PHUILOSOPHY AND KABBALAH IN WISSENSCHAFT DES JUDEN-
TUMS: RETHINKING THE NARRATIVE OF NEGLECT
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The history of western cultural and inteliectual life is, at one level, builr upon re-
curring sets of culturl antinomies: pagan/Christian, Athens/Jerusalem, scholasti-
cism/humanism, the “querelles des anciens et modernes.” Occident and Orient, or
A most recent variang, the West and Islam. One could go on for a long time in
compiling this fise. [t would capture a certain ruth abour the diversity of culwural,
refigious, and inteliectual traditions, but at the same time it would suffer from ex-
aggerated, imprecise, and even dangerously stereotypical characterizations.

Wishin the smaller, bue sdli quite diverse Jewish world, such antinomies have
alss had their place. For the purposes of this volume, our attention necessarily falls
on one of them, the long-standing “querelles des philosophes et kabbalistes.” Did
not medieval Jewish philosophers and kabbalists regard one another as pernicious
deviants, who genuflected before afien idols and deserved liede more than strict
bans on enyaging in their respective practices? Did not the first modern Jewish
scholars revel in the triumph of rational philosophy over irrational mysticism, see-
ing the two a5 irreconcilable cultural opposites? Even those adepts of Wissenschaft
des Judentrons whe deigned to engage in the swdy of Kabbalah seemed to inherit
dhe disdain lor Kabbalal of their medieval rtionalist precursors. The locus clussicus
of this modern schelarly disdain may be Gershom Scholem’s well-known zccount
of his encounter with Philipp Bloch (1841-1923), che German-Jewish scholar and
auchor of numerous volumes on the history of Kabbalah. Scholem describes his

excitement at encountering another scholar of Kabbalah, the octogenarian Bloch,
whom he went to see in Berlin in 1922. He reports that Bloch happily showed him
his substantial collection of Kabbalistica, prompting Scholem, in his youthful en-
thusiasm, to blurt our: “How wonderful, Herr Professor, thar you have studied all
this!” “Whereupon the old gendeman replied,” Scholem relates, “What, am T sup-
posed to redd this rubbish, roo?"!

It is a fair measure of the extraordinary impact that Schalem had on the fleld of
Jewish studies that this kind of dismissive attitude coward [{abbalah, imputed by
Scholem to his German forebears, s a relic of the past. Indeed, in our times, it ap-
pears as if the tables have been turned. If the study of philosophy once consumed
the attention of Wissenschaff des Judensns, shuaring the study of Kabbalah to the
margins, the opposite might well be true roday. The academic study of Jewish mys-
ticism is, by all accounts, s legicimate and even privileged enrerprise in Jewish stud-
ies, atracting some of the finest and rnost creative minds in the field. Not only is
there a steady stream of scholarship on Kabbalah, with learned journals dedicared
exclusively to it, buc courses are offered in the field ar universities and even rabbini-
cal seminaries (the significance of which will become clearer later). By contrast, the
study of Jewish philosophy, especially in it medieval guise, has fallen from its erst-
while dominance to a position of relative scarcity {ar least as [ read the scholarly
map).

This story of this inversion is a fascinating and imporiant topic, one that would
seem to owe to Scholem's vast impact on the fleld of Jewish studies, as well as 2
host of other factors (including the growing appetite for mysticism in our New Age
Zeitgeisy), While | cannot undertake a full history of that inversion here, | would
Jike to revisit an importnt chapter in the modern relationship berween philosophy
and Kabbalah—that which extends from the fiest circles of Wissenschafe des Juden-
pms up to the wen of the rwentieth century, The account in this paper is hardly
exhaustive - and in fact, is somewhat episodic. Yer there /s 2 point to be made. It is
that a certain narrarive of neglect sertled in during the twentieth century, leading to
the oft-repeated claim thar nineteenth-century “Wisserschaf; scholars {were) deaf o
the mystic chords of Kebbalsh." This claim was, fiest and most significandly, made
by Scholem himself, who often puinted out that Jewish myszicism was anathema to
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“the Enlightenment-minded, purified, mtional Judaism of the ninereenth century”
-and hence ignored by its avatars in the Wissenschaft des fudentims movement.?

Of late, scholars have increasingly called attention to this narrative of neglece.
Pride of place belongs o Moshe Idel, whe devotes a number of instructive pages in
Kubbalah: New Perspectives to detailing the interest of earlier German-jewish re-
searchers with Jewish mysdcism. Idel concludes that “(Dar from being negatively
biased against Kabbalah, some of che pioneers of Jewish studies in the ninereenth
and early twenticth century not enly were interested in this lore bur also made sev-
eral original coutributions thac were to lay the foundarion for the later study of the
Kabbalah."

