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CHAPTER 1

4

Introduction

Judaism and Romanticism

Franz Rosenzweig (1886-1929) lived through two of the most ex-
treme periods of modern German history: World War I and the
Weimar Republic. Even in a national history beset by extremes, these
two relatively short time spans stand out, the first for the cataclysmic
destruction that occurred during it, and the second, which immedi-
ately followed, for the creative brilliance of its cultural life. Students
of modern German history must confront the alternatively terrible
and sublime reality of contradiction. It should therefore come as no
surprise that, in the case of the relatively small part of that history
we propose to study here, namely Rosenzweig’s The Star of Redemp-
tion, prima facie contradictions in the secondary literature assault us
from the start. One writer calls Rosenzweig “one of the most sublime
manifestations of the greatness and religious genius of our [i.e., the
Jewish] people.”™ Another tells us that “Rosenzweig yachol leheicha-
shev bedin lenetsigah shel haromantikah betechuma shel haya-
hadut™ (Rosenzweig may justly be considered a representative of
romanticism within the context of Judaism). And a third pronounces
that romanticism belongs to “ways of thought out of sympathy with
Judaism.” How can a sublime representation of Judaism manifest in
a current of thought out of sympathy with Judaism?

Perhaps this could only happen among what Hannah Arendt
called that “altogether unique phenomenon” of German Jewry.* It
has been said of romanticism that, next to the Reformation, no other
cultural movement has had so profound and definitive an impact on



e g r— v v v vae Y e L v RE PSS Y

Germany’s spiritual identity.® At the same time, students of Jewish
diaspora history have noted the particular fervor with which Ger-
man Jews especially, among all the different nationalities of Euro-
pean Jewry, sought to appropriate their host culture. A notable
instance is Hermann Cohen, whose essay, “Deutschtum und Juden-
tum,” boldly declares the points of identity between these two
thought-worlds.® Jacques Derrida calls this essay a “strange text . . .
whose extravagance, indeed delirium,” reflects what even Cohen
himself might admit was a “psyche which is itself a reflexive delir-
ium.”” One cannot read Gershom Scholem’s own reflections “On the
Social Psychology of the Jews in Germany: 1900-1933” without feel-
ing quite wrenchingly the force of Derrida’s interpretation. Scholem
depicts a self-delusive community, “strangely smitten with blind-
ness,” whose understanding of its own mission was to disappear as a
distinct community.® Scholem implies that the German Jews pur-
chased their German identity at the terribly high price of their own
self-division and even self-sacrifice. But if German identity was ro-
mantic, then self-divisive and vanishing movements were not the
price of it; they were that identity, itself.

But then, what was German romanticism? “The bewildering
plethora of heterogeneous concepts, attitudes and images associated
with the romantic,” is so great that “one may easily begin to doubt
whether there was such a ‘movement’ at all.”** In a scattered sam-
pling of recent articles from the cultural review sections of the New
York Times, romanticism is associated with despondency, madness,
escape and vampires." But German romanticism in particular is
typically confined to a family of ideas that flourished in Germany at
the end of the eighteenth and beginning of the nineteenth centuries.
By one reckoning, these years extend from 1796 to 1830, and are di-
vided into stages: 1796-1804 was the period of early German ro-
manticism; 18041815, the middle period; and 1815-1830 the late
period.™ If we confine ourselves still further to the early period, then
romanticism becomes the ideas of a small group of people writing
over a few years, and consisting minimally of the Schlegel brothers,
Schleiermacher, Novalis, Tieck and Schelling**—the so-called Jena
romantics, or Fruehromantiker.

The secondary literature on these writers and their romantic
friends is vast; even a cursory review of it is beyond the scope of
this slight introduction. But what must, from the start, impress
any student of religion, is the patently religious character of the
early German romantics. If this were not already obvious from
Schleiermacher’s important place among them, from works of their
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circle bearing such titles as Effusions of an Art-Loving Friar,** or
from Lacoue-Labarthe’s and Naney’s index to key concepts—such
as Christianity, God, mysticism, religion—in Schlegel’s works,' it
could be gleaned by reading what one critic ‘has called “the
supreme creation of German romanticism,”® namely Novalis’ Hein-
rich von Ofterdingen.'” Despite Friedrich Schlegel’s later conver-
sion to Catholicism, the identification some critics make between
Christianity and romanticism,® and Novalis’ own “Christendom
oder Europa,” which pleads for a revival of the church universal,
the religion that shows through the works of the early romantics is
not normative or institutional Christianity. Some critics have pre-
ferred to distinguish a distinctive “romantic religion,”® or at least
a “romantic view of religion.” Most would find in this religion a
preoccupation with the idea of the infinite,” and an acute feeling
for the interrelatedness of things. It is particularly over seeming
opposites that the romantics find connections,® as of part to
whole,? nature to history, death to life, past to future.?® A configu-
ration of linked oppositions constitute das Ganze, or the whole.?
But these two pillars of romantic religion, the infinite and the
whole, are themselves an opposition, since the whole implies a clo-
sure or self-enclosure, that the unbounded infinite disrupts. That,
in building its structure of ideas, romantic religion simultaneously
illustrates them, is the first of its vanishing movements, performed
here on the space between form and content.

The space does not entirely vanish. Where opposition occurs as
a content of romantic religion, as a belief in the relations that span
opposites, the space between the opposites is closed over in the
whole. But where opposition occurs as the form of romantic religion,
in the space between the opposed doctrines of the infinite and the
whole, the space is not completely closed. And here romantic religion
performs another movement characteristic of it. It will not choose
between the systematizable whole and the-system=bursting infinite,
but unsettlingly hovers between them. “It is equally fatal for the
mind to have a system and to have none,” says Schlegel. “It will sim-
ply have to decide to combine the two.”

If the simultaneity of opposites is a darkness to human under-
standing, then, says romantic religion, so much the worse for the un-
derstanding. The understanding, as Kant presented it, was the
categorizing component of human reason, which actively determined
the objectivity of what would otherwise be blind, sensual intuition.
Where the understanding fails to combine opposites, feeling and the
imagination succeed. According to Schlegel’s famous phrase, the



romantic was “was uns einen sentimentalen Stoff in einer phan-
tastischen Form darstellt” (what represents an emotive subject
matter in a fantastic, or imaginative, form). A sentimental subject
matj'ter is a content of feeling; a fantastic form is one that the imagi-
nation “can raise . . . again and again to a higher power . . . in an
endless succession of mirrors.”

The endlessness of the succession of mirrors itself mirrors what
we posited as the first pillar of romanticism, namely the lure of the
infinite. Schlegel here implicitly identifies the infinite with form. If
the other originary concept in our construction of romantic religion
namely the whole, can be taken for content, then Schlegel’s remarks’
reinterpret the opposition between the infinite and the whole as one
between form and content. And if, by illustrating opposition in its
very self-construction, romanticism reduces the distinction between
form and content, it now reaffirms the distance between them by re-
lating them, analogously, with the overtly oppositional infinite and
whole. The instated distance inverts or reverses the vanishing one
as though the two were reflections in a mirror. And this, after Van-’
ishing and hovering, is the third characteristically romantic move-
ment, namely inversion or mirroring.

. The three movements are interrelated. The reflection of an ob-
Ject in a pool of water mirrors its object, but only as a hovering illu-
sion that any disturbance to the pond’s quiet surface will cause to
vanish. If these movements are applied to the infinite and the whole

t-he religious mechanics of romanticism becomes clear. Romantic re-,
ligion sanctifies a vision of the whole. But the whole is infinitely mir-
rored throughout its parts. The whole is the object and the myriad of
particulars, its hovering reflections. The attuned romantic who dis-
turbs the reflections causes them to vanish, at least momentarily,

before the soteric vision of the whole. ’

The disturbance that reveals the reflections for the hovering con-
cealments they are is, principally, art. Art structures reflection. By it-
self reflecting particular things, it mirrors what the particular things
the.ngselves reflect, namely the whole. Art is the organon of romantic
religion, as prayer is of institutional religion, in the sense of being the
means of passage from premise (in the world of particulars) to con-
clusion (in visionary wholeness). Indeed, the art-loving friar specifi-
cally compares art appreciation to prayer. Schleiermacher hoped that
the religiously insensate might be brought to religious feeling
through art, and Schlegel, who pictured the arts disconsolate on
Mount Parnassus, ever since the departure of Apollo, offered them in
Christianity a new religion to serve. Theodore Ziolkowski rightly
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notes that romantics did not so much substitute art for religion, as
propose to fulfill religion by means of art.*™

Under the aegis of art, the last pieces of romantic religion fall

into place. These are self-consciousness and irony on the one hand,
freedom and individuality on the other. Irony is a product of roman-
tic hovering. The romantic’s resolution of the tension between oppo-
sites is to hover between them. The constant awareness that any
declared stance is balanced by its opposite, and, most especially, any
stance of completion, by the breach of the infinite, is romantic irony.
Irony keeps romantic religion from becoming too self-serious. The in-
finite punctures holes in self-satisfied visions of the whole, and re-
turns any romantic who thought to forget himself there, to the
self-conscious awareness of his own finitude. Romantic art, strung
as it is between finite content and infinite form, is ineluctably ironic,
and wishes to string its viewers between a similar opposition of fi-
nite self and consciousness of self raised “again and again to a higher
power.” To accomplish his revelatory feats, however, both the artist
and viewer must not be trammeled by custom or convention. The ro-
mantic suspicion of the laws of categorial thinking, which obsti-
nately insist on their so Aristotelian -(p & -p), negatively mirrors the
romantic’s indulgence of the category-defying individual and his
freedom.

If we can take irony, self-consciousness, individuality and free-
dom as mere implications of the ideas that preceded them in our con-
struction of romantic religion, then that religion comprises in the
main: a form, a content, three movements and an organon. (The
form is the infinite, the content is the whole, the movements are
vanishing, hovering, and mirroring, and the organon is art.) If a reli-
gion so constructed seems little different from a recipe for stew, that
only goes to confirm how much this religion tastes of romanticism,
which loves simultaneously to illustrate the ironies it describes.

With its subject heading, “Jewish Wit and Humor,” the Library
of Congress, responsible for cataloging, ideally, all books published
in the United States, lends its most unironic but considerable au-
thoritative weight to the idea of a distinctively Jewish brand of
humor.® It has been called an ironical humor. And if it is, then the
Jewish sensibility might seem highly receptive to romanticism. And
yet, a writer on Gustav Mahler who, by asking whether that com-
poser was “German romantic or Jewish satirist,” implies that these
are disjunctively opposed, observes that “it would be hard to imagine
a Jew as a whole-hearted romantic.”® His claim might be assessed
from two different angles: the theological, and the historical.



o Judaism foils any straightforward comparison with romantic re-
ligion by coming in so many shapes. If Arthur Lovejoy insisted that
romanticism could only be discussed in the plural® it is Jacob
Neusner who repeatedly insists that Judaism is really Judaisms.?
And yet, insofar as Judaism is, as it is sometimes called, a moral
monotheism, it must resist almost all the principal traits of roman-
tic religion. Monotheism does not aspire to a vision of the whole but
to the extent that it is visionary at all, of God. And God is quité
pointedly distinguished from the whole, insofar as this includes the
particulars of the world. This God is not infinitely mirrored in the
world, but primarily in only one distinct part of it, which is thereby
raised above the rest of it, namely the human. Neither vanishing nor
hovering are characteristic movements of moral monotheism, but
rather obedience is, to the divine commands. The aptly named ’luft—
mensh, from the Yiddish, meaning air-pérson, who inclines to vanish
or hover in the midst of the world’s concretions, is simply a figure of
fun, never of normative behavior., Indeed, individuality as such, even
of the saintly type, raises suspicions in the so communally oriented
daily life of traditional Judaism.* The freedom that Judaism com-
mends is for the sake of obedience, not the untrammeled unfoldings
of art. If any one organon furthers the Jewish movement from finite
soul to God, it is prayer, understood in the broadest sense as ritual
observance, study, and good deeds.

The one clear point of affinity between Jewish and romantic
r(-.)ligion is the idea of the infinite. Both religions agree that the infi-
n.1te imposes limitations on human understanding, though romanti-
cism makes more than Judaism does of the resulting darkness. The
multiple literatures of Judaism—the biblical, rabbinic, philosophi-
cal, and mystical—all insist on the infinity of God. This tenet is pop-
ularly expressed in the liturgy, in proclamations of God’s oneness
and .incomparability, and in day-to-day ways of circumventing the
specific naming of God. The only style of Judaism that would
sf.;retch this one affinity into a broad congruence with romantic reli-
gion is the mystical; and it would do so precisely by compromising
the otherwise so relentless monotheism in the direction of panthe-
ism. Indeed, the congruences between German romanticism and
kabbalah have been noted,* as has the romantic nature of mysti-
cism generally.®’

The turn to history at first blush seems to offer more promise of
meeting between Jew and romantic. Writers on Jewish history single
out several periods that reflect what they characterize as romantic
tendencies in the surrounding culture. Ralph Marcus finds a “romantic
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political bent” showing equally in the utopian literature of ancient
Hellenism, and in the apocalyptic literature of the ancient Jews, and
additionally deems “romantic types” those Jews who were drawn to
Zoroastrianism, dualism, angelology, and eschatological specula-
tion.?® In the Middle Ages, it is sometimes Judah Halevi who is sin-
gled out for romantic, on account of the so atypical (for the time)
antirationalism he advanced. In modern times, romantic interest in
the past is said to have fueled the rise of Wissenschaft des Juden-
tums,® and two such polar opposites as Martin Buber and Samson
Raphael Hirsch are thought to have sprung from the same German
romantic ground.*’ The nineteenth century thinker, Joseph Wolf, is
shown indebted to the “romantic notions” of Schleiermacher;* and
several modern German-Jewish movements, Habonim and “Blau
Weis”, to the romantic teachings of the German Volkish movement.*
Of course, across these diverse attributions of romantic tenden-
cies to Jewish thinkers and movements, no one meaning of romanti-
cism prevails. The term conveys a diversity of traits: escapist
longings for the ideal; nostalgic love of the past; antirationalism;
mysticism; nationalism. Certainly all of these have marked impor-
tant periods of Jewish history. But what seems unbridgably to divide
Judaism from historical romanticism in general is the antisemitism
commonly associated with its specific German expression. There is
indeed ample ground for respecting this divide. Even apart from
such sweeping claims as Heine’s that “hatred of the Jews begins
with the Romantic school,” the antipathy of some German roman-
tics towards the Jewish people is well documented. In a formidable
study of middle romanti¢ism, Guenter Oesterle examines the anti-
semitism of Clemens Brentano, Achim von Arnim, Adam Mueller,
and their friends in the Deutsche christliche Tischgesellschaft.** At
the same time, it must be respected that the early romantics—
Schelling, Novalis, Schleiermacher—do not evince the same harsh
animus. As Oesterle observes, it would flatly contradict Schleierma-
cher’s Geselligkeitsideal, Schlegel’s posited need of the complemen-
tary “other” (der Fremde) for self-fulfillment,* to say nothing of the
whole tenor of the “progressive universal poetry,”™ to exclude Jews
from literary society. And of course, they were not excluded, but
were, through the salon life that flourished at the beginning of the
nineteenth century in Germany, at its very center. The antisemitism
to be found in Schleiermacher, Novalis and Schelling is the standard
European kind, dating back to the church fathers, that burdens Ju-
daism with the role of superseded harbinger of Christianity,*” al- -
though Novalis, commenting on the dispersion of the Jews, is more



struck in at least one passage by the reconciled opposition of East
an.d West it illustrates, than by any “lesson” it might teach about the
rejection of Christianity, and the late Schelling reproves Christians
for their neglect of Hebrew Scripture and praises the acuity of Jew-
ish listeners at his lectures.*
‘ It is perhaps of merely coincidental interest that two important
middle romantics, the Grimm brothers, did much of their work in
Kassel, Rosenzweig’s birthplace, and that what one writer has called
the romantically motivated “Second Emancipation” of the Jews
began with Nathan Adler ( 1741-1800) in Frankfurt, Rosenzweig’s
burial place.” For Otto Poeggeler, Rosenzweig had distinctly “ro-
mantif: tendencies” that were related to his translation of Judah
Halev.l’s poems, and his late appreciation of Hoelderlin.5® So far as
Halevi is concerned, Dorit Orgad goes so far as to interpret The Star
of" Redemption as the rational-poetic outcome of a centuries-span-
ning dialog between Rosenzweig and that rational antirationalist of
the Middle Ages. If the romantic line can be stretched from Rosen-
zweig to as far back as Halevi, perhaps it is less of a stretch to Pascal
and Kierkegaard.” To the extent that the existentialists descend
f’rom the romantics, especially on the issue of feeling, these proto-ex-
istentialists may be taken for at least spiritual kin of the romantics
and of Rosenzweig, too. But the most interesting “romantic” prece-’
dent of all may be Hoelderlin. Though Rosenzweig himself acknowl-
edges his debt to that poet,” it is Scholem who linked the two most
memorably by prefacing his essay, “Franz Rosenzweig and his book
The Star of Redemption,” with an extensive quotation from Hoelder-
l}n’s poem, “Patmos”.** The verses describe a multiple vanishing of
life, beauty, and speech in which nonetheless a consummating end is
reached. The German Jews as a body wanted too much to vanish.
But vanishing is never a proper goal. The goallessly attained end
does not vanish in its end but leaves a living trace. The Star of Re-
demption is part of Rosenzweig’s trace.

