also the recent publication of letters by his
physician, Richard Koch, by Frank Topfer and Urban Wiesing, Richard Koch und Franz Rosenzweig: Schriften und Briefe
zu Krankheit, Sterben und Tod (Miinster, 2000).

65 See Eugen Rosenstock to Franz Rosenzweig, Sept 17, 1926 (GT-B).

66 See the last handwritten letter of Fall 1922 (R-M p. 795): “We ask you now to move in with us.” Cf. Letter of August 31,
1922, by Gertrud Oppenheim to Gritli Huessy (R-M 795f). Edith’s exhaustion is expressed, among others, in a remark she
herself makes in an addition to a letter to Gritli, presumably from 1923 (omitted in R-M): “... if one is locked up in Frankfurt
for eight months and still under house arrest it is very hard to look at images of Swiss spas ...” (GT-B, letters of 1923).

67 At the time, Franz used a special typewriter and Edith or Gritli corrected his manuscripts. Gritli wrote a letter to Eugen
on the back of one of Franz’s letters to him that she had corrected. See R-M p. 799 and cf. the note to the same letter in GT-B.
68 Even when passages of this sort are addressed to her directly they are still found in the context of a letter to Eugen. See
R-M p. 80s5.



of the essays, of Rafael’s Jewish stories and his illustrations, your guests and companions, your work and
your lack of time— everything is present here just as with you.

Hence I am given the opportunity to speak with you even though I don’t appreciate the writing of letters
once things have come to the point that words are spread around by third parties and angry letters have
gone back and forth as they did in our case.

The supporting ground has been destroyed. Only presence can help in such a case. But let me explain why
we retained the letters. It is at least something concrete. I am greatly surprised that retaining the letters
should constitute something unjustified, reckless, or inconsiderate. I admit that I did not consider legal
ownership. The acts [of the drama, or: that were committed] were as follows.

Act One. Without your or my doing, my last visit in Frankfurt had an unwholesome effect. There are
unintentional things that open up the underworld and awaken the shudders of hell. So here. I suddenly
looked into hell. The misunderstanding with the regards to Wittig was merely the occasion to experience
and understand clearly what until then I knew only dimly: a Franz who believed that in the past he had
thrown himself away and who calls an error, and wishes to regret, what had been sealed with the seven
seals of rapture. The one who caused the rapture was the God we have in common. Now Franz makes
himself into a sinner and by doing so disgraces me as abandoned by God.

Act Two. I write the absconded letter. Not at all in some “blind rage of advocacy” for

Gritli. This expression too shows that Franz does not want to acknowledge that all this is not about Gritli
but about him and me. Gritli in her Huessy-ways does not know of any self-defense and always took a
guilt to heart (the expectation of a very short suffering in 1922) that you, Franz, yourself and I and all but
Edith committed in great weakness. But I protested because your new reading disgraces in hindsight. For
in the past the creation of our spirits and the life of our hearts corresponded to one another and it was

this correspondence that sanctified “Eugen’s Gritli.” As soon as you tear out the creation of your spirit as
your achievement and make us mere objects, poor creatures that helped you then to light your great starry
light, you have—Richard Wagner in Ziirich. That was the meaning of my absconded letter.

Act Three. I arrive at quiet deliberation and tell myself: neither you nor we can change the fact that we are
interwoven with each other for life. The present no longer depends on us or you. To be sure, our external
existence can be kept apart and one can prevent our children from loving one another. For everyone has
their own rights concerning the future and each part can do as they please. In matters of the future it is
enough for one part to say no to prevent it from happening. But in matters of the past it is different. Here
it is enough for one part to be left behind who affirms it the old way and all apostates are powerless. I am
resolutely holding on to this part. I will not suffer the past to be destroyed or to be falsified backwards.

Nothing furthers such falsification more than mutual recriminations. Therefore I understood that the
letter was stupid, especially from my standpoint. Hence I was glad when I got hold of it again.

Act Four. I see now that it was somewhat too primitive to retain the letters as I did, and whatever it was
that may have been insulting about it I ask you to forgive me. If there is anything else, something beyond
my control that either one of you may have perceived as painful, I can only say two things: You must

believe us, for once even against all appearances, that we do not gossip about our relations with you, least
of all Gritli. (...)

Do you still wish us to return the letters?
I am and remain

Yours (pl.),

Eugen

(Sept. 27, 1926,” omitted in R-M)

It is impossible to say whether the community of love that Rosenzweig maintained with the Rosenstocks would
have continued to flourish had Rosenzweig not fallen ill. The fact is that between June 1918 and September
1926 the triangle suffered many ups and downs. With great regularity crises arose when Rosenzweig found
fault with either Margrit or Eugen or when he was simply disappointed by the course of his life. At such
moments he either lamented Margrit’s distance, or her intimacy with his cousin Rudolf Ehrenberg, or Eugen’s
inability to accept his Judaism as real. Yet he never ceased to write until he lost his ability to communicate

on his own. What was left behind, thanks to the Rosenstocks’ insistence on preserving what to them was the
record of a sanctified experience (and thanks to the maidservant who shipped across the Atlantic what her
masters had left behind), is a close-up of the life of a philosopher, of his thoughts and concerns both trivial and



deep.! Most of all, it is a window into a relationship whose eclipse can be only partially blamed on the dedicated
and much abused widow. The other reason why it may have remained hidden for so long is the fact that since

the death of Rosenzweig the students and heirs of this unusual group of individuals have been locked in a battle
of favorites. You either loved Rosenzweig or you loved Rosenstock. Apparently only Gritli was able to love both.