One cannot deny that there were these in Wissenschaff des fudensums who ig-
nored and/or were embarrassed by manifestations of mysticism in ancient or me-
dieval Jewish culture. But this paper argues thart it would be more accurate to place
that disregard ur one end of a spectrum of 19™.century Wissenschaf? atritudes - at
the opposite end of which were various degrees of engagement in the study of Jew-
ish mysticism. In relared fashion, ic may make sense to see Kabbalih and philoso-
phy not as polar extremes, bur, in 3 number of illuminating cases, as familially re-
lated, by which [ mean that the former was a subset or progeny of the later, quite in
CONETAST £ COMMON perception,

In proposing this renewed consideration of the relationship berween philoso-
phy and Kabbakh in Wissenschaft des_fudentums, it is important to add that we are
not talking, for the most part, about the study of texts for the express purpose of
spiritual fulfillment or elevation, but rather abour critical scholarly analysis of these
two literary domains. indeed, as we move into the ninewenth century, we enter the
golden age of Wisenschaf?, that magically resonant term that conveys at once schol-
arly exactitude and intellectual validation. It is Wisenschaff that stood at the foun-
dacion of the new research university whose prototype, Betlin, ook rise in Ger-
many in 1810, We would do wel o recall thar in the period of intense tumule
around the turn of the 18% century, the fate of universities in Europe was much in
doubz. Their numbers were in precipitous decline, dropping from 143 in 1789 o
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83 in 1815.% A wide range of Enlightenment (and Anfblirung) critics had come o
see the university as a last preserve of the ancient répime, beholden to privilege, rigid
hierarchy, and ecclesiastical control. Armed with a powerful reformist agenda,
those who agitated on behalf of a new univessity model, from Humbolds and
Schleiermucher anward, sought to sweep away the old and replace it with a new
regime anchored by the exacting standards of Wissenschafi. One consequence of
this shift was that theology was no longer regarded as the “"queen of the sciences” in
the German university. Philosophy, the key agent of change in Enlightenment in-
teltectual culture, readily assumed its place, and laid clsim in thf: post—KJm:an ern
to the title of queen of the Geisteswissenschafien.®

The power of Wissenschaft, and the central role of its ally, philosophy, in the
Geisteswisienschafen, can be seen in the Jewish subculture that developed in Ger-
many adjacens eo {and often within) the broader sociery. The first generation of
university trained Jewish scholars repeatedly invoked Wismucha not only as an
arbiter of scholarly truch but also as an instrument of social advancement and inte-
gration. To wit, Immanuel Wolf, writing in the opening essay of the Zeinichriff fiir
die Wissenschaft des fudensums in 1822, declared that Wisenschafilichieir “is the
characteristic attitude of our time,” thas is, the embodiment of the guiding spitit of
the day. At the same dime, he fervently believed that it was through “the bond of
Wissenschaft, the bond of pure rationality, the bond of truth” that Jews could forge
a link with humanity at large.” Wolf's language points to the sacred reverence for
Wissenschaff, its authority, and therapeutic capucity that pervaded German intellec-
tual culure, with particular intensicy among the Jews.

Wolf's contemporary, Leopold Zunz, was introduced ro the new religion of sci-
ence, as some have called it, in 1815 ar the fledgling University of Berlin. A few
years fater, in 1818, he wrote what is widely considered the opening manifesto of
Wissenschaff des Judenrums, “Erwas tiber die rabbinische Literatur.” Ar this critical
juncrure in Jewish history, at the tension-filled crossroad between tradition and
modernity, Zunz asserts, “science {Wisenschaf?) steps in demanding an account.”
Zunz unfolds his plans for an encyclopedic inventory of Jewish lirerary creativicy.
As he moves from field 1o field, mentioning manifold branches of Jewish literature
that require careful scholarly attention, he arrives at 2 more specific judgment:

5. Howard, Proresrane Theology and the Making of the Modern German Universiy {Oxford: Oxford
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Above all these reabms af science, above all this tmult of buman activity, ruling

mlm'rlrmve majesty, is philosaphy, ommnipresent bur invisible, devoted with unas-
sailable independence ro all human cognition.®

Zunz's subsequent commentary on the term “philosophy” makes clear thar he
viewed it as Wolf did Wissenschaft - not only as the guiding ethos of the day, but
as the organizing principle of all Jewish, even human, knowledge. Indeed, among
the salurary benefits of this expansive philosophic spirit was that it could lead to “a
true histary of Jewish philosophy in which mental processes can be presented and
understood while pursuing with all historical rigor che parallel learning embracing
the world.™

This passage by Zunz provides us with a valuable key o understanding the
world-view and priorities of the emerging cnterprise of critical Jewish studies in
19%-century Germany - its faith in a higher-order philosophy or Wisenschaft (1o
which all human knowledge is submitted for categorization) followed by an ar-
tempt to historicize, to generate a “true history” alive o context and a healthy
Sampm’-’ariva Pcrspcc:ivc. Even though Zunz did not spend a great deal of time in

Erwas” outlining the contours of “a true history of Jewish philosophy,” he none-
theless draws our atrention 1o a realm of research and instruction thar would be-
come central wo Wissenschaft des udentims in its fisst censury.