Romanticism and Idealism

o If Judaism and romanticism are already, themselves, too plural-
istic to admit of easy comparison, idealism, at least in its absolute
Ge.rman form, confines itself to a few works of, principally, three
philosophers: Fichte, Hegel, and Schelling. Like romanticism, ideal-
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ism was relatively short-lived, and as Germany’s reigning philo-
sophical system, died with Hegel in 1831. Nonetheless, in its time it
exercised great influence beyond the bounds of philosophy, and con-
tinued to do so even afterwards through the multiple and ongoing
responses to it.

Rosenzweig is one of several German Jewish thinkers who lived
under Hegel’s spell. Though after writing his dissertation on Hegel’s
political theory, Rosenzweig grew to reject Hegel’s idealism, he contin-
ues to write in response to it, even up through The Star of Redemption.
In the early pages of that work, in a short section titled “Hegel,” Rosen-
zweig discusses the resolution Hegelian dialectic effected between the
claims of reason and faith. But Hegel is an unnamed presence in many
other places throughout the work, as the index references under
“Hegel,” at the back of both the Notre Dame and Suhrkamp editions of
the book, to pages on which the name does not specifically appear sug-
gest. Part of the problem of interpreting the romantic features of the
Star is determining their relation to the idealist ones. Romanticism
and idealism are complexly interrelated. The early romantics, espe-
cially Novalis, built on Fichtean idealism. Schelling’s esthetics borrows
heavily from the Schlegels. But Hegel, according to one of the now clas-
sic works on German romanticism, The Literary Absolute, wrote
largely in “opposition to the romantic gesture.”®

In some ways, idealism and romanticism are simply different
projects. Idealism’s is largely epistemological: it rose in answer to
what were perceived as troubling limitations and incompletions in
Kant’s theory of knowledge. It scught simultaneously to overcome all
theoretical restrictions on human knowledge and to systematize the
whole of it. Romanticism, by contrast, was in the main an esthetic
movement, concerned with philology, criticism, and art history.*
What blurs the bounds between them is that early German romanti-
cism was theoretical and, in constructing its theory of literature, in-
evitably epistemological; while idealism just as inevitably included
within its comprehensive reach the philosophical foundations of art.
Any adequate account of these mutual trespassings and subsumings
is out of the question here; we must confine ourselves to their bear-
ing on a romantic interpretation of The Star of Redemption.

Idealism, like romanticism, generates a noninstitutional religion
of its own. Rosenzweig himself specifically names the theoretical en-
tity of “idealist religion,”®” but others, too, have commented on the “re-
ligious self-consciousness of idealism.”® As in all monistic religions,
the central passage in idealist religion is from mistaken beliefs in the
ultimacy of separation to knowledge of the one, undifferentiable



unity. Perhaps the most significant tracing of this passage occurs in
Hegel’s very variously interpreted Phenomenology of Spirit. A tradi-
tion of religious readings of this work, some of which explicitly claim
it for Christianity, continues into the twentieth century, but even the
casual reader (if Hegel may be read casually) of its opening pages
mus!; be struck by the religious tone of the text. Spirit, the Absolute

and indeed God are the principal player(s) in Hegel’s prefatory WOI'dS?
If, to all these terms, Hegel himself prefers “the Subject,” that only
shows how much God’s principal business is knowing. The Phenome-
nology of Spirit follows what ultimately shows itself for the divine
con.sciousness as it moves from its simplest claims to know something
to 1'ts final awareness that what it knows absolutely, without any
residue of an outstanding unknown, is simply itself. Hegel presumes
to follow this process without importing any “of our own bright ideas.”
But this essentially epistemological Jjourney becomes religious when
_the reader, far from importing ideas into it, is himself imported into
it, so that what began with his private opening of the text ends in
convergence with the traced consciousness’ own divine and absolute
self-knowledge. The organon of this passage is dialectic, a movement
qf reﬁasoning that Hegel characterizes as the “transition of one oppo-
site into its opposite.” It is the very limitations of language that fuel
the dialectical process, for no sconer has a description of the purport-
edly known been offered than it shows itself to apply to the very op-
posite of what was intended. The first such dialectical passage occurs

over the word “this,” used by consciousness to denote in the simplest

way whatever sensation it is immediately having. For consciousness

soon wakens to the fact that “this” not only fails to reach that specific

sensation, but applies indiscriminately to any sensation it might

have'. A term employed to reach a particular winds up reaching, in

precise reversal of intention, a universal. For Hegel, this inversive

quality of language is “divine,” for the simple reason that it leads

both consciousness and reader to the ultimate awareness of its/their
monistic allness. That ultimate awareness dawns at the point where
language finally rests on, or indeed in, the object for which it
reaches.”

It well serves the religious nature of Hegelian idealism that that
resting point lies so very far from the originary “this.” For as Hegel
traces the repetitive course of dialectical inversion, consciousness
pretty much traverses the whole of purported knowledge, leaving
the fused consciousness/reader at the end with an organic ’vision of
a!l there is to know. That the religious claims of such historical reli-
gions as Judaism and Christianity are mere, albeit late, stages on
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the dialectical course, points up how much idealist religion is indeed,
as Rosenzweig suggests, an entity in and unto itself. If it has histor-
ical precedents, they are probably the religiophilosophical traditions
of self-sufficiency, whose God is closer to Aristotle’s or Spinoza’s,
than to the Bible’s, and whose spokesmen include Kant who, in his
famous essay, “What is Enlightenment?,” pleaded for reason’s self-
sufficiency in religious matters, and entitlement to release from all
“self-incurred tutelage.”®
It is on this point of reason’s self-sufficiency to its religious task
of embracing the whole, that idealist and romantic religion may be
most instructively and differentiably compared. For otherwise, the
two religions are very similar: we encounter in idealism the same
movements that characterize romanticism—the hoverings, vanish-
ings, and mirrorings. Consciousness hovers when for a time it indeci-
sively wavers between what it means and what it says until, having
chosen, it momentarily collapses the distinction between the two. But
the distinction has no sooner collapsed than it emerges again in a
new guise; until, at the end of many repetitions of the same process,
consciousness gazes restfully into what finally shows itself to it as the
identically opposite mirror-image object of its own subjectivity. Cer-
tainly the two collapsed distinctions, between art and criticism
(within romanticism), and between subject and object (within ideal-
ism), follow the same movement of two becoming one over a mirror-
ing divide. We find in idealist religion the same longing for wholeness
that romanticism shows, and, if we include under the rubric of ideal-
ist religion, the sixth chapter of Schelling’s System of Transcendental
Idealism, we can say that, like romantic religion, it is also able to
take art for the organon of its progress® (though Hegel does not).
The “minute” difference between idealism and romanticism, say
Lacoue-Labarthe and Nancy, is over the issue of “a supplementary
complexity, hesitating, hovering, or schweben, to use a word that
these [romantic] texts are immoderately fond of.”? It is not the mere
act of hovering that divides them since, after all, the idealist hovers
too, but a “supplementary” hovering that occurs in romanticism over
and above idealism’s. Nor is the division over whether philosophy or
art ultimately resolves the hovering, since the idealist Schelling al-
ready decides in favor of art, but whether the hovering ever wholly
resolves at all. The same fundamental division appears over the
issue of the infinite. We took the intractability of the infinite, its
never wholly appeasable disruptions of the whole, for the first defin-
ing mark of romantic religion. Romantic religion hovers irresolutely
between the infinite and the whole. The role of the infinite in



Hegelian dialectic is to be the “beyond™® that appears over the hori-
zon of every claim to know that consciousness makes, except for the
very last one. For where, in that last claim to knowledge, conscious-
ness finally indicates its own act of indicating, all distance between
subject and object has vanished without residue.

It was the romantic’s claim that “there is nothing in philosophy
that can provide the subject with access to itself.”®* The infinity of the
Hegelian subject can never be its own circumscribed object. Rather,
the infinite can only be presented to consciousness in an indirect way’
through an “exergue,” Lacoue-Labarthe’s and N ancy’s term for thaé
Which stands outside a thing as simultaneously its end and comple-
t1_on. This is precisely the role the concrete artwork plays to the infi-
nite or, indeed, that romanticism would claim to play to idealism. The
exergue hovers between self-instatement and vanishing before the in-
finite. It exists precisely to vanish beforée what disrupts it or, as La-
'cogse-Labarthe and Nancy put it, it is in its “not being there” that it
is. The exergue occupies that paradoxical space just on the other
side qf the infinite, like the never-reached limit on the infinitely de-
creasing space between a hyperbola and its asymptote. Idealism pre-
sumes to guide the curve of the hyperbola to its limit; romanticism
hovers between the last-attained point of the curve, after which there
is always another, and the line marking the limit the curve never
touches. From a romantic point of view, idealism’s claim is indeed hy-
perbole; the true completion of the idealist movement is the roman-
tic’s infinitely hovering postponement of completion.

The difference between romanticism and idealism is thus not
merely minute, but actually infinitesimal. And yet even so great a
§mallness vill help us differentiate the romanticism from the ideal-
ism within the Star. For we must not be misled by Rosenzweig’s overt
rejections of idealism. The existentialism associated with Rosenzweig
has been traced back, alternatively, to both romanticism and ideal-
ism.* Much of what is romantic about the Star is also idealist. We
shall be on special lookout for the differentiably romantic note.

Rosenzweig and Baeck

.Both Franz Rogenzweig and Leo Baeck participated actively in
d eW1sh.communal life during the tempestuous years of the Weimar
Republic—Rosenzweig as head of the Freies Juedisches Lehrhaus in
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Frankfurt, and Baeck as rabbi in Berlin. Both were philosophically
minded Jews steeped in German culture, sharing a common teacher
in Hermann Cohen, and a common, concerned interest in Christian
history and thought. In the secondary literature, they are sometimes
grouped with Martin Buber as German Jewry’s principal intellectual
spokesmen during the years of the Weimar Republic. But, though
Baeck and Rosenzweig were cordially acquainted—it was Baeck who
carried out Rabbi Nehemiah Nobel’s plan of titling Rosenzweig
morenu, “our teacher” in the rabbinic tradition, a title that appears
on Rosenzweig’s tombstone, and who insisted that his Bnai Brith
lodge buy 7,000 copies of the Buber-Rosenzweig Pentateuch transla-
tion®—and though the two wrote appreciatively of each other,®
there can be no doubt that Rosenzweig enjoyed a closer relation to
Buber.% It is not just their interpretations of Judaism that are more
similar, or that they were more intimately connected by their
shared, long-term project of translating the Bible into German, but
their respective vocations were closer. Baeck was a professional
rabbi; Buber and Rosenzweig were not. Buber was a university pro-
fessor; but even this was too professionally compromising for Rosen-
zweig, who wanted the Lehrhaus he founded for educating adult
Jews to be “non-specialist, non-rabbinical, non-polemical, non-apolo-
getic,” for its “personal features” would otherwise suffer;” as though
the personal and rabbinical or the institutional of any kind were ir-
remediably opposed. The Freies of Freies Juedisches Lehrhaus im-
plied, in part, a spirit of free (nonapologetic) inquiry. Nonetheless, it
should be noted that, despite the difference of vocation, Baeck did
teach at Rosenzweig’s Lehrhaus where, according to Glatzer, he
“made a deep impression.”

It is probably on the issue of polemics that Baeck and Rosen-
zweig are so far separated that the very conjunction of their names
rings incongruously, so much so that very little work comparing
them can be found in the secondary literature.” If Rosenzweig was
overtly antipolemical, Baeck’s appreciative biographer, Albert Fried-
lander, concedes that an exhaustive survey of his subject’s works “in
the end identifies them with the literature of apologetics.” The gap
between rabbinic and lay vocation no doubt informs these opposed
evaluations of apologetics. That which seeks to be instituted, such as
a structure of religious authority, may well require apologetic de-
fense. Still, Rosenzweig was by no means as unsympathetic towards
clerical office as was, say, Kierkegaard or even the less virulently an-
ticlerical Kant. Though in his review of E. B. Cohn’s book, Juden-
tum: Ein Aufruf an die Zeit, he severely critiques the genre of the



sermon,” he held the Frankfurt rabbi, Nehemiah Nobel, in ver

high esteem. , Y
. In 1923, in an essay entitled “Apologetic Thinking,” Rosenzweig

rewgwgd two contemporary apologetic works: Max Brod’s Paganism

Chrzs.tzanity, Judaism, and the second edition of Baeck’s Essence o;”

Judaism. By way of preface and conclusion to the reviews proper.

Rosenzweig considers the nature of apologetics generally. It is in,

contrast to dogmatic theology that Rosenzweig is able, quite unex-

pegtedly, to present apologetic thinking in a sympathetic light. Ju-
daism is blocked from developing any equivalent of Christian
dogmatics by the peculiar resistance one of its central beliefs shows
to dogmatic articulation, namely the chosenness of the J ewish peo-
ple. Chosenness is a presupposition of conscious Jewish existence
that, d}rectly and propositionally formulated, in isolation, can only
be d‘emed. So it is not formulated as an isolated propositi,on at all
but is always embedded in liturgical, narrative or mystical contextsj

(alm9st never, Rosenzweig points out quite interestingly, in philo-
sop}pcal ones). By contrast, there are never enough discre’te procla-
matl.ons of Christianity’s central Christological teaching. It is
premsely by shared acceptance of a dogmatically formulable teach-
ing that Christian community builds; while Jewish community rests
on a presupposition, stored protectedly for the most part beneath
self-awareness.”™

If Judaism does not formulate its own teachings to itself, it can
and doc?s articulate them for others. But the stimulus mus;; come
from without it. If the charge against it comes from philosophers
th.?t the Bible is too anthropemorphic in its speech about God Ju—,
daism can respond, with Philo and Maimonides, that the biblicaf pic-
tures are allegorical figures; if the charge comes from Christians
that Jews are too insular, the response comes from Mendelssohn
that Jewish teachings are in fact universal. Because apologetics re-
sponds as the occasion demands, it is “occasional” thinking. And this
kind of recorded thinking, by its unsystematic and timely nature
both refreshes and charms, even centuries after the oceasions thaiz
stimulated it have passed.”