1 The focus of this review essay has been on what the letters tell us about the relationship of its author with his corre-
spondents, and even this topic has been hardly exhausted. In addition it must be said that the bulk of the letters deals not
just with this relationship but also with matters of personal and general interest, such as individual and common projects of
publication, career plans, political and intellectual developments of the time, and much gossip.



Eugen and Margrit Rosenstock-Huessy in “Rosenzweig Studies”

Raymond Huessy

In 1968, Eugen Rosenstock-Huessy introduced the English translation of his 1916 correspondence with Franz
Rosenzweig by commenting that “much nonsense has piled up about this ‘existential correspondence.” Little
seems to have changed in the following fifty years or so except that now just as “much nonsense has piled

up about” the lives of the two correspondents as well. It is ironic that the life and work of these two men,
whose common understanding of revelation as orientation threw them into a new understanding of time and
history, and hence beyond accepted academic thinking and institutions, are now almost exclusively discussed
by academics. Indeed, “Rosenzweig studies” has become an academic field unto itself (though it is hard not
to wonder what Rosenzweig’s widow, Edith, among others, would have made of a talk recently given by a
sympathetic academic on “Gritli” as a “figure in early 20th century Judaism”).

For some time now, Rosenzweig scholarship seems to have achieved a consensus that Rosenzweig’s works
were an exclusively Jewish (or exclusively philosophical) affair; that Rosenstock’s influence on Rosenzweig
was minimal if not malign; and that the influence of others was clearer or more compelling (Hermann Cohen
is a common nominee, but Friedrich Schelling and even Martin Heidegger have been named). That consensus
ignores not only Rosenstock-Huessy’s own frequent discussion of their encounter and the role it played in both
their lives, but Rosenzweig’s own words on the subject. But then, most of what has been written about the two
men and their work has been based on evidence so partial as to be inherently misleading. Dorothy Emmet’s
and Alexander Altmann’s essays were flawed for the simple reason that in 1945 (and even in 1968, when they
were reprinted in Judaism Despite Christianity) there was too much that could not be said, as Rosenstock-
Huessy had warned Emmet.+ The most obvious unspeakable truth was the relation of The Star of Redemption
to the then unknown “Gritli letters.”

Blank spaces on the map have tempted cartographers since the days when they might be labeled “here be
dragons.” We all fill them in with what seems most probable; the problem is that, outside of mathematics,
“probability” is highly subjective. Ephraim Meir and Micha Brumlik are hardly alone in having aimed for
probability and landed far from the facts (even Michael Zank did so). Beyond that, however, the skewed results
of much of this ‘scholarship” seems the result less of partial evidence than of the authors’ evident partialities.
Many scholars have clearly read little of Rosenstock’s except the correspondence, or have read tendentiously,
and so are able to ignore the persistent echoes of Rosenzweig’s words in his friend’s work. Indeed, Rosenzweig
and Rosenstock are now defined, separated, labeled, and exhibited as examples of pre-war fauna, by people,
many of whom are (from the correspondents’ point of view) still living before the events of 1913 and 1916. Only
common experience (or a common recognition of epochs) creates true contemporaries, and it is difficult to
become the “contemporary” of men educated for a bygone world’s level of scholarship, raised in familiarity with
ancient languages. It is true that there seems to be a decided preference among academics for philosophy over
any religion that cannot be reduced to the “comparative,” but the real enemy is the passage of time.

As early as 1987, Raul Hilberg could lament that “the era of researchers with personal experience of the [Nazi]
period, who could work from a sense of ‘feel’ for the documents, is coming to an end.” That is at least as true
of the events of the period from 1916 to 1929. In reviewing the revisionist literature on the German resistance
in 1969, Beate Ruhm von Oppen asked:

2 This is a revised version of an essay that appeared, much abridged, in Culture, Theory, and Critique in 2015. (See
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/14735784.2014.996910; I have left the footnotes in the form the published
article required.) All translations from German are mine, unless an English-language work is cited; initials stand in for
names in footnotes.