One literary genre whose significance Zunz did ne¢ herald in chis essay was
Kabbalah. He “remain{ed) indifferent,” we are rold, “ro Judaisen’s mercurial tradi-
tion of mysticism.”™" And so too, it was often said, did his colleagues and followers
wiling in the ficlds of Jewish scholarship. Bur did they?

The case of Zunz, casts chis chim in some doubt. Ir his voluminous and wide-
ranging explorations of fewish literaturs, Zunz happened onto mystical texts not
infrequently, and he most surely did not discard them into the dustbin. On the
cantrary, he revealed beth interest and competence in Kabbalistic material. !t We
will discuss Zunz's colleagues in Wissenschafi des fudenrims in more detil a bit
later. For now, 1I'd like to ponder another question. Given that the era of which
we're speaking, the one in which Wissenschafilichieir was “the characeeristic aritude

3. 'tOr; Rabbinic Lyi;ur-.uurc,” excerpred in Paul Mendes-Flohr and Jehuda Reinharz, eds. The Jow
flr; ; ;; ,Agf;;fi'm World: A Docimentary Reader (New York and Oxford: Oxford University Pross,
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of our time,” was also known for its Romaucicist flourishes, might it not be reason-
able to expect some appetite for, or proclivigy, toward mysticism? Should not the
study of mysticism find a respecrable place in the new research university in this
era?

To be sure, these questinns raise a host of larger nnes, each of which could be
carefully examined in an entire paper, if not volume, To rake but one example, the
question of the relationship berween Enlightenment and Remanticism, which
Ernst Cassirer {(and many orhers since} warned us to trear as less distiner and an-
tagonistic than we might be inclined o think, Nonetheless, we can say thae the
post-Napoleonic reaction in the German swwes gave impetus to a new natonalist
particularism open to and aurtured by Ronwnricist symbols and ideals, including
the notion of a vibrant and organic Vellseeiss. To push even further, we return o
our iconic 20%-century personality, Gershom Scholem, who averred that he “wan-
ted to enter the world of Kabbulah dhrough my thinking about and believing in
Zionism as something alive.”" Indeed, the shared vitalism of nationalism and mys-
ticism at which Scholem hines premprs us o inguire whether the later found its
place in the new research universicy which came of age in 1 manifestly nationalisc
age.
Where in face should we look? OF the four faculties oypically found in the Ger-
man university - philosophy, faw, medicine, and theology — one would think that
the study of mysticism could be housed in either the first or the lasc. The philoso-
phical faculey, Friedsich Paulsen notes in his classic study of the German university,
was conventionally divided between “the marhemarical-physical sciences” (and) the
“philological-historical sciences.”"? Of course, we should add o the more humanis-
tic side of that divide che growing presence of philosophy ieself, as well as of literary
and folklore smdies, especially those inflected by the new romanticist currenes.

Wichin this intellectual universe. we notice that the famous German collectors
of folklare, von Arnim and Brentano and the brothers Grimm ar Gbuingen,
sought to identify Jewish und even kabbalistic sources in their work, 35 Gunnar
Och demonsirated in 2 volurme devoted o Kabbalah and Romanticist lteraoure. '
Other essays in that volume deal with Jewish mystical traces in Movalis, Heffmann,

12. Schalem, Dewarirn be-gu (Tel Aviv: aam Oved, 1975}, 81-82.

13. Friedrich Paulsen, The Gerran Linversivies sind Universisy Sewddy, uanshated by Frank Thilly
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14. Guanat Och, “Gewisse Zaubilder der jidischen Kabbala's Zur Ancignung kabbalistischer Stalfe
bei Achim ven Armim uad Clemens Brentne,” in Eveling Govdmuan<Thaw, Gert Mactenklort, aad
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and Hélderlin among others. The investigarive work by Och and ethers is illumi-
nating, bue it does nor add up w0 a robust ar peevasive engagement by the German
scademic world with the study of Jewish mysticism, or even less to a significant
institutional commitment w its study.

On a distince though related note, we should acknowledge the considerable in-
terest by nineteenth-cenoury philosophers and literary scholars in Germany in
Meister Eclchart, the medieval Christian theologian and mystic. As Yossef Schwarz
has ebserved, the romanticist and idealise backdrops to German academic culture
encouraged thinkers such as Schelling, Hegel, Fichee, and Schopenhauer ro sudy
Eckhart, whose mystical tendencies (and vernacular German style} seemed to em-
bady the true German national spirie.’”” And yet, in an interesting adumbration of a
theme that will concern us later, part of what interested these modern scholars was
the recognition thar mysticism and philosophy, at least in their medieval guise,
were, in some important ways, Honked. For example, beth pursuits, argued one lea-
ding scholar of Eckhart, were “unkirchliche.”#

This fast point reminds us that the German academy in this period did not de-
cisively choose Romanticism over Enlightenment, mysticism over philosophy, or,
for chat matrer, particularism over universatism. These apparent opposites, in facr,
often overlapped with one another, lending credence to Gail Finney's suggesdon
that “(plarcchialism and cosmopolitanism tend 1o exist side by side or alternate
throughout much of German history”—just as she shows that early nineteenth-
century literary schoelars tock an avid interest both in German folk expressions and
Welrlireramr.)”