' Apologetics is stimulated from without, but its movement is en-
tirely from within. It proceeds by deflecting from the inwardness it
defe_nds all threats and attacks fror: without. According to Rosen-
zweig’s epistemology, which we shall consider in the course of our
study, such a movement can never issue in knowledge. Knowledge
as we §hall see, is always a projection backwards from relation. I‘é
shows itself as the presupposition of relation. But the movement of
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apologetics is precisely to deny relation, to negate the other that
comes from without. Rosenzweig understands that, in the course of
history, such self-defensive action is necessary. But one can have no
illusion that it issues in anything more than self-defense. It does not
yield self-knowledge, nor any insight into one’s own individuality. On
the contrary, the self-enclosed subject of apologetic defense patterns
himself after the universal prototype of the human as such, which is
the isolated, self-affirming self. Rosenzweig observes about the apol-
ogist, in a passage reminiscent of Hegel’s reflection on the divine na-
ture of language that, “although meaning himself, he speaks about
man, about all men.”” Self-knowledge admits into its realm a vul-
nerability that is foreign to apologetics. For the relationality that en-
ables self-knowledge discloses an affectable self. What is known in
self-knowledge incorporatingly receives, rather than deflects, move-
ments from without, which help definitively to shape the self. So
self-knowledge is not a matter of self-defense, but of suffering in the
most literal sense, and of “the ultimate suffering of knowledge.””
After Baeck read Rosenzweig’s review essay, he wrote to Rosen-
zweig asking whether, in the end, all philosophical thought was not
apologetic. Was not all philosophical reflection, from Plato to Kant
and Hegel, in defense of a goal? Baeck’s subsumption of the whole
history of philosophy under apologetics recalls Rosenzweig’s corre-
sponding judgment on the same history, that it was a continuum of
presumptuous claims for monism (SR 12). Rosenzweig might well
have agreed with Baeck about philosophy and added—so much the
worse for philosophy. Instead, he develops the implication in Baeck’s
question, that apologetics is in fact so much the normal way of think-
ing that there seems no alternative to it. The alternative there is,
namely the open-ended subjection of self to movements from without
that condition actual self-knowledge, is too perilous (“lebensge-
faehrlich”) for everyday life. Rosenzweig admits that his review
essay should have closed by qualifying the availability of self-knowl-
edge, and credits Baeck with seeing the missing qualification writ-
ten there, at the end, in “sympathetischer Druckerschwarze,” i.e.,
invisible ink."™
Rosenzweig assigns the perils of self-knowledge to the decidedly
unordinary liturgical context of prayer and repentance. Only there
are the perils bearable. His reference to the “Buss- und Bet-
taegliches™ recalls the phenomenological analysis of sin and repen-
tance that occurs in Hermann Cohen’s Religion of Reason out of the
Sources of Judaism, which Rosenzweig knew well and taught at the
Lehrhaus.® Cohen understood the distinct individuality of the I to



be born in its very awareness of having sinned.®? What defines the I
in this situation is the judgment it receives as coming from without,
and that uniquely fixes it. Self-knowledge, in effect, precisely re-
verses the movement of apologetics.

Certainly the occasional quality that, for Rosenzweig, charac-
terizes all apologetic thought, qualifies much of Baeck’s work, too.
The Essence of Judaism was written in response to Harnack’s dis-
missive and subordinating judgment on Judaism in the Essence of
Christianity. If Rosenzweig was tempted by Christianity for his per-
sonal, spiritual life and remained, even after his return to Judaism,
a sympathetic interpreter of it, Baeck, the liberal rabbi and cham-
pion of Judaism in a largely Christian culture, found in Christianity
an unremitting occasion for defensive critiques. There is an irony in
that. One of Baeck’s polemical categories was what he called roman-
tic religion. But the occasional quality of much of his own work links
it to the modern genre of the essay, that reflective string of fragmen-
tary looks at diverse subjects—precisely the genre that, according to
Lacoue-Labarthe and Nancy, foretells the romantic movement of the
early 1800s.%

Baeck and Schelling

In 1922, Baeck published an essay entitled “Romantic Religion.”
It was half of a projected, but never completed, study on “Classical
and Romantic Religion.” The essay illustrates Baeck’s apologetic
stance. Albert Friedlander calls it, perhaps unfairly, the “sharpest
polemic possible.” In chapter two, we shall consider what Baeck
means by romantic religion. Suffice it here to note that, in attacking
it, Baeck was following a tradition of antiromantic polemics that was
already established in Germany. The first documented uses of the
word romantisch, applied by seventeenth century writers to the re-
ality-stretching sagas and legends of the Middle Ages, already car-
ried a negative connotation.®® By the end of the eighteenth century,
the romantic had come to be seen as a distinet literary category,
about which writers like Schiller and Jean Paul could unpejoratively
theorize. It was, however, in the Schlegel brothers that the category
found its most ardent theorists. For them, the romantic was a liter-
ary category in two senses, chronological and typological. Chrono-
logically, it referred to the “modern” literature of the Middle Ages
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and after, especially Cervantes and Shakespeare, as opposed to the
“classical” literature of antiquity. Typologically, it referred to certain
marks of literary structure, composition and style—neatly summa-
rized in Schlegel’s formula, “sentimental material in fantastic
form”—that came to clearest expression in the novel. August
Schlegel, especially, pondered the typology of the classical and the
romantic, calling it the “most essential” distinction for the interpre-
tation of art. The classical for him was characterized by possession,
harmony, completion in the present; the romantic, by division, in-
completion, and longing for the past or future.

Already in the early nineteenth century, the designation Ro-
mantiker was applied pejoratively to proponents of the modern liter-
ary style. Parodies appeared of the group today sometimes known as
the middle romantics: Brentano, Achim von Arnim, J. Goerres, and
F. Creuzer. Hegel inadvertently contributed to the antiromantic
polemic when, identifying the romantic with the largely medieval
and Christian art of inwardness, he deemed it the highest expres-
sion of self-alienated subjectivity. Out of Kierkegaard’s work, the ro-
mantic was identified with irresponsible longing for an appearance
of self-dissolution, and out of Nietzsche’s, with a symptom of cultural
decadence. The polemic continued into the twentieth century. In his
book Political Romanticism, Carl Schmitt characterized the roman-
tic as “subjective occasionalism,” i.e., undifferentiating acceptance of
whatever could be turned to ironic or esthetic account, and deplored
its vagueness and “dreadful confusion.”®®

Friedlander understands Schmitt’s book to form part of the back-
ground to Baeck’s.’” Schmitt may be especially visible behind Baeck’s
comments on the Lutheran churches, which, according to Baeck, en-
tered into irresponsible partnerships with the state.’® But Baeck
would have stretched Schmitt’s own understanding of the romantic,
which was exclusively esthetic and nonreligious.? A work that lies
closer to Baeck’s is Fritz Strich’s German Classicism and Romanti-
cism. Subtitled, “Completion or Infinity,” the book assigns the classi-
cal to peacefulness, closure, organism, clarity, and the realizing
powers of art; and the romantic to infinity, movement, openness,
darkness and unrealizable ideas. For Strich, this typology results
from the fundamental spiritual drive towards immortality, manifest-
ing alternatively in terms of perfection or infinity, and applies to all
areas of human culture, including religion. When the romantic man-
ifests in religion, one of the forms it takes is Christianity.*

The understanding of the romantic as a category that subsumes
Christianity is, as we shall see, Baeck’s also. It is just because



Baeck’s essay is locatable in a tradition of thinking about romanti-
cism that, despite its polemical tone, it can be taken to represent a
common understanding of romantic ideas. For his essay, “Romantic
Religion,” Baeck draws from the critical tradition of German writing
on romanticism, as well as from the history of Christian thought.
Paradoxically, these two sources for his essay infect it with the very
romanticism he decries, since the two strands of the literary and the
religious do not always harmonize, but divisively betray their dis-
tinct and to some extent opposed origins.

From the circle of the early romantics, Baeck names in his essay
three of his sources: Schleiermacher, Novalis, and Schlegel. He does
not name Schelling. And yet, Baeck wrote about Rosenzweig’s essay,
“The Oldest System-Program of German Idealism,” which treats
largely of Schelling, that it greatly influenced his understanding of
romantic psychology.” Schelling might well prefer to influence from a
concealed and unnamed station. On the other hand, the unnaming of
Schelling in an essay on romantic religion may reflect an ambiguous
position that philosopher holds in the history of romanticism.
Schelling was associated with the romantics for only a short period of
his life. The Philosophy of Art, written between 1802 and 1803, be-
longs to the end of this association, after the Jena group had begun to
disperse. Still, Schelling himself expresses a debt to August Schlegel
for the “empirical” examples of art that The Philosophy of Art illus-
tratively employs.* Reciprocally, The Philosophy of Art is taken for a
major influence in the German romantic movement.” “Schleierma-
cher was especially impressed by the early Schelling:”* and well he
might have been, given their shared esteem for the religious import
of art. On the other hand, Schelling “remains in many respects an
‘outsider’ of romanticism stricto sensu.”® One respect in which he
may differ from Schlegel and Novalis is that he seems, in The Philos-
ophy of Art, finally to close the gap between infinity and finitude.%
We shall explore, in chapter three, the extent to which this is true.
But some would maintain, with Carl Schmitt, that any systematic
philosophy is, by its very nature, opposed to romanticism.%

We do not wish to dispute over names. Schelling was certainly a
systematic philosopher. But there is ample precedent in the sec-
ondary literature for distinguishing a particular type of systematiz-
ing as romantic philosophy, and for taking Schelling as one of its
chief exemplars. Rosenzweig himself acknowledges that Schelling
was “der Philosoph der Romantiker,” and that he was so by virtue of
the philosophy of art he conceived in the first years of the nineteenth
century.”® For Rosenzweig, the question is not over Schelling’s ro-

manticism, but over the major directions of influence between him
and the other Jena romantics.” But even Lacoue-Labgrthe and
Nancy, who otherwise qualify Schelling’s romgntic cred.entlals, allo&/;
for “philosophical romanticism™ (albeit only in quotation markg).
Others quite openly concede that “romanticism was not (:’xllolly a liter-
ary, but also very consciously a philosophical movemen‘t. . Inde.red,
some sources go so far as to subsume all of philosophical idealism
under “philosophical romanticism;”*? Husserl, for examlgge, took
even the “anti-romantic” Hegel for a romantic philosopher. .
Schelling himself would be delighted to thipk he could sugulta»
neously occupy two opposed positions, one within and one outside of
romanticism. But let us recall Schlegel’s famous pronouncement
that “it is equally fatal for the mind to have a system a4nd to. have
none. It will simply have to decide to combine the two.”f0 Our inter-
pretation of The Philosophy of Art is that it does precisely that. It
will erect a kind of metasystem that carves out spaces for nonsys-
tem. In his polemic against romanticism, Baeck was probably nght
to omit Schelling’s name. The systematized nonsystem too eaS}ly
passes for a rigorously distinguishing classicism. But by blurrily
hovering above typological boundaries, Schelling shows himself all

the more romantic.

Schelling and Rosenzweig

The influence of the late Schelling on Rosenzweig’s The Sffar of
Redemption has received ample attention in th.e second.'ars:‘ litera-
ture.’® Rosenzweig himself thought of Schelling as his p:?ltron
saint,”'% and distinguished him sharply from the other two builders
of idealist systems, Fichte and Hegel. But if the patronage is as real
as Rosenzweig claims, it does not show itself in any abundance of
overt references to Schelling’s work. Xavier ’I‘illiette_ observes that
Rosenzweig wrote much more about, and with expli.c1t rgference tf),
Hegel than Schelling; and that the latter’s discermk-)le 1.nﬂu.ence is
largely “diffuse, atmospherique, poetique.”™®’ Schgllmg is differen-
tiable from Hegel and Fichte on several grounds, 1nclud1ng, among
others, the degree of change his thinking underwent over tlll}e, gnd
the supreme importance he assigned, at different stages of thinking,
to nature, art, and mythology. Rosenzweig cites Fichte’s dictum tha.tt
a person’s philosophy depends on what sort of person he is;'® and it



may offer insights into Rosenzweig’s own person that so far-ranging
and changing a thinker as Schelling caught his imagination over the
so focusedly will- and Geist-oriented idealist alternatives.

The temptation is to say that Schelling appealed to Rosenzweig
because, of the three idealists, he was the only one to break so deci-
sively with idealism, just as Rosenzweig did, and to begin to articulate
anew way of thinking that, instead of equating thought with being,
acknowledged its own dependence on a prior thought-resistance. But
Rosenzweig was writing about Schelling already in 1914, three years
before the so-called “Urzelle der Stern der Erloesung,” where he first
formulates, in a letter to Rudolf Ehrenberg, the philosophical impor-
tance of breaking with idealism. And the Schelling he wrote about so
early on was precisely the young, idealist Schelling.

In 1914, while pursuing research for his doctoral study of Hegel,
Rosenzweig came across a manuscript ‘in Hegel’s hand that he
named “The Oldest System-Program of German Idealism.” In a
lengthy study of the manuscript, which examines it from ortho-
graphic, historical, and conceptual vantage points, he concludes that
it is a copy of an original that Schelling wrote sometime between
January and July 1796.1 This hypothesis has been contested.
Scholarship is still not agreed on the author of this work.X® But the
manuscript, which is available in print both in German and in Eng-
lish translation,™ is of less interest here for its actual author, than
for the occasion it provides Rosenzweig to write about Schelling with
evident sympathy, and not a little feeling for the pathos of unfulfilled
promise that seemed to haunt this longest-lived of the idealists. As
Rosenzweig’s own commentary on the manuscript has not been
translated into English, a synopsis is provided here.

The commentary is divided into eight parts. In the first, Rosen-
zweig presents the case that the manuscript is written in Hegel’s
hand and, with reference to scholarship on Hegel orthography, dates
it to sometime between April 29 and August 1796. Part two is a tran-
script of the manuscript. In the third part, Rosenzweig argues, on
grounds of the tidiness of the work and several careless errors it con-
tains, that it is a copy, but also, on stylistic, tonal, and philosophical
grounds, that Hegel is not the author. Rather, the one proto-idealist
writer of the time, of whom the rash projections of the manuscript
are characteristic, is Schelling.

Part four is the heart of the commentary. Here, Rosenzweig di-
vides the manuscript into five sections which, as the commentary
proceeds, he refers to as the logico-metaphysics, the nature philoso-
phy, the ethics, the teaching on art, and the religious philosophy, or

EENIVRVIVETIVINLVIVY £ A

mythology. He successively analyzes each part. The analysis pro-
ceeds by locating the ideas of each section in relation to the known
Schelling works of the mid to late 1790s, primarily, but not exclu-
sively, Of the I as a Principle of Philosophy (1795) and The Philo-
sophical Letters Concerning Dogmatism and Criticism (1795). The
metaphysical part of the manuscript concludes with the claim that
“simultaneously with the free, self-conscious being there emerges an
entire world—from out of nothing—the only true and conceivable
creation out of nothing.”"? Rosenzweig locates this claim in a pro-
gression of ideas he traces from Of the I to the General Overview of
the New Philosophical Literature (1796-1797). Rosenzweig down-
plays Fichte’s influence on the Schelling of this period, and accentu-
ates Kant’s. But the I of Of the I breaks with both Kant and Fichte.
This I was an absolute being, conceived after the pattern of Spinoza’s
substance, and Schelling’s presentation of it has, says Rosenzweig,
mystical and irrational overtones. However, by the time of the Philo-
sophical Letters, the I has become an active will, practical and cre-
ative. Rosenzweig understands this change of view about the I as
indicative of a problem that was becoming increasingly pressing for
Schelling, namely “wie das Absolute aus sich selbst herausgehen
und eine Welt sich entgegensetzen kann™® (how the Absolute can
step out of itself and set against itself a world). In The General
Overview, the act of will is presented as the highest condition of self-
consciousness, which is itself the one synthetic act that creates
freely out of nothing, and in relation to which everything else, in-
cluding our own system of sensual presentations, is analytic. By sub-
suming the sensual representations that, for Kant, were simply
given and that had constituted the content of the categories of theo-
retical philosophy, under the free act of self-consciousness, so that
the free consciousness is cast as producer of its own only seemingly
given representations, Schelling effects the synthesis of theoretical
and practical philosophy that had eluded Kant. The free self of the
System-Program that simultaneously creates out of its own self-con- -
sciousness and, what amounts to the same thing, out of nothing, re-
sembles the primal, synthetic act of the Schellingian self.

The nature philosophy of the System-Program centers, for Rosen-
zweig, on the claim that, for the new physics “philosophy provides the
ideas and experience the data.” Once again, Rosenzweig traces an
evolution in Schelling’s thought, this time from the Fichtean view
that nature is comprehensible only as the domain in which the infi-
nite will exercises itself, to an enhanced respect for nature itself, quite
apart from any contexts it provides for moral self-realization. Newly



dignified along with nature is the sensual experience that constitutes
its content. When Schelling claims that nature is, in Rosenzweig’s
words, “das Anwendungsgebiet der theoretischen Philosophie™ (the
domain of application of theoretical philosophy), he means to lift the-
oretical philosophy out from under its subordination to moral philoso-
phy—the subordination Kant and Fichte had decreed for it—and
fashion for it a new and independent integrity, alongside nature. Na-
ture is invested, teleologically, and in opposition to Kant, with its own
purposed progression “von der toten Materie zum lebendigen Geist™16
(from dead matter to living spirit). Theoretical philosophy elucidates
for nature its own rise to living consciousness.