3 Rosenstock-Huessy 2011: 71.

4 Unpublished letter to Georg Miiller, dated February 6, 1960. “You want to clarify the story of The Star’s creation . . .
Miss Emmett hints in her essay at the barriers to your undertaking—and I had warned her... We, Margrit and I, held our
peace during the apotheosis of thfis ‘Jewish’ thinker.” The correspondence with Miiller may be consulted at the “Lande-
skirchliches Archiv der Evangelischen Kirche von Westfalen” in Bielefeld. Other cited unpublished letters of ERH and
MRH, including those they wrote each other, are available at Dartmouth College’s Rauner Library, in collection MS-522.
(ERH appreciated both articles, but preferred Emmet’s.)

5 Marrus 1987: 7.



After this wave of indignation about the unrighteousness of the allegedly righteous, has the time come
for a counter-wave? . . . Two things can be taken to speak for it: experience and witness . . . Conway .

.. comments on the historiography of the subject and . . . its noticeable periodization. He enumerates
five motives for the first lot of—“positive”’—post-war literature . . . historical, hagiographical, apologetic,
political and theological . . . He gives two for the revisionist wave: the desire for historical accuracy and
the desire to affect politics; and one for the remarkable omission in all this literature . . . the lack of any
thorough analysis of the policies advanced and adopted in the ranks of the Nazi hierarchy . . . In other
words: the Nazi regime was totalitarian. And this fact has, strangely enough, tended to be overlooked by
the revisionists of the ‘60s.6

What has Rosenzweig scholarship similarly “tended to overlook”? Has the time come for a “counter-wave”?

In 1937, the 1916 correspondence was hailed as “the purest form of Judaeo-Christian dialogue ever attained.”
Both Alexander Altmann’s 1944 essay and Dorothy Emmet’s 1945 essay acknowledge Rosenstock-Huessy’s
influence on Rosenzweig, and Nahum Glatzer reprinted Rosenzweig’s own acknowledgement of his debt from
“The New Thinking.”® The “hagiographic”, “apologetic” Rosenzweig emerged as a philosopher of religion, by

no means an inaccurate description, if an isolating one. With the publication of the “Gritli letters,” Rosenzweig
scholarship decisively entered its revisionist phase. The conversation of 1913, the wartime correspondence

and both men’s profound encounter with the power of revelation faded into the background; their unanimity
beyond confessional bounds all but disappeared. And neglect of Rosenstock-Huessy yielded to personal attacks.

Rivka Horwitz wrote that “Glatzer . . . improper[ly] . . . devoted very little room to [Rosenstock-Huessy] . .

. In reality, [he] had been a major figure in Rosenzweig’s life. Glatzer admitted to me that he had done this

on purpose”*—but Horwitz herself called Rosenstock-Huessy a meshumad whom most Jewish scholars had
chosen to avoid. She moved from saying that “his Christian friends . . . may have hoped that Rosenzweig
would eventually . . . convert™° to reading between the lines of the “Gritli letters” to declare that Rosenstock-
Huessy “continued his attempts to convert Rosenzweig in 1919.”"* She holds his “Christian friends’ arguments
against publishing The Star of Redemption with a Jewish publisher (since doing so would restrict the book’s
readership) for a denigration of Rosenzweig’s Judaism.* In his otherwise remarkably even-handed 2003
article, Michael Zank read Rosenstock-Huessy’s mention of love letters (as proof that correspondence can
change minds) as a description of the 1916 correspondence itself.” That insinuation became a public statement
on 29 July 2006, when Wolfdietrich Schmied-Kowarzik claimed that Rosenstock-Huessy had fostered his
wife’s love for Rosenzweig because of “a war-wound and homophile inclinations.”# In his Letters of Love,
Ephraim Meir went on to say that Rosenstock-Huessy, “blinded by his desire to convert Rosenzweig,”s had
never “had real interreligious dialogues with Franz.”® At the conference held at the Simon-Dubnow-Institut in
October of 2013 to commemorate the centennial of the “Leipziger Nachtgesprdch,” Micha Brumlik arrived at
this progression’s logical conclusion by attacking Rosenstock-Huessy’s language in the 1916 correspondence as
“anti-semitic.””

6 Ruhm von Oppen 1969: 392, 398.

7 Schoeps 1963: 129—130. Schoeps became a pariah for his willingness to compromise with Hitler before 1935, but he was
not the only conservative monarchist, and perhaps not even the only Jewish one, to do so. Schoeps republished his book
after the war, dedicating the new edition to his father, who died in Theresienstadt, and to his mother, who was murdered
at Auschwitz—without changing his statement (which may also be found in the 1961 English edition.). Manfred Vogel pre-
ferred Schoeps’ work to that of Jacob Katz and James Parkes. See Vogel 1965: 131.

8 Glatzer 1953: 200.

9 Horwitz 2004: 12—13.

10 Horwitz 2004: 14, emphasis added.

11 Horwitz 2004: 30.

12 Horwitz 2004: 33

13 Zank 2003: 95 n. 30.

14 Schmied-Kowarzik 2006: 4. Since I first published my complaint about this slur, the online versions of his article have
been revised or removed, but as of February 2022 the original form was still available at silo.tips.

15 Meir 2006: 67.

16 Meir 2006: 53.

17 Brumlik