To return w our question above, we can say thar myseicism, ac least of the
Christian variety (e.g., Ecklart), atracted the attendon of some notable German
philesophers and literature scholars in the peried under review. Bue did e find s
way into the disciptine of theology (and thealogical faculties) in Germany? We
should rem«mber thac theology was a field in decline in the early nineteenth cen-
tury; its very existence in the university was repearedly called into question by re-
formers. Paulsen, writing in the early cwentieth century, seill felt compelled to jus-
tify its presence in the face of those “numercus represearatives of a scientific

15, See Yosser Schwaiz, “Mueister Eckbart: Vernacular Theology sad Religious Anarchy,” unpub-
tished paper,

15, Adolfl Lasson, Meisrer Eckhure der Mystiker: Zur Grichichie der -eligidsen Spekubesion i Deutsch-
fand (Bertin, 1863), 17, quoted in Schwarz, 5.
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Offer Each Other,” Compartwe Literarsre 49:3 (Summer 1997), 262,
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radicalism (who) ace inclined to exclude it alwogether, or to relegate it wo the past.

To the extent thar theology was able o re-invent and justify iwself, it was chiefly,
perhaps exclusively, through the magical salve of Wissenschaft. As Thomas Aibt:rt
Howard recently observed in his superb scudy, Proresrant Theology and the Making
of the Modern German Universiry, “{tthe charge that one’s outlook was umwissen-
5;:/};'951:'&': (a term of derision increasingly applied to reactionary theologians by their
critics) amounted to an accusation of having no credible stake in the modern uni-
versity.”!? The scientific makeover of the theological discipline into wr’ssﬁ‘:zscfmﬁlic}{e
Theologie allowed for new subfields such as biblical eriticism alongside che tradi-
donal ones - exegerical, historical, systematic, and practica theology.*® What it did
nor provide for was the study of mysticism.

¢ may well be diat chis query of whether and where myscicism was to be found
in the German university is the wrong question to ask, either because Christian
mysticism was nat the same as Jewish mysticism, or because mysticism simpiy was
not a major topic of concern in the period under review. Nonecheless, we shouid
take note, by way of concluding this section, of the example of Franz Joseph Mo-
fiwor (1779-1860), che university-trained Christian theologian for whom myst-
cism, and Jewish mysticism, in particular was of the keenest interest. Christoph
Schulte describes him as “the great unknown among philosophers of German ro-
manticisn.”® OF course, Molitor was nor unknown to Gershom Scholem, who as
a voung man read Molitor’s four-vofume work that dealt exrensively with Kab-
balah, and who wrote a complimencary entry on him in the Encyclopaedia Ju-
daica.® Nar was Molitor unknown in his day as a discerning and appreciative stu-
dent of Iabbalah who, despite his unwavering Carholic fich, supported the found-
ing of and raught at a new Jewish schant in Frankfure. Molitor was one of the few
and most interesting heizs of rhat incriguing Renaissance type, the Christian de-
votde of Kabbalak. Bur he created no schaol, left behind few direct disciples, and
was largely forgotten. Hiv embrace of Kabbalah was, i seems fair to conclude, idio-
syacsatic and unrepreseniative,

18. Paulsen, The Germign Uiisersivies, 334,

19, Howard, Prosesrant Thealegy, 137, )
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Where does that leave us in our pussuit of an understanding of the relacionship
berween philosophy and Kabbalah? So far we've noticed the twin and interlocking
ascents of philosophy and Wisrenschaff in 19"-century German academic culture.
We've also notice some scatrered interest in mysticism, especially in the form of
Meister Ecldiart. Insofar as Jews were eager consumers of that academic culwure, we
might reasonably expect them to constitute a perfect microcosm of the larger
world. And indeed it was the case that Jews’ veneration for the curative powers of
Wissenschaft was envrmous, surpassing that of dieir Christian contempararies. For
Wissenschaft, as we saw carlier, was not merely a source of scholarly validation for
Jews, but an essential ool of social advancement.

Sitmilarly, philosophy assumed a position of prominence in the setting where
modern Jewish scholars first made their institurional home, namely, rabbinical se-
minaries. We must recall thar while Jews were able o study history, philesophy,
Semitics, and related fields in European universities in the 19 century, they were
almost never permitted to teach them there. It was this predicament char led Edu-
ard Gans, the founding president of the first society of crirical Jewish scholars in
Germany, 1o convert in 1825. And it was chis predicament that led a leading young
scholar, Abraham Geiger, o propose in 1836 (and on a number of subsequent
occasions) the creation of a Jewish theological faculty at a German univessity.