The third section of the System-Program, on ethics, polemicizes
against institutional religion and against the state, which will even-
tually disappear in subordination to a higher idea. Rosenzweig finds
the same antistatist tendencies in Of the I and in the New Deduction
of Natural Law (1796). Schelling demotes Kant’s picture of a cos-
mopolitan constitution for world peace to the place of a mere condi-
tion for the complete cessation of statehood as such. The history of
the state is to be perfected in its vanishing. The Philosophical Letters
are as adamant in rejecting dogmatic religion, and in calling for hu-
manity to find within itself what it previously sought outside.

In the fourth section of the System-Program, beauty is deemed
the higher unity of truth and goodness, and esthetic acts, the high-
est acts of reason. Rosenzweig traces Schelling’s fascination with art
to one half of a two-part solution to Kant’s problem of a common root
for theoretical and practical philosophy. The Critique of Judgment
hinted that the common root might be the natural organism and
beauty. Schelling’s famous claim for art, that it is the organon of phi-
losophy, first appears in the System of Transcendental Idealism of
1800."" But Rosenzweig finds premonitions of this claim already in
the Philosophical Letters of 1795, and in the treatises Schelling fin-
ished in the winter of 1796-1797: such claims as that esthetics is en-
trance to the whole of philosophy, and that the philosophical spirit
can only be clarified in esthetics, which joins theoretical and practi-
cal philosophy together.

The last section of the System-Program calls for a new mythol-
ogy of reason which, by sensualizing philosophy, and philosophizing
myth, will unite philosophers and their non-philosophical neighbors
together in one new religion. A similar call is sounded in the System
of Transcendental Idealism " but Rosenzweig dates Schelling’s in-
terest in myth to as far back as 1793, when he wrote On Myths, Say-
ings, Philosophemes of the Ancient World. Rosenzweig traces from

there onward some reversals in Schelling’s stance towards myth:
first, that it is to be superseded by enlightenment; then, that it is to
be preserved, but interpreted and communicated for thg benefit of
all; finally, that a new mythology will be demanded, but in a formu-
lation that will baffle those unworthy of it and initiate those able t-o
receive it into a new philosophy. Rosenzweig downplays the esote:.m—
cism into which Schelling had grown by 1796, and which is so dis-
cordant with the optimistic universalism of the System—Progra.m,
and attributes it to Schelling’s passing irritation over some negative
reviews of his work.™® ,

In the fifth section of his commentary, Rosenzweig considers the
form of the manuscript and tries to date Schelling’s original. Rosen-
zweig takes the manuscript for a fragment, the main quy and con-
clusion of a piece whose preface is missing. It was possibly a letter,
or an enclosure accompanying a letter, sent either to one or several
friends. The Hegel copy sets a latest date of July 1796. Based on con-
tent analyses of Of the I and the Philosophical Letters, compared
with the System-Program, and of a letter dated January 22., 1796,
where Schelling describes himself undertaking the very project ?he
System-Program proclaims, Rosenzweig concludes that Schelling
wrote the program sometime between January and July 1796. .

The sixth section reads as a defense of Schelling’s philosophical
integrity. Rosenzweig argues that the seemingly disparate stages of
Schelling’s thought, the nature philosophy, the esthetics, the xzaythol-
ogy, form an organic whole that unfolded quite logically over tlmc?. In
the System-Program, Schelling “die Mannigfaltigen Krgefte seines
goettlichen Diebs-, Erfinders- und Virtuosenwesens glelchzelt}g in
einer kecken Tat offenbart” (reveals the manifold strengths of his di-
vine thieving, inventing, and virtuosity, simultaneogsly in one bold
act). By contrast, Rosenzweig also observes in this .sectlon .that
Schelling never did unite all the parts of his thought into a single
system, much as he had hoped to, but “er ist sein Leben lang Prae-
tendent geblieben, . . . das Wunderkind, das, alles verspreqhend,
vieles haltend, doch nie zu der letzten resoluten Einfachheit des
Mannes kommt, sondern in einem gewissen Sinne sein Leben lan.g
bleibt, was es zu Anfang war: ein geniales Kind” (he remained his
whole life a pretender, . . . the Wunderkind, who, pror'n?sing all, bear-
ing much, yet never comes to the last, resolved simplicity of the man,
but in a certain sense remains his whole life long what he was from

t: a genial child).'*
the Ei[tr?li;he sgeventh section, Rosenzweig looks to Hegel, Hoelderlin
and the early romantics for possible influences on Schelling. Here



the defense is of Schelling’s originality. For by the dating Rosenzweig
has assigned the System-Program, he takes Schelling to have pre-
ceded Hoelderlin and the early romantics in expressing ideas that
were common to them all, e.g., that poetry completes philosophy and
religion. Hegel, on the other hand, was preoccupied with different
problems in 1796, largely historical ones, that led him almost un-
consciously to the systematic projects that would occupy him in later
years.

In the last section, Rosenzweig analyzes the idealist project to
found a system. What distinguishes German idealism from its an-
cient Greek counterpart is that it sought the union of truth and real-
ity, i.e., it sought to extract the content of reality out of the sheer form
of truth. “Die Einheit des gesamten Seins nicht etwa bloss auszus-
prechen, sondern sie irgendwie durch Verknuepfung mit dem seien-
den zu bestimmen, ist seitdem Aufgabe aller Philosophie geblieben”
(Not merely to express the unity of all being but somehow to deter-
mine it through a tie to becoming has since remained a task of all phi-
losophy). Schelling’s idealism was “aus dem Begriff der Absoluten Tat
den ganzen philosophischen Kosmos entstehen zu lassen” (to let the
whole philosophical cosmos originate out of the concept of the ab-
solute act), which origination was understood as the counterpart in
becoming to Spinoza’s absolute being. At first, Schelling incorporated
into his view of system that it could never be completed. The point of
the system-ideal was to stimulate the act towards completing it
which, only while it is still exercised, offers scope for the thinker’s
freedom. Rosenzweig understands this Fichtean idea to have been ex-
pressed in the first two words of the manuscript, “eine Ethik,” which
he takes, not for the end of a sentence whose beginning is lost, but for
the title of the System-Program itself. Schelling had indeed under-
stood himself to be formulating “ein Gegenstueck zu Spinozas Ethik”
(a counterpart to Spinoza’s ethics). But as Schelling grew away from
Fichte, the idea of the completed system grew more compelling.
Nearly a decade before the Phenomenology of Spirit, Schelling “hat
. . . den Begriff des ‘Geistes,” der zugleich Subjekt und Objekt der
Philosophie ist, gefasst” (conceived the concept of the “spirit” that is
simultaneously subject and object of philosophy), and which, by pro-
ceeding out of itself in becoming, is able to return to itself in being.
But it was Hegel, not Schelling, who, by building a dialectic around
this concept, “jene Einheit des philosophischen Systems vollzogen
hat” (perfected the unity of that philosophical system). Schelling him-
self would abandon idealism; but the task of coordinating being and
becoming remained. For Rosenzweig, Schelling never diverted from
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this self-understanding of his task. The irony is that he came closest
to completing it in a System-Program that, by its very form, post-
poned completion. ' :

Rosenzweig delighted in the unexpected inversion. In the last
year of his life, he read a report of a public discussion between Ernst
Cassirer and Martin Heidegger. He was so struck by the play of in-
version in this debate—between Cassirer, the seeming heir of
Cohen’s thought, and Heidegger, the true heir, who only seemed to
defy what would be expected of one who held, as he did, Cohen’s
chair in philosophy at Marburg—that he titled his reflections on it,
“Vertauschte Fronten,”? which might be translated, Reversed Posi-
tions. But then, if Fichte was right about philosophical preferences,
that they are rooted in personality, Rosenzweig’s affection for
Schelling is only to be expected, for none of the idealists, and very
few philosophers from any period, offer as much appearance of in-
verting or reversing positions as Schelling does. Indeed, there is so
much appearance of reversal, between the competing claims to pre-
eminence of nature, art, and mythology, or of thought, action, and
being, that it can become a positive task, which Rosenzweig takes
up, to show that the idea of a string of mutually contradicting
Schellingian reversals must itself be reversed, that from start to fin-
ish of Schelling’s philosophical life, a unified intellectual project un-
folds. Schelling illustrates Rosenzweig’s concept of love, according to
which it acts by inviting the other’s act. Schelling invites his philo-
sophical descendants to systematize his thought in a way, for exam-
ple, that Hegel does not. One accepts the perfect system or rejects it;
one does not continue in its project. It is Schelling, not Hegel, who
left a task that may be taken up again even, as Rosenzweig says,
today.'®® If Heidegger was, at most, only a seeming reversal of
Cohen, so is Rosenzweig, despite his anti-idealist protests, visibly
continuing in Schelling’s line.

Synopsis of The Star of Redemption

Relatively brief, critical overviews of The Star of Redemption
are available in any number of secondary sources.’** Of these, per-
haps Norbert Samuelson’s is most helpful for highlighting the sys-
tematic nature of the work. But the Star can also be read as a
collection of essays or even short fragments on a broad range of



philosophical, religious, and esthetic topics. The poetic tone of the
work, and its idiosyncratic use of language,'®* defy simple, summary
presentation. The synopsis that follows introduces the basic struec-
ture of the book and some of its key structural terms.

The Star of Redemption was published in 1921. It is deeply
imbedded in 150 years of German philosophical and literary history
and is scarcely comprehensible apart from it. Its structural model,
however, is visible even on the surface, through the part, book, and
section titles. One commentator has suggested that the structural
model is art,'* but the Star could also be taken to be patterned after
an organism, that repeats the whole of itself in its parts.

The work is divided into three parts, each of which is divided
into three books. Each part begins with an introduction, and con-
cludes with a transition to the next part. (The transition of the last
part understands itself to be out of the book entirely and into life.)
Part two, titled “The Course,” is both the physical and conceptual
center of the book. The other two parts are defined in terms of it. The
course is the movement of meetings that, for Rosenzweig, constitute
reality or the cosmos. What meets in reality are three conceptually
separable, but in reality related, elements: God, human, and world.
The first part of the Star, titled “The Elements,” presents each of
these three in their conceptual isolation. They must first be so pre-
sented before they can be understood to meet. But the separations
are articulated purely for the sake of the cosmic meetings. So this
first part, in its simultaneous priority and subordination to the sec-
ond, is also titled “The Protocosmos.”

The third part offers a vision of the three elements in their rela-
tionships of cosmic meeting. It does so in terms of the liturgical cy-
cles of Judaism and Christianity, but also, climactically, in terms of
a divine vantage point that surpasses these in a vision of the single,
absolute truth. Human life is necessarily perspectival. So while we
can momentarily glimpse the absolute truth, we cannot abidingly in-
habit it. The point of the visions of the Star’s third part is to return
us to the lived meetings of the second. Like the first part, the third
also takes its name, Hypercosmos, from the second. Like Protocos-
mos, this name implies a simultaneous surpassing of and subordi-
nation to the cosmos.

The three books of part two are titled, in succession, Creation,
Revelation, and Redemption. But these titles also expand, macrocos-
mically, out of part two into the whole of the book. The preliminary
conceptualizations of part one constitute a creation; the meetings of
part two, revelation; and the vision of part three, redemption. The
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titles also contract, microcosmically, into the confines of single books,
especially the first and second books of part three, which analyze the
Jewish and Christian liturgical cycles in terms of creation, revela-
tion, and redemption.

The definition of cosmic reality as movements of meeting takes
its significance from a heritage of idealism that it rejects. Idealism
has no place for meetings of separable elements, and understands
reality after an ancient monistic model: the real is the one. Par‘Fs of
the Star can only be understood against the backdrop of idealism.
Idealism is not uniformly rejected. The forms of its conceptual move-
ments have a place in the protocosmos, where the three elements are
reasoned into three separate isolations; but also in the philosophy of
art that accompanies the passage from part one to three. The esthet-
ics of the Star is, perhaps, a prime example of a part of it that can be
read in relative isolation from the rest.’*” In addition, the Star con-
tains political theory, history of philosophy, philosophy of lang'l}age,
comparative religious analysis (these sections are very ter%der_ltlous)
and literary criticism (mostly of biblical passages but also, indirectly,
of Goethe). ' o8

Rosenzweig understood the Star as a system of philosophy.** It
has, however, been read as a testament of Rosenzweig’s own Jewish
religious life'® as it evolved against the challenges of philosophy, art,
and Christianity. Insofar as this reading pushes the Star into apolo-
getics, Rosenzweig himself would probably reject it. The Jewish tqne
he admits the book to have follows, he implies, from his own in-
escapably Jewish perspective, and not from any apologetic stance
towards Judaism.'®® But what shows just as naturally and unapolo-
getically from behind Rosenzweig’s work is a romantic sensibility,
noticeably different from the Jewish in some respects, that was first
self-consciously articulated in Germany at the end of the eigbteenth
century. It is as an expression of romantic religious sensibility that
we shall undertake to interpret the Star.



there, he would expect Schelling, as romantic, to linger longingly
among them. But Schelling does not. The classical receives its due,
as half the location of the epochally unfolded absolute, but no more.
In a striking reversal of Baeckian expectation, the ethics of infinite
striving is shifted out of the classical, where, for Schelling it did not
significantly exist, and into the modern, where, allied with Chris-
tianity, it sets the modern mood. But the mood of infinite striving is,
once again, in defiance of Baeckian romanticism, dark, unsettled,
and irrational. Darkness is ag much a presence in The Philosophy of
Art as Baeck would predict. But its presence there owes not to adu-
lation of feeling, but to the very ideal of the infinite that Baeck, fol-
lowing Kant, found enshrined in the free response to the infinitely

lowing Luther, he lets freedom transform to grace. No such meta-
morphosis occurs in Schelling. Modernity suffers honestly in its
freedom, while waiting for a future indifference of necessity and
freedom not yet epochally realized.

Art functions redemptively in the breach, at least for thoge few
who can create and appreciate it. But art is much less self-enclosedly
divorced from ethics than Baeck would predict. Schelling comments
early on that “there is . . . no realm of study that is more social than
that of art” (PA 10). The social nature of the particular genres of art
comes to the fore in ancient comedy, which is art’s most explicitly
public moral act. If modern art is less explicitly social, that is be-
cause it, alongside all modernity, functions under such a heavy bur-
den of individuality. In a sense, all modern art is comic* by virtue of
inverting the definitive movement of modernity self-effacingly into
the infinite; a triumph of inversion that the paradigmatic artwork of
the modern age alludes to by its very title: The Divine Comedy.
Dante’s social act, like the social act of a]] modern artists, is to create
an art-enabling mythology where one does not exist. These acts of
creation function redemptively for those who are able to receive
them until such time as the infinite, having returned to the finite,
produces an epochal mythology once more.