Unsuccessfud in this effore, Geiger was able to find a permanent home only in a
rabbinieal seminary. ¢ was there that Wisenschaff des Judennons was to be based, in
five modern rabbinical seminaries in Breslw, Berlin, Budapest, and Vienna? A
perusal of the course listings for ¢he five seminaries reveals, notwithstanding their
denominational diversity, a great deal of curriculur overlap. Liberal, Positive-His-
torical, and Orthodox seminaries all taughe basically the same courses to their stu-
dents: Talmud and codes, Mishna, and Bible and commentaries, as well as a group
of subjects that indicated the long distance traveled from the old-style yeshivah—
lewish history, Religionspbilosopbie, and homiletics. A good summary of the peda-
gogical priorites of the serminaries was given on the occasion of the tenth anniver-
sary of the Vienna Lehranstale “We hold o the view thar the modern rabbi must
be a proficient preacher, but above all a teacher indmately familiar with the

23. The five seminaries were the Jiidisch-Theologisches Seminary in Breslhw (1854), the Hoch-
schule (or Lehranswabe) fiir die Wissenschalt des Judencums (1872} and the Hildesheimer Semi-
nary in Berlin (1873), the Budapest Rabbinical Seminaey (1877), nad the Ismelitisch-Theolo-
aische Lebiransaalt in Vienna (1892),

64

Talmud and ¢he ricual codes, Jewish history and Jewish Re/ig."ampb'i/amj}hie.”2‘5

The obvious question tw address ar chis point is what was meant by the term
Refigionsphilusophie? A review of the yearly reports of the seminaries suggests thar
the most frequently taught courses in this field, by far, were those devoted to three
giants of medieval Jewish thoughe Maimonides and his Guide for the Perplexed, his
philosophical precursor, Sandya Gaon and his Sefer anuno: ve-de'or, and Yehuda
Fla-Levi and the Kuzeri. Also tughe on a more oceasional basis within che frame-
work of Religiensphilasophie veere courses en Aristotie, Philo, Josephus, Solomon
ibn Gabirol, Bahya ibn Pakuda, Yosef ibn Zaddik, and Hasdai Crescas by scholars
such as Bernays and Freudenthal in Breslau, Steinthal and Barth in che Berlin
seminaries, Kaufmann in Budapest, and Miiller in Vienna,

So then Religianspirilmaphic focused, not surprisingly, on texts of philosophical
import. Moreover, most of the authors and wets studied ficced under the rubric of
“Hellenistica,” or more commonty, the Islamic-Jewish encounter in Spain and be-
yond. These emphases strike us as perfecely logical, given the strong sense of identi-
fication thar Central Evropean Jews exhibired toward Hellenistic and Spanish Jew-
ish cultures. Indeed, scholars have lonp noted the hold of the “Sephardic mystique”
on German-Jewish culture in the 19 century, as reflected in fields as diverse as
literature, scholarship, and architecrure.

We might reasonably ask at this peint whether Jewish myscicism, wich its deep
Spanish roets, was also pars of this German-Jewish culaural agenda. Tn the case of
the new-style rabbinical serminaries, the answer, in a formal institucional sense, is
no; T uncovered no courses in Jewish mysticism or Knbbalah as such offered in the
seminaries. And yet, that is only part of the aaswer. In fact, scholass in the nine-
teenth and early twentieth cenury were engazed in the study of kabbalistic sources.

I propose chac we briefly consider ac tiree pools of scholarly writing abour the
subject. The effect of this review will be 1o pose an alternative to the long-regnant
narrative of neglect regarding the place of Kubbalah in nineceenth-ceniury scholar-
ship - and in so doing, rethink che narare of the relatdonship berween Kabbalah
and philesophy in that e

First, already in the second number of the founding jouenal of Wissenschaff des
Judentums, the Zeitschrifr. Lazarus Ben David, the iconoclaste Jewish Enlighten-
ment figure, offers an extensive analysis of Kabbalistic cexts in o broader discussion
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4. X, Jabresberiche der Graefic sehe Theologistiches Lehnomsals in Wien fiiv dus Schuljabr 190201903
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of Jewish messianic beliefs.s This reminds us of che poine, affirmed by Schulte ina
recent book on the Jewish Enlightenment, that well before the Zeitschrift appeared
in 1822, the Kabbalah was a topic of interest to late eighteendi-century Haskalah
writers such as Isaae Saranow and Ephraim Joseph Hirschfield, among others.?

A sccond sousce of interest are those university-trained Jewish scholars in the
19* century from outside of Germany who devoted serious attention tw the Kab-
balah. Here one immediately thinks of the French philosopher and legal scholar,
Adolphe Franck {and to a lesser extent, the transplanted French bibliophile and
scholar, Salomon Munlk).?7 Frank, whao later became 2 professor at the College de
France, published in 1843 perhaps the first systematic account of the Kabbalah in
modern times, La kabbule, o, La philosopbie religieuse des Heébreus. It is interesting
and instructive that Frank does not oppase, but in fact conflates, Kabbalah and
religious philosophy (Refigionsphilsophie) in his title. He explains on the first page
of the introduction chat Kabbalah “can not be considered cither as a philosophy ot
as a religion.” Racher, “it is the fruit of the union of these intellectuat powers.”**
From this point on, Franck undertakes a rather exhaustive analysis of the origins of
the readition, unhesitatingly tooting ir, and the Zebar, in antiquity. While dubious
that Shimon bar Yohai could have been the author, Franck was far more incredu-
lous that “an obscure rabbi of the thirteenth cenmury, an unfortunate charlatan” {re-
ferring to Mushe de Leon) could have written the Zobar.? Franck certinly sided
with “les anciens” over “les modernes™= on one hand, asserting a long process of o-
ral transmission originating in the teachings of Shimon bar Yohai, and on the
other, describing later Kabbalists such as Moses Cardovero and Luria as “commen-
tatoss who lacked the gift of originaliry.™®

On the basis of Franck's sympathetic treatment of an ancient Kabbalah, we
might hasten ta conclude chat its modern study could only have developed beyond
the cultural sphere of the hyper-raxionalise Wissenschaft des Judentums. Bur chat
would not be accurate. We know, after all, that the renowned scholar, rabbi, and

5. Lazarus Bendavid, “Usber den Glauben der Juden an einen kiinstdigen Messias {nach Maimon-
ides und den Kabbalisten," Zvindiriff fiir dic Wissenschafi des Judentsoms 1:3 {1822}, 197-230.

26. See Christoph Schulte, Die jiidische Aufklirung (Munich: Verlag T, H. Beck, 2002), especially
119-137.

27. See ldel, Kabbalab: New Perspectives, 3.9, _

28, Adolph Franck, La fablbale, ou, Lo p/}i!umpbie refigiense des Hebreux {Paris: L. Hachewe, 1843].
Citations in chis paper come from the wanslagion by L. Sessnitz, The Kabbualah or ihe Refigious
Philosaphy of the Hebrew (New York: Arno Press, 1973), lii.

29. Tbid, 95.

30. Ibid, xxix, 107.
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preacher, Adolph Jellinek, found Franck’s book important enough to translate a
year after it appeared in French, in 1844. Although Jellinek died shortly after the
new rabbinical seminary opened i Vienna (and thus did not have a chance to
reach there), he was undeniably a major figure of Wissenschaft des Judentzms in that
ci

More 1o the point, his translation of Franck reflected Jelfinek’s decades-long in-
terest in Kabbalah. He opened his translation by describing Kabbalah as a peculiar
variant of philosophy - as “Oriencal Philosophy,” a term that reveals his conception
of a rather exotic body of literature that was distince from western philesophy.!
Yer he was not intent merely on demonstrating the primacy. of West over East.
Rather, he believed thac it was an essential scholarly task to bring clarity to the
thicket of competing views sbour the origins and development of the Kabbalah.
Already in his ranslation of Adalphe Franck, he promised to address that key issue
hovering over Kabbalih scholaeship then and now: when, where, and by whom
was the Zohar composed. In 1851, he fulfilled this promise, writing a small pam-
phlet that identified Moshe de Leon as the central figure in the Zobar's composi-
ton.® In the following year, he wrote another small bookler that confirmed his
conclusion and went on to discuss pre-Zoharic sources of the Kabbalah.?

Tt surns out that there was, in the time of Franck and Jellinek, a spirited schol-
arly debate over Zoharic composition - that is, some three-quarters of a cenrury
before Gershom Scholem mounted the podium at the Hebrew University on No-
vember 1, 1925 1o ask: “Ha-im hiber R, Moshe de Lean et Sefer ha-Zohar?" (Did
R Moses de Leon write the Zohar?). 3 Scholem largely ignored cardier figures en-
gaged in debate over the Zohar, refesring only en passans w Jellinek and reserving
most of his attention (and scorn) for Heinrich Graetz, the famous Gesman-Jewish
historian who came to sepresent for him the deep enmity of Wissenschaff des fuden-

31. Jeltinek’s designation, wlich borsows from the 19ch-century German histosian and theologian
Mosheim, comes in the translator’s forward to A, Franck, Die Kabbala oder dic Religions-
Phitosaphie der Hebrier, wans. A, Jellinek (Leipeig: Helarich Hunger, 1844), v. In facy, the
raots of this designation extend back further. For a discussion of Moses Mendelssohn’s use of
the wrm “orientmlischen Philesophen,” see Moshe Idel, Hesidians Benween Eostasy and Magic
(Albany: SUNY Press, 19935}, 40-41.