CHAPTER 4

4

A Reading of ‘
The Star of Redemption
through The Philosophy of Art

Introduction

In Rosenzweig’s commentary on theh“l?l(ieit S};(s)tsznélzﬁgﬁzixg
? i es ,
n Idealism,” the author of which he ta helli
ﬁiif;&achly maintains that we may no longer name Schelhn,;;;f :Ei
Proteus of Idealism.” This epithet fell to Schelhng because the
s;:ming inconsistency of shapes his Iél}llrt)}slolz}ilfyszizllcli;\ée:eally
i i ig’s point is tha
course of his long life. Rosenzweig’s p ot ifeone
i thor of the “Oldest System-Program, _ :
;'Slti};igif his three greatest tasks—to con§truct naturaltp}inl;)f:d
pohy philosophy of art, and mythology—is ahf':ady zevlvne 11gc fchol
’ i sus among Rosen -
there.? At the same time, the consen : g Sehe
i ing’ k, especially Ages of ,
ars is that Schelling’s late work, e e bttt
i nced The Star of Redemption. ;
fouzxc'ltlg tllrllgt? }elis own Star need never have been wmt.tin., e);flep;
azihaps for a Jewish audience, if Ages of the World, W}}:u:i l::eon gn_
?ragment of a projected but never gom};;letj;t(i W‘};:Le],f t]iat gon fin
i * and he additionally notes in the Star i hat .
151;:;11; 2?ong the lines of the later philosophy pf 'Schellmi (Snfg 1;}31)9
gl t ingosenzweig’s own Schelling scholax:sh1p is correct, af oy
1 1;er Schelling is of a piece with the earlier, then t}x;acez S0Well v
éachelling works, like The Philosophy of Art, should show

The Star of Redemption.
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If by Rosenzweig’s own admission, The Star ;
scends mos’g directly from the late Schelling, Ages (()); tll%;d;”zll)ct; ?:ogfci
surely provide the sharper lens for reading Rosenzweig’s work. But
part of vyhat defines the late Schelling is the extent to which hé had
!eft l?ehlnd the interconnected thought-worlds of romanticism ar?d
1deal1§m; so that his late work, applied interpretively to the Star, will
not dl'rectly uncover Rosenzweig’s romantic leanings. Even s’o f
S.chel.hng’s early work, The Philosophy of Art is hardly .the most éi(s)-
tlpgulshed. .It lacks the rigorously reasoned development of the
shght.ly.earller System of Transcendental Idealism. and its critique
of individual genres and works of art owe too muc}’l to the late :li hf
teenth_ centy.ry, especially the Schlegels, to translate persuasivel gor
engagu:xgly into the late twentieth. For all that, in the philoso hichl
and reh'gmusly climactic role the work assigns to art, it is undI;niably
romant.lc, and so may serve the romantic reading of the Star. and it)sr
forays into art criticism offer more scope than the System (’)f Tr
sFendental Idealism does, for interpreting the several pages of attan-
tion Rosenzweig lavishes on the theory of art, music, and poetry. o

) B_oth The thl_osophy 9]" Arft and The Star of Redemption are Sys-
ematic works. Neither builds linearly, on a progression of static syllo-
gisms, but organically, on analogical movements and percefved
correspondgnces between seemingly disparate things. It is tempting t
relate the titles of the works analogously. Both titles are constructg o(;'
two nouns, the first ip the nominative case, the second in the genitive
as appears more obviously in the German original. The temptation is’l
to draw analt?gles between philosophy and the star, and between art
and redemption. To succumb to temptation is not,’in this case, any
grave error. Art does funct:,ion redemptively for Schelling. And thé star
oes V}rork for Rosenzweig somewhat the way philosophy does fo
?chellmg_. Rosenzweig presents the completed star as a figure he h ;
geometrically constructed” (SR 256). And construction is virtualzi1S
synonomoqs Wlth Schellingian philosophy. Philosophy, for Schellin, Y
presents v.nthm its bounds the whole of the universe :;s the star, f o
Rosenzweig, 'does the whole of reality. The star is of c,ourse as ,b 0lr
as Rosenzwe}g .explicitly calls at least its inverted half (SR 256y)mIt0i ’
even symbolic in Schelling’s sense, for once the points on Whic}i it s
built are understood, it shows itself as Jjust the movement of meetin, -
thqt Rosenzweig has been discussing all along. Further Schellingg’rs
philosophy a:nd Rosenzweig’s star are both mirrors in’ which th:
hman sees itself, in the first case indifferently identified with God
and 1Irtl ?he second,h related to God across a genuine difference >
18 across the difference between differe indi
that the analogy breaks down. The inverted trgfg?engvi?}l:iirllﬂgzzzrcf
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zweig’s star symbolizes reality, which is simply the relations of cre-
ation, revelation, and redemption. The upright triangle, by contrast,
builds on the points of the prereal, protocosmic elements, which can
only be called ideal in a sense that, contra Schelling, is definitively
distinguished from the real. The star is not an indifference of real and
ideal, which is precisely what the climactic nodes of Schellingian con-
struction are, but, in Rosenzweig’s own vocabulary, a configuration. A
configuration is an oriented joining of differentiable figures. The dif-
ferentiable figures within the star of redemption are the upright tri-
angle of “ideality” and the inverted triangle of reality. The orientation
of the figure is supplied by God who, stationed at the top, dominates.

If the concept of indifference is analogously represented in The

Star of Redemption, it is by the relation between relation and differ-
ence. Difference and relation are logical consequences of the shat-
tered idealist All. Rosenzweig is antimonistic because he believes in
the fundamental factuality of three, not one. The three factualities of
God, human, and world are both different and, in reality, related. In
Bruno, Schelling took the highest indifference to efface the distine-
tion between difference and indifference.’ Rosenzweig might re-
spond that the highest relation relates difference and relation.
Perhaps this relation even approaches indifference. Difference with-
out relation closes in on itself and can no longer know itself as dif-
ferent from an other. Relation without difference loses the poles
across which it is strung, and collapses into a point or, at best, a cir-
cle, precisely the shape idealism takes in the end. Relation can only
be between differences, and differences are not knowable as such
apart from relation.

If Schellingian indifference plays itself out in a host of analo-
gies, relation in Rosenzweig assumes as many shapes as there are
pairs of poles to connect. Such poles occur as the pairs of active and
passive within each of the three protocosmic elements; as the
emerged halves of each of the elements, each partnered with one of
the other emerged halves; and as Judaism and Christianity, which
only together figure the truth that God knows. These three sets of
relations are represented structurally by the three parts of Rosen-
zweig’s book. Schelling’s book, too, breaks into parts: the abstract
construction of art in general, and the specific constructions of the
individual arts. The difference between three parts and two is sig-
nificant. The protocosmic first part of the Star, philosophy’s domain,
corresponds to Schelling’s construction of art in general. The appli-
cation of philosophical construction to specific contents occurs in
both the third part of the Star, and the second of The Philosophy of
Art. For Judaism and Christianity function for Rosenzweig like



artyvorks do for Schelling, as both concretions of construction and 1
cations of r:edemption. But Rosenzweig’s intervening second part hz:s—
no an_alog in The Philosophy of Art. That was, of course, the book of
;xperlence, a @ncept that goes unconstructed in Scheiling’s work
or Rosenzweig, philesophy is at least formally limited to the ﬁrs‘é
part 01? thg Star. That philosophy, unlike Schelling’s, does not offer
up an 11.1tu1t10n of the real God, but only a concept of C’40d that, on it
own, fails to reach reality. Rosenzweigian philosophy is, as it ’t cll ;
empty of reality, not indifferent with it, ’ Sane
Where reality occurs in the Star, philosophy has ended and th
ology begun; or better, the two are wedded as ground to ground 3.
Theology for Schelling is Christian allegory. It is the body of teach’e ,
Fhat follosz _the effacement of finitude in infinity, which is the d fl' o
itive Chrlstla}n movement. Theology, for Rosenéweig comes n‘leum};
closer to pla.ylng the role that philosophy does for Sche:lling' it is t}(’:l
understanding of experience as such, that is later, in the tl:lil‘d r(z
qf t}.le bpok,. formed to the specific contents of Ju:iaism and C}iﬁ
tlaplty, Just as philosophy, for Schelling, is the understanding of t;lse;
11;1mverse as such that is, throughout The Philosophy of Art, formed
o the spec1ﬁc§ of art. If Schelling offers a philosophical reli ,’on that
serves to .eluc1date genres and works of art, then Rosenzweg;l off N
a the.eologlcal “religion” that serves to elucidate Judaism andgChI(?iIs‘S
t1ap1ty. The quotes around religion are indispensable: Schellingia )
phllosophy offers a path to God through sheer ideas as. they occf; n
nat';u're, independently of mythology and art, and so functions asu1
religion, but Rosenzweigian theology, like Schellingian mytholo .
f)ffe'rs no pa'th to God apart from what Schelling might call its “fg,’
Jective manifestation” in Judaism and Christianity. Here, the anal-
oi{lbetwgen art and redemption breaks down. It is not ju’st art bu;
E’hilgizghz 3}3)r‘;.hat functions redemptively within Schelling’s The
But Rosenzweigian redemption, for its par
ﬁnemeqt to a'lnalogy with Schellingian art, Rgdelt;,l;lii; I;flfgizso;(;?é
expressions is experiential and so belongs to the real world of the
;econd pa.rt qf the Star. Schellingian art, as the real potence of indif-
erence Wlth.ln the ideal might, on the basis of a shared orientatio
toward!s reality, join up with this redemption in analogy. But then ren
demptmn. has an.other, nonexperiential meaning for .Rosenzwei ;
Apd in this meaning, redemption, in utter defiance of all idealist as-.
pirations, refuses to be understood except, in analogy with the pro-

tocosmic elements th
efforts. emselves, as a darkness to all human noetic
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So, much as the respective titles of Schelling’s and Rosenzweig’s
books tempt us to analogize, we would risk what Rosenzweig re-
proves the fanatic for doing, namely succumbing to the temptation of
correlating the as yet uncorrelatable. What Schelling’s title may
safely do is guide an interpretation of Rosenzweig’s star: of first the

" upright triangle, then the inverted one, and finally the two config-

ured together. These three figures correspond to parts one, two, and
three of the Star respectively. Rosenzweig himself shows us this, in
case we could not easily tell, by illustrating the title page of part one
with an upright triangle, the title page of part two with an inverted
one, and the title page of part three with the configured star—an un-
witting parody, perhaps, of Schellingian architecture, which builds
buildings out of newly and freely purposed natural forms, if not
books out of geometric ones. ‘
Schelling’s title joins two terms, philosophy and art. Though the
connective is the so intimate “of” of the genitive, ambiguously as-
signing both philosophy to art, as art’s philosophy, and art to philos-
ophy, as philosophy’s art, the very sober Schelling divides the two so
sharply as to suggest their intimacy is a paradox. Philosophy’s ob-
jects are ideas, and art’s are sensual realities. If we stop the move-
ment of indifference short of the unity into which it would propel
these two, and which would take us outside the relationality of the
Star, then we would have two useful lenses through which to exam-
ine each part of The Star of Redemption. These lenses will focus the
Star quite differently from the way Baeck’s five-faceted romanticism
did. Baeckian romantic art was the inversive alternative to religious
authoritarianism. Read through “Romantic Religion,” the Star
shows the role of art on the Christian’s eternal way. But now the
Star’s esthetics, read through The Philosophy of Art, will appear in
intimate relation with philosophy, a connection that Baeck’s essay
could not uncover. Schelling will both fine-tune what Baeck could
teach us about Rosenzweig’s understanding of art, and educate us,
as Baeck could not, in the significance to the Star of philosophy.

Let us then read the Star through the concepts of philosophy
and art, successively applied to each part of the work. We will read
Rosenzweig’s use of these concepts, and the additional concepts they
subsume, against the backdrop of Schelling’s use of them in The Phi-
losophy of Art. Our concern is not to suggest, much less demonstrate,
any historical influence of the one work on the other, but much more,
in the spirit of Schellingian magic or Rosenzweigian miracle, to see
to what extent the earlier work may serve as elucidating ground to

the later.



182 An Episode of Jewish Romanticism

Philosophy and the Protocosmos

Scﬁp'i‘ilg {gg;(liltillctoryhﬁrs’t I;age of the first part of the Star is super-
: X osophos!”, literally: To the phil 1« ith
Philosophy,” better ca i P in the empeit opoR With
, ptures the intent, or, in the spiri
arms: Into Philosophy! The tra ions a plomeere ) to
' ophy! nslations are complementary:
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: s of idealism to, itself,
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Rosenzweig does identif i i
v ' ¥ philosophy with idealism (S
he also deems the postidealist thinkers, Schopenhauer (arﬁi4121‘i§t1;f
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deconstretiog o e 15 2 uch constructing a new philosophy as
o selgeegvleeln 1dealisn{1 and Rosenzweig, Schelling might fall in an
ol p ages. In light of what, Jjudging from his commentary 01317
o Owesfz t.ystem-Program of German Idealism,” was Rosenz.
eie ideallils 11;11 ilsn;z;ielznm;vlgqlge Ef the early Schelling, it is striking
_ ented in the Star’s first part chiefly b
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role unresolved irrationality plays in The Philosophy of Art’s under-
standing of modernity. The late Schelling’s post-rationalist thinking
is incipient in the irresolutions of the modern.

On the other hand, The Philosophy of Art does allow the tension
between thought and being to resolve, idealistically, in the artwork.
And all such resolutions, esthetic or otherwise, are precisely the ob-
ject of Rosenzweig’s deconstructive work in the first part of the Star.
When Rosenzweig insists about the “nonidentity of being and rea-
soning” that “it cannot be harmonized by a third party which is nei-
ther being nor reasoning” (SR 12) he could, at least theoretically,
have had indifference in mind. So, contrary to what Rosenzweig’s ex-
plicit references to Schelling might suggest, The Philosophy of Art
may serve to clarify both the idealism Rosenzweig contests in the
first part of the Star, and the new philosophy he begins to construct
there.

What, for Rosenzweig, is the problem with idealism? It is that it
is a “compassionate lie” (SR 5). It is a lie because there is no warrant
for the passage idealism makes from self-conscious reason to the

world. When reason takes itself for object, it moves in just the oppo-
site direction of world-generation—it takes itself outside the world
(SR 18). The idealist presupposition is that reason, in itself, is pure
form. So, if reason becomes an object to itself, or content, then it
must project itself outside itself, i.e., generate a world. But, says
Rosenzweig, reason need not be taken to be pure form. If reason ad-
mits a content of its own, then the appearance of a content in it need
not be world-generating. That content is precisely itself. Reason that
doubles as subject and object simply wraps around itself (SR 12-13).

Of course, idealism’s lie is that reason’s self-projections generate
the whole of the world. How is so abstract a lie compassionate?; be-
cause it rationalizes what to human beings is the most fearsome
component of the world, namely death. Idealism comprehends
death. Death is the passing of separate selves. But there are no sep-
arate selves in monistic idealism. So there is no death.

Schelling’s Bruno could stand in for idealism here more success-
fully than The Philosophy of Art can. For Bruno examines at much
greater length how the world unfolds out of self-conscious conscious-
ness.” But the absolute self-affirmation, with which The Philosophy of
Art begins, does also generate a world, and so stands, as well, under
Rosenzweig’s condemnation. Beautifully personified in the opening
paragraphs of the Star, idealism-identified philosophy stands with
“index finger outstretched” while “weaving the blue mist of its idea of
the All” around the human being, trembling in terror of death, at its
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feet (SR 38-4). The image sardonically inverts Boethius’ much older
picture of the savior philosophy, who enters the Consolation of Phi-
losophy, also at the start, and in response to thoughts of death.?
Boethian philosophy is honestly compassionate; Rosenzweig’s, only
falsely so. It is striking how alluringly philosophy has been portrayed
by its informed detractors. Perhaps Rosenzweig’s predecessor in this
is the medieval Jewish philosopher, Judah Halevi, whose poems he
translated, and whose book, HaKuzari, also opens with a beautifully
presented, but soon to be rejected, account of philosophical salvation.
Certainly his predecessor here is not the early Schelling, for whom
philosophy “encompasses everything” (PA 13).

The personification of philosophy as a compassionate liar sug-
gests that one who internalizes its claims deceives himself. And here
the writer who shows through Rosenzweig’s words is Kant, who pon-
dered both theoretical reason’s drivenness to self-deception, in the
Critique of Pure Reason,® and, in the more practically minded Rel;-
gion within the Limits of Reason Alone, the “innate guilt” of humans
who take their evil dispositions self-deceivingly for good.” It was
Kierkegaard who, building on the challenge sin posed to Kantian
ethics, let sin disrupt ethics and dislodge it from its premier place
among the philosophical sciences.™ And it is in these footsteps that
Rosenzweig follows when he lets death disrupt philosophy itself.

But death does not simply disrupt the old philosophy-—it begins
the new. For The Philosophy of Art, death was the completion that,

Joined to life, yields indifference in sculpture. In the protocosmic
Star, death is the first among irrationalities. Joined to nothing but
itself, death first stimulates honest thought about the human. The
limitation of death to one among several irrationalities is significant,
Idealism’s lie begins back further than its denial of irrationality. It
begins in the presumption to have only one irrationality to Lie about,
or at least only one at a time, Hegel’s Phenomenology of Spirit gen-
erates an abundance of discrepancies between reason and being, but
they all follow on the single one, presented at the start, between
“this” and its actual object. Hegel’s originary irrationality, which ig-
nites the dialectical flame, is epistemological. This is one of Rosen-
zZweig’s irrationalities too. We have already begun to consider it. It is
the world that remains when reason, taking itself for object, ab-
stracts itself out of the world. Such a world is not necessarily bereft,
of reason. But the reason that remains to it cannot be generatively

active. For reason’s activity is focused on its world-removed self.