32, A. Jellinek, Moses ben Sehemn-Tob de Leort und sein Verbiilenis zun Sobar (Leipzig: Heinrich
Hunger, 1831)

33, A, Jellinck, Beitrige sur Goschichite der Kabbalt {Leipeig G L. Frische, 18532). See also [del, Al
Aharon Jellinek veha-Kabbakah," passin.

34. Schalem, "Ha-im hiber R. Moshe de Leon et Seler ha-Zobas?,” Madu ¢ b= Yabudur 1 {1925-
26, 16-29.
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s toward Iabbalah 3% As an aside, we should note that Scholem doubted Moshe
de Leon's hand in composing the Zohar in his 1925 lecture, though he later came
to agree with Graete’s conclusion that de Leon was the author of the Zohar®

Qur point here is that well before Scholem, schotars of Wissenschaft des fuden-
ims were debating chis question. Indeed, even before the appearance of Franck’s
bool: in French and then German, the young German scholar Meyer Heinrich
Landaver was engaged in the study of kabbalistic manuscripts at the Munich Haf-
bibfiotek. Through his studies in the 1830s, Landauer arrived at a conclusion simi-
lar to Franck regarding the antiquity of the Zohar, albeit with an important twist:
the book, he maintained, bore strong traces of Christianity, a function of an an-
cient ambience in which the boundary berween Jewish and Christian worlds was
thin. Somewhart fater, after additional work in the manuseripts collection in Mu-
nich, Landauer revised this view to argue that the author of the Zabur was, in facr,
a medieval Jew - one other than Abraham Abulafia.®? What is interesting about
Landauer is not only the fact that his clim of Abulafia’s authorship became a rar-
ger against which other scholars wook aim; even more intriguing is che claim by
Eveline Goodman-That that this young researcher, who died at the age of 33,
moved beyond critical scholarship to become a “true Kabbalist” himself.>®

Indeed, Landaver represents the polar opposite of the paradigmatic Wissenschaft
scholar, often cast as proudly ignorant, or at least contempruous, of Kabbalah. Lan-
dauer died too young to malke his way into the heart of the Jewish scholarly estab-
lishment. Bur David Joél, anocher German-Jewish scholarly contemporary, was
able to make his way into the esmblishment, Joél was a university-trained scholar
and mabbi who was appointed professor at the Jewish Theological Seminary in
Breslau in che last yeass of his life. Earlier in his career, he gained notoriery as the

35. ibid, 16. n. I and passim.
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author of a lengthy study on the religious philosophy of the Zuhar, published in the
midst of the intense mid-cencury debace over its composition in 1849. {n it, he
challenged the claims of contemporacy scholars (e.g., Landauer and Franck) about
the ancient roots of the Zohar, insisting that “the author of this work could not
have lived before the 13" century.”?

We know that others with research interesss in themes or figures relating to
Jewish mysticism such as Joé&l's namesake, Manuel, or David Kaufmann also found
their way to positions in rabbinical seminaries (Breslau and Budapest respectively),
OF course, so too did one of the most weli-known of German-Jewish scholars, the
above-mentioned Heinrich Graerz, historian and Breslau seminary professor who
discussed the origins of Kabbalh in his multi-volume History of the Jews. Graewz
was intensely hostile to Kabbalah, inveighing against ir as “a false doctrine which,
although new, styled iwself a primitive inspiration; although un-Jewish, called itself
a genuine teaching of lsrael; and although springing from error, entitled itself the
only eruth.™ He also felt keen hostifity for Moshe de Leon, whom he took o be
the author of the Zohar. The only question abous de Leon, Graewz wondered, was
whether he “was a selfish or a pious imposter.” With his typically charged judg-
ment, Graem averred that de Leon's “intention was certainly to deceive and lead
astray. ™!

Much more could be said about Graew and his venomous disdain for Iabbalah
and the Zohar. For the pusposes of this papes, it suffices to recall that he could not -
and did not ignore these twa subjects; they were important features of his framing of
medieval Jewish intellectual culture. The same could be said of two key ﬁgurﬂ? in
the Hebrew-tanguage schelarly movement chat swood alongside Wissenschaft des
Judentums, Hoklmar Yisra'eh Samuel David Luzzaeto, the Tralian Jewish savant who
held Kabbalah in low regard, and Nachman Krochmal, che Galician Jewish thinker
who had a moere positive auitude. We should also male mention here of a some-
what later figure, Moses Gaster, a favored student of Graeiz's at the Breslau semi-
nary. The wide-ranging Remanian-Jewish scholar devored a good deal of attention
to the Kabbalah and the Zohar in the fate ninereenth and early twentieth centuries,
A major pillar of Gaster’s approach was the belief, contra Graerz, that Moses de