Death is an entirely different kind of irrationality. The humanly sig-

nificant death is what remains when all subsuming universals, typ-
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i moral commands of practical reason, are abst.ra.cted qut
:)f;;(lilgi,a;hlei}fe. There is a third irrational.ity, too. Kant unthtln%iy (;n;
dicated it with his “ideal of reason,” which sought,_ thx:ough a Go i ;e
mistakenly took for objectively necessary, an obJ.ectlve g{lzran e
that the natural world would finally harmonize with mora : }111mar -
ity. Idealism prematurely harmonizes thg twg by. collapsing ep :
sent world into God. So the third ixgatlsn?%:'ty is what remains o
11 worldliness is extracted out of him. . .
rod I‘Tl}l‘sl?hz New Thinking,” Rosenzweig suggests tha}f his pewlph];-
losophy builds on the ending of the old.'* The three 1rrgt1{)na too%
jects” (SR 19)—God, human, world—are abst.racted precisely fuTh
the old idealism, and are barely comprehensible apart from it. The

. protocosmic world denies epistemometaphysical idealism; the proto-

cosmic human denies moral idealism; anfl the protocpsmlc God, Eeil—
gious idealism. Except for esthetics, which we co“ns1der szpa}{.a e 1%
Rosenzweig’s denials span the breadth of what, “nach gehei 1fgt¢i:1 ”
Brauche™® (according to hallowed custom), make up a system of p
loso%lg;tainly The Philosophy of Art’s ic‘lenti'ﬁcati.on of God Wlt}.l the
universe illustrates just the sort of religml{ls idealism I}osen}?welg 11:£e:
jects. Rosenzweig thanks Kant for “showing the way to ';‘ .3 mﬁs ];l
plicity of irrationalities (SR 21), as though }:he.rejegtlop 0 1B eil }f i
must bypass the idealists themselves for 1_ts 1psp1r‘atlo]rox. d}x o
Philosophy of Art already moves to und'ermlne; 1fleallsm_ y divic Hg
ancient and modern up across a real/ideal dlylde. It is espgsla ly
moral idealism that suffers by this break. Ancient ethics p%sll. 1t\'7e y
builds on the irrational, on the acceptance of L'mdeserve.d affliction.
And in what amounts to a critique of Kantian practical reasof:ril_,
Schelling shows modern ethics suspepded over a chasm betwd(lae]l:f;1 by
nite and infinite it can never livingly bridge. But thfen, the Bno e o is
precisely the age of the irrational, ever tempted })y its own er.ms“the
the infinite, which Schelling migslg Z)ell (i.lall }‘:nct]? I])?{aoii(;ﬁlv;eilfverts
capacity for suicide” and whi : A
gg‘if;ﬁir?;s aﬁ‘ead};r painful enough inability to grant its heroes the
SR 79). ‘
peacgzi icl}?itgo(rld, too, is split in two by t':he divide b.etween ancwn;
and modern. Antiquity’s world is an inﬁmte—surpa‘ssmg n}?ture, :ne
modernity’s, a finite-subsuming history. Even God is, forft e (;)Itle 2 ogn:
gods, and for the other, Christ. Schelling, as we saw, re 1:;;: fto "
struct the third age that would heal‘these divisions, an };a usthe
consolation but art. Has not The Ph.al.osophg./ of Ar"?t, too, shown
way to a thinking that takes multiplicity seriously?
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But the irrationalities of The Philosophy of Art are, like Kant’s,
endpoints, not origins, of reasoning. Rosenzweig thanks Hermann
Cohen for starting to philosophize anew from the point of the “par-
ticular Naught” (SR 21). Cohen, idealist that Rosenzweig concedes
he was, wanted by his logic of origins to deduce reality from noth-
ing'; this is far from Rosenzweig’s own project and he senses the
confusion that might result from allowing such traditional phrases
as “negative theology” to name his reasoning from the particular
nothing of God. Negative theology culminates mystically in the vi-
sion of an absolutely predicateless God. By contrast, what Rosen-
zweig calls his metaphysical God is a pure conceptual abstraction,
without reality. There is no living relation with it at all, mystical or
otherwise. For the purposes of the protocosmos, the metaphysical
God is nothing more than “ein methodischer Hilfsbegriff”*® (a metho-
dological helping-concept). '

If reasoning is to proceed from a multiplicity of nothings, then
reasoning, too, is multiple, for “he who denies the totality of being, as
we do, thus denies the unity of reasoning” (SR 12). Three originary
nothings ask for three different reasonings. Rosenzweig coins names
for each of the reasonings, based on what they proceed without.
Metaethics reasons about the human prior to its ethical nature; met-
alogic, about the world, prior to its logical nature; metaphysics,
about God, prior to his having any nature at all. Together, these rea-
sonings constitute the new philosophy of the first part of the Star.

In “The New Thinking,” Rosenzweig calls the Star a system of
philosophy.’® Obviously, philosophy here cannot mean idealism.
What it does mean comes into clearer focus when, in the same essay,
he refers to the difficult constructive parts of the three books of the
first volume,” or, within the body of the Star itself, to the “struc-
tured” meta-logic world (SR 583), which he has been hypothetically
“constructing” by way of grounding our belief in the real world (SR
42). Construction here is opposed to creation, and constructions, to
actual beliefs we hold. The connotation within construction of oppo-
sition to the actual asks to be paralleled with the connotation of po-
tentiality within Schelling’s construction of potences.

In her early commentary on Rosenzweig’s Star, Elsa Rachel-
Freund already noted the similarities between Rosenzweig’s proto-
cosmic elements and the potences of Schelling’s late work, The Ages
of the World." Those later potences precede any actual being that
they elucidate, but do not rationally necessitate it. The potences of
The Philosophy of Art are more like mirroring shadows of the move-

~ments that cast them. They do not so much elucidate reality as en-
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sure the ultimate identity of real and ideal. Rosenzweig does nf)t put
his protocosmic elements to any such purpose. But his construct?ong of
them do bear several formal resemblances to these early Schellingian
potences. o

The protocosmic reasonings and the Schellingian potences are
both movements in consciousness. Further, they are 1'novements
comprising dual components of finite and infinite, passive and. ac-
tive, content and form, necessary and free. Finally, they both yield
abstractions that are matched to relatively concrete terms from or-
dinary language. The principal difference occurs at‘: thg cqncludmg
stage of the movements: Schelling’s culminate in indifference,
Rosenzweig’s in relation. We have already once examl’ned ‘protogos-
mic reasoning for its role in inversion. Let us now consider it against
the backdrop of the potences in The Philosophy of Art.

For Schelling who, in Rosenzweig’s terms, grants onlx one ele-
ment, namely God, a sequence of potences is determined within the
absolute act of self-affirmation. There is first the affirmed, ?:hen the
affirming, and finally their indifference. What corrgsponds in proto-
cosmic reasoning to the affirmed potence is passive essence, the
product of an affirming movement; what corr:esponds to the affirm-
ing potence is active predicate, which negatmgly' deflects from the
essence all that it is not. The protocosmic negating moven.lent.de-
pends on, though not by way of issuing from, a prior afﬁx"matlon, just
as the affirmed potence precedes the affirming in Schelling’s system.

Rosenzweig’s multiplicity of elements complexly reconﬁgurg th’e
dual determinations that are set in simple analogies with Schelling’s
affirming and affirmed-—infinite and finite, form and content, frge
and necessary—but do not introduce any fundamentally new duali-
ties. The single finite and infinite potences of God multiply 1nt9 two
divine infinities, two human finitudes, and one each of worldly 1pﬁn—
ity and finitude. The first of each pair is a passive essence: divine
fate, human character, worldly kind, all of which are necessities; and
the second is an actively negating movement: divine power, human
will, worldly particular, all of which are free. .

The origins of protocosmic reasoning in a triad of nothings re-
allocate as well the Schellingian form and content. Form gnd content
have fairly simple applications in Schelling’s construc.tlon.. Forms
are movements in consciousness between finite and infinite t]flat
yield the various contents—nature, knowledge, art—th.at Schelling
discusses. Form originates in the absolute self—afﬁrmatlop, where a
division between affirmed and affirming is resolved in uxpty. In pro-
tocosmic reasoning, form originates in nothing. There is a logical
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connection between the originary nothings and form. For i
cannot be fruitfully affirmed, but only lefgt (SR 26). One cai rllgzlw::‘:ni%
n two ways: by affirming its negation, or by negating it directly (SR
21).' Thesef movements are the protocosmic forms. But one cannot
begin l?y directly negating a nothing. For what results is a chaotic af-
ﬁrmfaltlon of everything, which is scarcely an improvement over af-
firming 1.10thing. So the beginning must be to affirm the negation of
thej nothing. Such a movement “circumscribes as inner limit the in-
finity of all that is not N aught” (SR 27). Rosenzweig symbolizes this
form by the letter x. Now it is possible to negate the originary noth-
ing. Ff)r the non-nothing just affirmed provides a chaos-conquering
dlrectlop in which the negating action can move. What is negated is
everythlng that is not the non-nothing just affirmed. Rosenzweig
symbolizes this form with the letter y. The equation y=x, read from
left to right, symbolizes the defining action the negatiné form per-
forms on what the affirming form has affirmed.

. Now the values of universal and particular, or infinite and fi-
nite, symbolized by A and B respectively, come to fill these variables
aqd su.pply content to the purely formal y=x. For Schelling, and ide:
alism in general, the affirming form is always infinite, an,d the af-
firmed form finite. For a presupposition of idealism is that what is
affirmed is bounded, and that whatever affirms surpasses bounds
(for otherwise it cannot encompass the affirmed, so as to affirm it)
Sg the deﬁnitive equation of idealism is A=B, which shows an inﬁ:
nite nega'tlng activity affirming a passive finitude, precisely what
happ.ens in the absolute act of self-affirmation. A consequence of the
multiplication of elements is that form and content now interact in
more _complex ways. Rosenzweig emphatically excludes the idealist
equa'tlon A=B from the protocosmos, but he admits the other three
possible distributions of contentful A’s and B’s within the formal
y=x, namely A=A, B=B, and B=A. These equations, resulting from
interpenetrations of form and content, symbolize God, human, and
world respectively. ’ ,

. The idealist A=R ultimately becomes A=A, for the finite, hav-
ing emerged from the infinite, is transposed back into it. So,A=A
m}ght symbolize the Schellingian equation of God with nature, or
with the artwork, since both nature and art are absolute particul’ars
that repeat the divine indifference. The equals sign in a Schellingian
A=A wopld stand for indifference. In Rosenzweig’s protocosmos, the
equals sign stands for a relation between two contentful forms ,that
are .equally grounded in the same nothing. Rosenzweig’s emphatic
denial that either contentful form emerges out of the other (SR 28) is
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a direct rejection of Hegelian idealism, which phenomenologically
traces the dialectical transposition of forms into contents and back
into new forms. The grounding of the equated A’s and B’s in a shared
nothing leaves their emerged equality free to take the form of a gen-
uine relation, i.e., the spanning of a division between two separables.
And that is just the form they take.

But Rosenzweigian relation, having pointedly distinguished it-

self from idealist identity, now begins to articulate itself in familiar,
idealist terms. The old vanishing movement of idealism is performed
once again, only now under the cover of differential calculus. Calcu-
lus is the perfect language for protocosmic reasoning because, as
Hermann Cohen showed, it offers passage from nothing to some-
thing. The concept of the differential spans the divide between noth-
ing and something. It is “the dimension as this loses itself in the
immeasurable” and the “infinitesimal [with] all the characteristics of
finite magnitude with the sole exception of finite magnitude itself”
(SR 20). The differential is a finite nothing that indicates something,
rather like a Schellingian potence that emptily occupies a just va-
cated space. The difference between the potences, and the dimension
just about to lose itself in the immeasurable, is that the first merely
traces what was, while the second still is. It is as though potency and
differential are two different points on the same road of vanishing.
The potency occurs after the endpoint of the vanishing, and the dif-
ferential at any point before. Rosenzweig himself suggests this
image when he adjures us to “capture” the negating form “short of
the end of the movement” it undergoes (SR 31). Schelling and Rosen-
zweig are watching the same movement, only Rosenzweig stops it
sooner. To some extent, Asian spirituality holds the place of idealism
in the protocosmos. The idealists were familiar with the Asian reli-
gions which, in “The New Thinking” Rosenzweig dismissively dubs
“the darlings of the moderns,”® and which in some points their ide-
alism resembles. Within the protocosmos, Rosenzweig locates the
Asian religions in the same place idealism would hold there, at the
end of the vanishing. But, for Rosenzweig, there is no reason to priv-
ilege that place. The unvanishing (Unvergehendes) remains just
where it was captured.?’

What remains unvanished within the protocosmos are the con-
tentful products of each component of the protocosmic reasonings.
God’s essence remains distinguishable from his capricious freedom,
the human character from human will, worldly kind from worldly
particular. But though the endpoints of the two poles of each of
the protocosmic reasonings do not vanish into the other, they do
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places before it expires in the universals of the world, namely at the
point of the particular, the individual, and the category. The particu-
lar is the negating emergence from the nothing of the world. Its neg-
ativity is in its blind, chaotic directionlessness. It is only by moving
towards the worldly essence of universals that it acquires definition.
It is just this movement of the particular towards the universal (not
from it, as in idealism) that substantiates the worldly equation, read
from left to right, of B=A. Contra idealism, reason, symbolized in
the equation by A, can only construct a world because the particu-
lars it receives are already ensouled (SR 50).

Schelling and Rosenzweig employ the particular (das Beson-
dere) to precisely opposite effect. Here they address each other over
the divide of idealism. For Schelling’s particular is an indifference,
and these do not occur in Rosenzweig’s system; and Rosenzweig’s
particular arises out of the world’s nothing, which does not occur in
Schelling’s. But as Schelling’s particular descends out of indiffer-
ence, and as Rosenzweig’s rises to receive “the criteria of the univer-
sal on its body” (SR 48), the two meet in the concept of the individual
(das Individuum). In both systems, the individual incorporates the
universal, but incompletely; in Rosenzweig’s, as a means to self-
awareness merely, when it wakens to its own difference from the
universal; in Schelling’s, by failing to unite indifferently with the
universal. The two individuals reflect each other across the idealist
divide. Rosenzweig’s individual, gazing into Schelling’s system, finds
himself reflected in the modern artist, that sentimentalist who is so
acutely self-aware. But Schelling’s individual is reflected in the
whole of Rosenzweig’s anti-idealist program, whose primal three-
some of individual elements has shattered (“zerschlagen™?) the in-
different All of idealism.

In “The New Thinking,” Rosenzweig responds to what he clearly
sensed were difficulties in the protocosmic reasoning. He advises the
reader of the Star’s first part to let these pass for now; the real sig-
nificance of the protocosmic elements does not appear until the end
of the book, anyway, or, at the earliest, at the close of the book’s first
part.”® That short section, entitled “Transition,” prepares the way for
the protocosmic deductions to unfold their contents into the wider
world of reality. What will define that world are relations that are no
longer self-enclosed, but that now extend between what were hith-
erto the separate elemental individuals. The power of that unfold-
ing, the miraculous nature that Rosenzweig will want to claim for it,
depends in part on the airtightness of the self-enclosures that pre-
cede. And now we can see that, to this end, Rosenzweig has applied
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a duo of concepts that has already once been aired in The Philosophy
of Art, namely the self-enclosed and the presupposed.

Idealism had presumed to presuppose nothing. But only the
presupposition of thought’s identity with being allows passage from
self-conscious reason to being. And once that presupposition is ex-
posed, the passage is blocked. If there must be presuppositions, says
the new philosophy, then let them be nothings, for out of several
nothings something can arise. But by the end of the protocosmic rea-
sonings, it is clear that the nothings serve less to generate our con-
cepts of God, human, and world, than to enclose the concepts of them
we already have in on themselves, It is only when the reader takes
the protocosmic reasonings for presuppositionless demonstrations,
presuming, like idealism, to conjure up contents out of the content-
less, that he agonizes over the steps on the way. Let it be granted
from the start that something “slumbers in the lap” of the nothing
(SR 20), as Rosenzweig concedes when he admits that in reasoning
to the completed three elements he was conducted by the belief in
their factuality (SR 88), and we do no more than finish where we
began. But that is just the point of the seeming reasonings—te sepa-
rately encircle each of our concepts of God, human, and the world.

Of course, Schelling’s system is rife with presuppositions that
contain conclusions. The originary act of self-affirmation enfolds the
entire universe within itself. But does anything enfold that originary
act? With this question, which The Philosophy of Art does not ask,
we draw nearer the nothings that Rosenzweig presupposes. The Sys-
tem of Transcendental Idealism does ask it, in its concluding pages
on art, and responds, somewhat hermetically that, prior to that self-
divisive act, there is nothing to query.* Could this be the early
Schelling’s anticipation of what Rosenzweig would say about his own
nothings, that they are unlocatable unnameables, to be positioned, if
anywhere at all, “before every beginning” (SR 26)?

The Philosophy of Art lays out two oppositionally identical self-
enclosed worlds of real and ideal. But within the self-enclosures, it
allows for fractures that take the form of contingency and incomple-
tion. Rosenzweig systematizes fracture in the form of the three ele-
ments, and then encloses each off perfectly within itself. Now it is
not just God who is enclosed within his own self-affirmation (as in
Schelling), but the world, too, is “inspired within its own spirit” (SR
61), and the human, unable to register anything other to itself (SR
82). Unlike the Schellingian particular within the absolute, the
three elements are separate from and oblivious to each other. And
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yet they mimic the identity that serves as the only relatior} betwee'zn
Schellingian particular and absolute. For each element claims for it~
self the definitive characteristic of the other two: human and world
claim the divine vitality; human and God, worldly individuality; and
God and world, the defiant selfdom of the human (SR 84). The px.'ot'o—
cosmos begins to resemble a Schellingian comedy. Fractured as it is,
its sporting of idealist traits reads like parody. But then, it was
Baeck who proposed a superscription for the Star of “the poetry
which remains.”® And all modern art is essentially comic.

Art and the Protocosmos

It might surprise first-time readers of Rosenzweig that he dis-
cusses art at all; what need of esthetics to a star of redemption? Ide-
alist philosophy blocks a proper figuring of redemption, and so it, as
pretender to an office it cannot hold, must be addressed at the start.
If art must be addressed as well, the reason owes in part to
Schelling. For it was The Philosophy of Art, among other works, .that
helped forge philosophy’s link to art and a series of lir}ks, constltuy
ing a tradition of art-oriented philosophizing, that continues up until
today. Apart from that, the tradition is very old, gnd precedgs
Schelling. The ideas of beauty and truth have been vying, now ami-
cably, now quarrelsomely, for intellectual preeminence ever since
Plato. Rosenzweig was drawn to the arts. His mother, reports
Glatzer, “had a lively enthusiasm for art, for music, and poetry,”*
and, towards the end of his life, Rosenzweig himself was writing re-
views of musical recordings.””

Art first enters the German edition of the Star under the head-
ing, “Aesthetische Grundbegriffe: Aussere Form.” The succeeding
sections, subtitled “Innere Form” and “Gehalt” complete the prqto—
cosmic esthetics, which copies The Philosophy of Art’s presentation
first of art’s general form, then its general content. Curiously, and no
doubt due to sheer proofreading error, the first section, on outer
form, goes untitled in Notre Dame Press’ English vergion, tl}ough a
blank space holds the place of the title. Art enters this English ver-
sion surreptitiously and unannounced. It is not obvious that this is
not, in any case, what Rosenzweig might have preferred, at least if
we are to take seriously his resistance to naming the most recessed



of presuppositions. For this short, highly abstract section on art’s
outer form is the most outwardly removed from the discussions it
helps ground, in the book’s next part, on the living arts. But Rosen-
zweig’s express publishing wishes were not always honored.?

Outer form may be the outer limit of realized art’s presupposi-
tions, but it stands face to face with Schelling and reflects his views
precisely. Here, at art’s first entry, is the first statement of its link
with religion. For Rosenzweig shares Schelling’s view that art is es-
sentially mythic. And if mythology was the content of Schellingian
art, it is, for Rosenzweig, the protocosmic content of God. That God
was a vital self-enclosure, divorced from world and human. But this
is just what the ancient Greek gods were: “a life purely unto itself”
(SR 34). The gods of ancient Greece live the construction that
emerges out of the divine nothing. They personify the suspensions
between caprice and necessity that constitute vitality. Because both
the mythic and protocosmic god are self-containedly vital, neither is
subject to death (SR 34). Schelling’s gods too had self-contained vi-
tality. As absolutes in limitation, each was an unrestricted whole
among wholes, living out its “particular and free life” (PA 37). They
were alive precisely because they were oppositionally absolute and
limited, sustaining a self-enclosed tension of contraries, Despite its
demise in the protocosmic reasoning, the old Schellingian absolute
opposition echoes in the connection Rosenzweig also draws between
contradiction and self-enclosure: the enlivened contradictoriness of
the gods is a function of their self-enclosure.

But on one crucial point, Rosenzweig differs from Schelling:
mythology is not the content of art, but a contributing factor to its
form. Forms are movements, and the movement myth performs on
art’s behalf is precisely to conceal from view all that is not art. Such
a formative function resembles the y-symbolized movements of pro-
tocosmic reasoning that negate all that differs from their corre-
sponding x’s. Outer form negates what is outside the artwork. But
Jjust as the negatings within protocosmic reasoning have their own
contents, and do not convert, contra Hegel, into the contents of what
they implicitly affirm, so mythology, as the outer form of art, fails to
become the content of art. Art must mediate “something like a
breath of that ‘easy life’ of the Olympian gods,” but need not objectify
it. Quite the contrary, the actual existence art mirrors is just as
likely “want and tears” (SR 38).

Rosenzweig anticipates the outer form of art in the Star’s intro-
ductory pages, where he compares the contentful world of multi-
plicity to a painting hanging on a blank wall (SR 13). In that
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context, the wall is self-enclosed reason. Both the wall apd reason
support without generating the things they bear. Tbe painting, for
its part, excludes from itself the wall that bears it. As coinplete
within itself, the painting becomes, with respect to the wall, “an ex-
cluding All.” Mythology, as art’s outward form, holds the place of the
wall: it is the blank space within which the artwork may show as
exclusive and self-enclosed. Mythology is another nothmg.. It sta-nds
to art as the protocosmic nothings of the elements 1.;0 the1.r re_ahzed
relations. The gods of art do not wait upon it for thelr rgallzatlons——
they exist, rather, to die in the twilight Rosenzweig assigns them to,
so that in the emptiness they leave behind, actual artworks can
hang'l-‘he works themselves have an inner form that Rosenzwgig dis-
cusses in the next esthetics section. Schelling did not distingmsh be-
tween outer and inner form. For him, the universal form (?f art was
uniform: the real indifference of real and ideal Wit].ain the ideal. But
Rosenzweig’s dual artistic form mirrors the duality of each of the
protocosmic reasonings. If outer form does the work of the y-symbol-
ized components of protocosmic reasoning, inner form does the wgrk
of the x-symbolized components. And if the universally negating
movement of the divine freedom set the tone for outer form, t}'1e af-
firming passivities of the metalogic universals set the tone fox.' inner
form. These were the universals into which the world’s partlcular.s
moved for definition. The individual was the particular t.hat. a uni-
versal had begun to define. If each universally deﬁnesi 1n.d1'v1dual
makes a distinct figure, then all the world’s individuals, individually
defined by the universals that exclude, intersect, and subs‘l‘lme each
other, make a configuration. This is the inner form of art: “the th9r-
oughgoing interconnection of every part with the whole, of every in-
dividual detail with every other” (SR 60). ’

If ancient mythology supplied a content for the protocosmic God,
the ancient polis supplies one for the protocosmic world. The mem-
ber of the ancient Greek city-state was also subsumed by a comp}ex
of universals, which took the form of powers, classes, or castes. lee
the particular within the metalogic world, his meaning ended ina
universal that located him within the whole, without repro@ucmg
the whole within him. Such a universalized indivi(!ual, who”faﬂed to
repeat the whole and who was indeed prone to “d1§appegr (SR 55)
within his community caste, resembles, for all his antiquity, the
modern Schellingian individual. And it is this indiyidual that Rosen-
zweig takes in analogy with art, not the Schellingian partlcflar. The
ancient polis has “evoked the comparison with a work of art” (SR 55).



It has done so because the inner form of art configures individuals as
the polis did, in subordination to wholes that surpass and even swal-
low them, rather than wholistically instating them. The details of
the artwork vanish in their interconnections, just as the exterior of
the artwork had vanished on account of outer form. And so it now
appears that if outer form creates an emptiness without, inner form
creates one within. :

It is tempting to relate the dual emptiness of protocosmic es-
thetic form to indifference, as Schelling relates identical opposites.
Indifference was, after all, an emptiness to the understanding. But
Rosenzweig would remind us that by succumbing to the temptation
of indifference, we forfeit the content that emptiness already holds
in store. If we ask after the content of art’s formal emptiness, we will
not at first receive much help from Schelling, since his own candi-
date for that office, namely mythology, has already been left behind.
But the use Rosenzweig has made in his esthetics, of ideas previ-
ously developed in metaphysical and metalogical reasoning, leaves
the metaethical to supply the final component of art, its content,
namely the defiant self,

The individual of the world was a stage in the development of a
previously undefined particular. It is the B of the equation B=A. But
the individual reappears in the metaethical equation of humanity,
B=B, as the right-sided B, i.e., as a passive stasis. And this stasis un-
dergoes a development of its own. It begins like a worldly individu-
ality, as a member of a universal, here, the human species. As a
member of the species, its point is to reproduce the species. So, at the
onset of eros, and the completion of that function, individuality be-
gins to die. If the human were merely worldly individual, this would
begin the end of its life, as it does indeed do in so many animal lives.
But the human persists beyond reproductive function. It persists in
the service of nothing but itself. It is just this persistence that de-
fines the self, as distinct from the individual.

Rosenzweig further defines the self as the relation between de-
fiance and character. Character is what the individual becomes after
it has succeeded the significance of itself to the universal, and has
transformed to “Eigenheit,”® which Hallo translates “peculiarity”
(SR 68), but which might be better rendered “ownness” (unbe-
holdenness to any other, including the species). Defiance is what
emerged from the finite human will’s affirmation of its finite indi-
viduality. The defiance that persists in affirming what succeeds the
individual, as character, creates the relation of the self. Now the af-
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firmation is no longer simply in defiance of finitude; it is additionally
in defiance of meaninglessness. For it was the species that endowed
the individual with meaning. .

Rosenzweig’s specific notion of character may echo what Schelling
wrote about this idea with respect to Shakespeare, that “greatest cre-
ator of character” (PA 270). The Shakespearean character is also an in-
dividual who fails to carry the imprint of the whole. But what produ.ces
a so much more striking congruence when overlaid the Rosenzweigian
self, is the whole idealist notion of self-constituting self-reference. For,
as already once noted, the Rosenzweigian self is its self-consciousness
(SR 68). '

And now it appears that precisely this self, hovering between
character and defiance, is the content of art. Rosenzweig defines con-
tent in this context as “something immediately equal, something
which men do not share with one another like the common world,
but rather something which is equal in all” (SR 80). It is as though a
shared esthetic content, like the world, would produce a mediated
equality, rather than an immediate one. And the forms of art have
created a space that precludes mediation. A mediator connects sepa-
rable units. But the outer form of art has blocked the path the art-
work might have had to its exterior, and the inner forgx has
swallowed up the artwork’s units of separate detail into relatmn..So
the content of art must present itself immediately, through nothing
but itself.

But then, an absolute incomparable is incomprehensible. If art
is to be humanly comprehended, its immediate content must be com-
municable across distances; but not through a mediator; which is to
say it must somehow already exist in whomever is receiving the
communication. Not only the artworks themselves, but human be-
ings must bear the content of art within them. But the only content
all human beings equally bear is their own self, honed to an ownness
that precludes all others. If art is to have an unmediated, communi-
cable content, it can only be this. The human self, as content of ar.t,
suspended between two forms of nothing is indeed, as Rosenz,welg

calls it, “a straight line leading from one unknown to ar%oth‘er’ (SR
72), an image that recalls the two chance points of beginning and
end, between which Schelling locates all epic narratives (PA215). ‘

Rosenzweig’s concept of a self that is “condemned to silence in
man and yet is everywhere and at once understood” (SR 80) .has
deeper roots in Kierkegaard and Kant, than in the eaz:ly. Schel'lm.sg.
Kierkegaard had described human knowledge of original sin in
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31.m11ar terms, as something that “each man understands solely by
‘131m§e1f.”3° And Kant characterized religious mystery as that

which may indeed be known by each individual but cannot be
made .known publicly, that is, shared universally.”® Such similar
phra.lsmgs. apply to such disparate objects—mystery, sin, and self.
Art is eerily illumined by such darkly lit companions as t’hese. '

The coptentful precedent of Rosenzweig’s artistic content is the
hero of ancient tragedy, whose self was the self-enclosed content of
art (SR .73). It was this self, depicted on stage, that woke the specta-
tor tp h1§ own self-awareness, by stimulating feelings that drew at-
tention inward. But the dramatic actor addresses only himself, not
Ehe spectator. And the spectator is alone with his own feeli’ngs

Everyone remains by himself, everyone remains self” (SR 81). And
80 the understanding that occurs “at once” is occasioned but not me-
diated by the artwork of the drama.

For Schelling, all artworks are, by their indifference, self-enclo-
sures. But the hero of ancient tragedy further enclosed t}’1e action of
the firama within his own character (PA258), as occurs, too, in Rosen-
zweig’s account. Ancient drama occupies a middle grounil between
the .contentful realizations of art’s form—Greek mythology and the
anc1en.t pol‘is. For, from Rosenzweig’s standpoint, as against
Schelling’s, in no sense did the gods ever really exist, while the polis
was peopled by real living beings. Drama, on the other hand, realisti-
f:ally represented what Rosenzweig would consider unrealitgr. Reality
is relation, and it was precisely the aim of ancient tragedy to depict
its absence. This it accomplished superbly, or at least the works of
Aeschylus did. Rosenzweig shares Schelling’s lower opinion of the
later dramatists, especially Euripides, though not, with Schelling, be-
cause they depicted character feelingly, but because they depictéd it
relationally (SR 77). But these playwrights and the actors who per-
formed their plays, as well as the spectators who in watching them
knew self-enclosed selfhood, were all members of the polis, too. They
had a rea} life of relations outside the world of art. At éhis ‘point
Rosenzweig’s rejection of Schelling’s idealism shows up most impor:
tantly. For in Schelling’s scheme, ancient art was precisely real world
It was the unique assignment of all antiquity to realize the ideal re:
ah§tlcally, but mediated through the ideal, and this it accomplished
by its artworks. These artworks, in their congruence with the ancient
movement' of being, expressed that world perfectly. Monism obstructs
Rosgnzwglg’s quite different definition of reality as relation; within

monism, ideality is as much relation as reality is—or as littl’e since
both are swallowed up in the single absolute act of self-aﬂirma;;ion.
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When the Schellingian actor of antiquity removed his mask, he
stepped out of a perfectly realized relationlessness into an imperfect
one. If anything, the drama he momentarily lived was realer. But
the same actor, through Rosenzweig’s eyes, stepped from perfectly
relationless unreality into relational reality. Antiquity is not the re-
alized real, confronting an oppositionally modern ideal. Modernity
crossing backward to antiquity does not cross any boundary of the
real at all. Modernity and antiquity are equally and uniformly real.
The ancients knew the reality of relation; for example, the relation
with God when they tremblingly approached him “on the trails skirt-
ing Olympus.”? All that they lacked was an adequate construct or
figure of relation. The pagan rites were truly “nothing but stupen-
dous error.”® But what paganism did have, in its mythology, was
part of a construct that effectively predicts reality. For reality is
grounded in self-enclosure. And all the ancient Greek expressions of
the forms and content of art—myth, polis, drama—perfectly figured
self-enclosure, that bifurcating equality of two separables in one.

It is not only the protocosmic nothing whose significance is first
revealed only after it has been introduced, but art’s too. Art, like the
three unreal elements, takes the prefix “proto-”. By the unmediated
understandings it occasions, it is protolanguage. If the protocosmic
elements become relational in reality, then art becomes the language
through which they relate. Art predicts the language of reality.