59. David Hehman Jodl, Die Religroniphitosophic des Suhar und ibr Verhitnis znr allgemeine
Jtidischen Theologie (Leipzig: G. L. Frische, 1849), 73.
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Leon did nor write the Zohar. Rather, Gaster argued, in evocation of A. Franck, that
“this Book is a compilation made at a later date from very ancient independent
documenss. ™

These examples of scholarly engagenents fead us w the first of two conclusions.
First, it should be clear that che study of Kabbalah was not, as others have already
noted, terra incognita for 19"-century Jewish scholars in Germaay. We can point
to a spectrum of apinions and approaches. On one hand were those who ignored
Kabbalah altogethes. Close by were those whom Scholem took to be represenrative
of Wissenschift des Judentuns, scholars who “displayed che greatest aversion to eve-
rything connected with seligious mysticiso.” At the other end of the spectrum
were the few such as Landauer who not only studied bur personally identified with
Kabbalah as a spiritual system or practice. But in berween these two poles was a
cohort of serious mid-century researchers such as Frank, Jeilinek, and Jo#l, estab-
lished figures in Jewish and general scholurly circles, who had varying degrees of
appreciation for Kabbalah and its place in Jewish history and saw fit ro devote at-
rention to it. To be sure, scholarly engagement did not end with this cohore, but
continued on and off tdhrough the turn of the century (e.g., vin Gaster or the grear
bibliographical expert, M. Steinschineider) - at which point mysticism, Kabbalah,
Gnosticism, and their modern descendents were newly celebrated by the likes of
Buber and Schalem as evidence of a vibmanr Jewish national spirit. Av the cusp of
this moment swod Philipp Bloch, the Kabbalah scholar whom we recalled at the
beginning of this paper and with whom swe shall close.

In 1904 Bloch gave a lecture on Lurianic Kabbatah to the newly created learned
saciery, the Gesellschaft zur Farderung der Wissenschaft des judenwms. In the
published version, he opened the book with an epigraph that seemed o caprure
perfectly his dispasition toward Kabbalah. Quoting from the 17%-ceneury Delme-
digo’s Marsref le-hoklmak, he declared: “A liutle bic of Kabbalah is good and adorns
man; tou much of it is not good for the one who is deeply wedded 1o it far he is
deterred frem pursuing the other precious sciences.”

Bloch's view aof the limits of Kabbakh's value, unsurprising in light of
Scholem's secollection of their encounter tand reflected in chis epigraph), in facs

42, See Muses Gaster's 1923 acticke, "A Gnostic Fragment from che Zohar: The Resurrection of
the Dead,"” repeinted in Lis collected papers, Studivr wnd Texes fn Folllore, Magi, Mediaeeal
Romance. Hebrew Apocryphit and Sanuavitin Archacology (Mew Yorlo Kuav, 1971}, 375.

43, Scholem. From Berlin to ferusidens, 112,

44. Delmedigo's aphosism on Kalbbbalah is on she untited epigraph page in Philipp Blach, Die
Kabbalah anf ihrenr Hiheptke sand ihre Meisrer {Presiburg: Adolf Alkalay & Sohn, 1905}

belies another point - the second and final point with which 1 would like to con-
chude. In a small encyclopedic work from a decade earlier, Bloch placed the discus-
sion of the history of Kabbalah from Gronic times alongside an historical analysis
of what he called “jidische Religionsphilesophie” (that is, Jewish philosophy from
Saadya to David Nieto). The two fields were like limbs of the same body. Both, he
suggested, were deemed worthy of - and in fact, were subjected to - serious exami-
nation.

This corporeal meraphor strilkes me as a revealing indication of Kabbalah's rela-
tionship in 19%-censury Jewish scholarship to philosophy - or to that sweeping
category of Religionsphilosophic (equivalent to today’s “Jewish thought” or “mahshe-
vet Yisrael”). Admictedly, I have only offered a partial account of thar reladonship
here. Nonetheless, it does seem sensible, based on the terrain that has been covered,
w0 revisit the old assumption of bitter enmity berween philosophy and Kabbalah.
Far more commonly than we had thoughs, Kabbalah stood adjacent to, or was
tucked under, the caregory of “Religionsphilosophie” in Wissenschaff des Judentumts.
A more decailed charting of thar relationship, one not based on the assumption of
nineteenth-century neglect or aversion, remains an imporant desideratum in Jew-
ish studies.

T would fike 1o thank Profesior Moshe Idel for his helpfil reading of this paper
and Professor Ludislan Gyemans for bis kind invisution 1o participare in the con-
ference on “Philosaphy and Kabbalah” sponsered by the Dr. Mosire Carmilly In-
stitute for Hebrew and Jewish History ar the Babes-Bolyai Universisy in Chy-
Napoca, Romania.
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phiz (Trier: Verhag von Sigmund Mayer, 1894).
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