But from what vantage point does art predict? Art’s vantage
point is unreality. And that location, prior to the real, is only visible
as such from the standpoint of the real. The inhabitants of reality,
Rosenzweig and his readers, project back from reality to an an-
tecedent. Rosenzweig names this antecedent the protocosmos, but
this says no more of it than that it precedes the cosmos. Here
Schelling’s movements of potences may help illumine the world of art.
For though Rosenzweig cannot relate the ancient to the modern

across a divide between the real and ideal, he can relate reality to
philosophy across a divide between the relational and nonrelational.
The manner of relating across the divide is the same for both, namely
inversion. Art belongs to the world of philosophy, or ideality, as
Rosenzweig might admit in agreement with Schelling, but from this
vantage point it simply predicts the real, by its inversive relation to
it. Once again Rosenzweig stops the same movement Schelling fol-
lows earlier than Schelling does. One half of a divide moves towards
the other by the same inversive track, but is arrested before the point
of identity is reached. This Schelling might say yields an “unchange-
able objective view of things,” or even, in Baeck’s words, a “frozen”



view, for it stops philosophy’s natural course short of its natural end
It yl_elds what Schelling would call, descriptively—but which Rosenl
Zweig WOll'ld call, pejoratively—religion. In fact, says Rosenzweig, th
h.alt tq philosophy preserves reality. A freezing does occur. buf : re(j
c1sel'y in thfe place where it belongs, in the place of presupp’ositioi to
rfreahty.' Philosophy and art, considered for themselves, are both
: ozen in ’permanent states of presupposition. The climactic peaks of
chelling’s system are presuppositions in Rosenzweig’s. Philesoph
and art are potences to the real, and can themselves become real only
by groundfully vanishing into it. Everyone should once philoso hizey
says Rosenzwv'aig.34 But having done so, they must realize th:I:t thé
product;;f their thinking is at best merely (“bloss”) a system of phi-
losophy. - If Baeck’s superscript to the Star fits—“the poetry W}I:ich
remains”—then Rosenzweig might equally have said, the product is
merely a 'WOI‘k of art. What dwarfs these achieveme’nts into mer
nesses? Simply, the real world of the COSmos. -

Philosophy and the Cosmos

Though the inversive passage from protocosmo i
necessitated, it does not go unheralded?For all itssalt{))sig'zlzltcl)lselsssngrt'
perhaps, because of it, the whole of the protocosmos evokes in th;se
whom Rosenzweig has brought to see it, the terror and compassion
generall)f reserved for observers of its dramatized metaethical ele-
mgnt. It 1s“not simply the imagery of death and darkness that has
'trlﬁs effect. PI‘:OtOCOSIIlOS” is perhaps not so innocent a name after all
d']e (}‘rerman Vorwel't” may also be translated as primeval or ante:

iluvian world, a'settmg that has sometimes served the horror genre
of art. Rf)senzwelg evidently aims for this effect when he shows his
metaethical hero confronted by a strange, Munchlike world in which
screams alternate with silences (SR 77). Part of what troubles about
.the protocosmos is its ambiguous status. Rosenzweig somewhat air
ily allows that we may take it either for a world of “mysterious )
occult povyers” or as a context for “stages on the road of cognit.i\'re.
cox;str(tllcm(;ln” (SR 88). Prior to the presentation of the co.s.n.los that it
s‘vra ;1811 s, the protocosmos is open to being taken in any of several
But it is_not just the obscurity of the protocosmos that asks for a
complementing and clarifying cosmos. Rosenzweig virtually ani-
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mates his protocosmic elements with the psychology of a self-defeat-
ing megalomania. “Each part posits itself monistically as the whole”
(SR 84). But none are in fact the whole, so all the positings fail. The
elements seem to know this. The world set free from reason’s all-gen-
erating domination, for instance, suddenly finds its body exposed “to
whatever may have happened to it,” without “protection” against the
God who, it transpires, will providentially create it (SR 15). The ele-
ments are vulnerable, and here the terror felt on their behalf be-
comes compassion. They affect a self-sufficiency they do not really
have. It is as though each of the elements, disemboweled of the as-
pects of the other two it had once unhealthily consumed, and closed
over its own true shape, recalls a former largeness, and wants to find
some, now, healthy way back to it. But separated now in their own
spheres, they do not know how to relate to each other. Rosenzweig
paints a frightful picture of chaotic vyings for “the gigantic propor-
tions of the All” (SR 87), of bloated and blurred boundaries (SR 84),
of rotating wheels (SR 85) that never come to rest, as if the protocos-
mos were a supernatural game of chance that holds its players in a
warped eternity of unresolved suspense.

Not only do the elements not relate to each other; they do not
understand the concept of relation at all. How could they, when the
philosophical masters of their fate, from Thales to Hegel, had forced
each, alternately, to know the other only by consuming it? The ter-
rors of the protocosmos effect a necessary purge. The passage from
protocosmos to cosmos is a passage to relation.

The Schelling who lies behind this dramatic picture of primeval
striving is several years older than the author of The Philosophy of
Art. Schelling’s late work, Ages of the World, describes a chaos of po-
tences much like Rosenzweig’s chaos of elements, even down to the
image of the “rotating wheel” of possibility (SR 85).* Rosenzweig
uses Schelling’s image, but sparingly, for Schelling’s chaos presumed
to more ontological status than it deserved (SR 26). The late
Schelling’s location of the competing potences in God’s eternal past
evokes a theosophical tradition that does not directly serve Rosen-
zweig’s purpose. That purpose, in part two of the Star, is to do for re-
lation what the early Schelling did for indifference in The Philosophy
of Art: explicate and apply it. But where Schelling’s explication is

philosophy, Rosenzweig’s merely presupposes it.

Rosenzweig states explicitly that “the science we are practicing”
(SR 140) in part two of the Star is theology, not philosophy. In time,
some thinkers would use the phrase “dialogical philosophy.” But
Rosenzweig is still too close to the old philosophy, namely idealism,



to be able to regard genuine relation as anything but nonphilosophi-
cal. He does not title his commentary on the Star, The New Philf))so-
phy, but,. more boldly, “The New Thinking,” as though all philosoph
belongg 1r1:evocably to the old. Perhaps he is bolder still to deemlzhz
new thln}{lng a theology. God is after all only one of the partners in
the r.elatlong that part two narrates. But it is not because of God’s
ﬁixi'(t) I11n relgtmn ’;hat part two is theology: it is because all genuine re-
is ) \ \ .
ation chﬁl(;’l"?g;{ 091:1:), and miracle is theology’s, not philosophy’s, “fa-
' Philosophy is not thereby banished from the cosmos The new
phllosophy had reasoned three ways to separation. P;hilosoph
passes 1nto part two as the presupposition of theology. For the rela{’
t10n§ of theolf)gy presuppose an unsubsumable (but bridgeable) sep-
aratlf)n. Against the backdrop of idealism, the logical problem Ic:f
relation reverses that of change. It was a philosophical conundrum
how sameness could occur over difference; while relation presup-
poses d1ff.erence across the sameness of connection, a difference thgt
the 1deahsq1 of indifference (but also of Hegelian dialectic) ulti-
ma?:ely sacrifices to monism. But if, behind the connections theolo,
articulates between the elements, the separations philosoph:; coﬁz
stru(rzrt}e;d are stili Vislible, then the problem of relation is solvedy
€ separate elements remain visible ben i ti
because the relations are themselves composed 3? :I}iet;zz;ellt?;?s
coml?onents. Those components were oppositional movements of
passive affirmation and active negation, that met in parity some
d.1stance shprt of identity. The same components constitute the rela-
_tlons, only 1pverted and reconfigured. What was passively affirmed
in God by his own negating movement, now actively seeks affirma-
tion from outside. What within the human element actively af-
ﬁrmefi the human’s own passive character, now passively affirms
an ol.uect outside. The active need of God matches what the human
passwely supplies. But beneath God’s need, his self-contained
essence 1s'visib1e. For the need is the essence, turned inside out
The same is true of the human. Beneath the face it passively turns.
jco QOd, its active denial of all outside itself is visible. For the turn-
ing is the fienial in reverse. The inversion of the affirmed divine and
the nega.ltmg human, reconfigured together in a parity that stops
short of 1denti1.5y, is the relation of revelation. The distance betwegn
the.protocosmlc components of God, that previously allowed for an
encircled self-enclosure of God, now repeats as the distance between

the divine need and .
revelntion and human supply that, brought together, constitute
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Creation and redemption are similarly reconfigured inversions.
What negated in God, on behalf of himself, now affirms on behalf of
another. What was affirmed in the world, by its own negating move-
ment, now seeks affirmation from outside. That meeting of need and
supply is creation. What was affirmed in the human by its own
negating movement, now seeks affirmation from outside. What
negated in the world, on behalf of itself, now affirms on behalf of an-
other. And that meeting is redemption. As before, what was given
within now seeks to be supplied from without. What supplied itself,
now supplies another. What was positively valenced within, by the
rest it enjoyed, is negatively valenced without, by the need it has.
What was negatively valenced within, by its self-distinguishing from
all otherness, is positively valenced without, by affirming the other.
Through each relation, one component from each of two of the former
self-enclosures is visible. Relation is the joint product of inversion
and reconfiguration. The remapping of the component movements of
the elements outward creates connection. The identity through in-
version of each remapped movement with its protocosmic predeces-

sor reveals the separate elements beneath the connections. And the
connecting of the visibly distinct is relation.

The star of redemption is the climactic presentation of the ele-
ments beneath their relations. The points of the upright triangle are
the protocosmic elements. The relations between them are figured
by the inverted triangle whose corners occur between the protocos-
mic points. The inverted triangle of relations is superimposed over
the upright one of the elements, but the elements are clearly visible
beneath.

Rosenzweig’s tripartite construction of relation might draw from
the Baeckian observer the same forthright “Fantastic!” that Schel-
ling’s construction of art did. Evidently, Rosenzweig himself contin-
ues even after the end of part one to hear enough echoes of idealism
in his work to pointedly distinguish the two. The most important of
these differentiations is surely between relation and Hegelian syn-
thesis, which makes of two relata a thesis of subsequent synthesis,
and so continuously undercuts the separation within relation (SR
230). But “no dialectical process is arrived at” within the new think-
ing (SR 230). In another contrast, Rosenzweig notes that idealism’s

only content is its own form (SR 105); while for the new philosophy,
content, which is differentiably finite and infinite, is fashioned to dif-
ferentiably positive and negative forms. Finally, for idealism, the
world is “rationally comparable to its origin” (SR 136) while for the
new philosophy, a gap unnegotiable by sheer reason separates the
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real world from its protocosmic origin. Though it is Hegel whom
Rosenzweig overtly distances, Schelling’s idealism falls equally
within range of these critiques. Indifference undercuts relation as
much as Hegelian dialectic does, albeit less elegantly and persua-
sively. Form and content name, for Schelling as for Hegel, two sides
of the same ultimately reunited absolute act; and the world is, sim-
ply, the rationally comparable, indeed rationally identical, content of
that act.

But Rosenzweig, who understood the impact of perspective on
the appearance of truth, might well grant that outside his own anti-
idealist perspective, his differences from idealism are overshadowed
by the similarities. The Philosophy of Art and The Star of Redemp-
tion both build on tripartite inversive movements. Inversion func-
tions the same way for both, to found difference in sameness. It is
simply that in one case, the difference is taken seriously, and in the
other case not. Both systems offer up structured placements that re-
ceive, hopefully illuminatingly, a host of imprecise but humanly im-
portant ideas. Where these placements are analogously situated
within the system, the ideas that fill them are set in analogy, too.
For example, natural organisms and artworks are analogously re-
lated in Schelling by their placements at nodes of indifference. And
these placements speak to the puzzle of art’s provocative similarity
to nature. Rosenzweig’s divine and human love are both momentary
externalizations of a passive self-containment that, externalized,
must fall without the support it inwardly enjoyed, but that, succes-
sively whole in each moment of falling, never ceases to fall, whether
or not received by an other and borne. That both loves proceed by re-
traction, supporting through the act of seeking support, may point
up an essential feature of love.

Schelling’s system is closest to Rosenzweig’s, however, in the
place it assigns to unsubsumed contingency, that is, contingency
that is not converted to necessity. Schelling’s concern with freedom
does not burst unannounced into his late work. The Philosophy of
Art already anticipates that turn. The anticipation does not occur in
the place Schelling specifically constructs for freedom, as the potence
of the real within the ideal. For this freedom is ultimately sacrificed
in the artwork. It occurs in the unnecessitated but perfect matching
of need and supply between mythology and art.

Rosenzweig considered it an idealist ploy that “in the process of
being thought about, the contingent changes itself into something
necessary” (SR 12). He especially guarded against it in his own Sys-
tem, insisting that, though the shape of relation is grounded in the
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protocosmos, the fact of relation is not (SR 255). Relation itself is
groundless. That it occurs at all is miracle. Once the miracle has oc-
curred, it shows itself as the fulfillment of a promise. The compo-
nents of the protocosmic elements bore the promise in their
self-enclosed relations of divine vitality, human defiance, and
worldly individual. But the promise the components carry is not re-
vealed as promise until they reappear, inverted and reconfigured, in
the relations of reality. Before then, the protocosmos is enigma. This
is why, before the revelation of part two, Rosenzweig could indiffer-
ently allow for different viewings of the protocosmos.

Schelling, too, allows for miracle. But for him, the meaning was
different. Indifference itself was miraculous for uniting opposites in
one. But indifference effaced all contingency in its neither/nor of
freedom and necessity. And it seems to occur almost in defiance of
prediction, rather than fulfillment of it. That certainly holds true for
the sacramental miracles of Christianity, which unexpectedly pre-
serve the finite in the infinite, when Christianity itself would sac-
rifice all finitude to infinity. It is not Schelling’s miracle that
anticipates Rosenzweig’s, but his magic. The meeting of art and
mythology in the real potence of indifference within the ideal owes to
the magic of the system, which erects a place for both to fill together,
without compelling either to enter it. Magic is the unnecessitated
meeting of need with supply in a space constructed by concepts. A
reciprocally matched need and supply is something like a fulfilled
promise. The shape of the need predicts the supply that will meet it.
That the meeting occurs is fulfillment.

Rosenzweig disparages the idea of magic. But what he means by
magic is much closer to Schelling’s miracle. Islam affirms magic
when it exults in the inexplicability of the Koran (SR 116). So magic
is inexplicable, just as indifference is, at least to the understanding.
Insofar as explanation situates effects within chains of causes, indif-
ference cannot be explained. It can only be intellectually intuited. So
indifference may well stand with Islamic magic outside Rosenzweig’s
cosmos. But Schellingian magic may be at least partially admitted.
For its matchings of need to supply resemble the miraculous, be-
cause unforcedly predicted, matchings of divine need to human sup-
ply, human need to worldly supply, worldly need to divine supply in
Rosenzweig’s system.

A curious feature of Rosenzweigian miracle is that it cannot be
hoped for. It could be hoped for only if its prediction were known be-
fore its fulfillment. But the fulfillment shows its predictive ground
only after it has occurred. Thus we begin within the miracle and only
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retrospectively project back its ground. The protocosmos is enig-
matic only to those who linger there. In philosophical books, espe-
cially, earlier sentences depend on later ones for their meanings.?’
This is why Rosenzweig encourages his readers to rush, uncompre-
hendingly if need be, through the Star’s first part.®
But the impregnability of the protocosmos from a standpoint

within it, and the clarity it attains from a standpoint without, points
up another anti-idealist feature of the new thinking: it is unsublat-
edly perspectival. Hegel initiated humans to the one absolute view-
point or, what amounts to the same thing, a single absolute finally
knows itself. For Rosenzweig, there are not only three vantage points
on cosmic reality—the divine, the human, the worldly—but three
tenses in which it occurs—past, present, future. Thus each partici-
pant in the three relations of reality perceives them differently. A
striking instance is the case of worldly redemption. God as creator en-
dowed the world with laws of growth. These are the universal cate-
gories of the protocosmic world, turned outward and supported by
God’s now other-directed care. But it is only the kinds of things that
receive the divine assurance of growth, not the individuals within
them. The human act of love towards the worldly individual is, for
the world, the “great surprise” that, once experienced, constitutes a
law of growth in its own right: to “move towards man’s act of love”
(SR 240). What the world receives as surprise and incorporates as
law, the loving human offers spontaneously on command—God’s com-
mand to “Love me!”—and unconscious of its effects. It is as though
the relation of redemption is pieced together from its two poles which,
looking down the line of the same relation from opposite ends, see dif-
ferent views. The human soul cannot see the law of growth it inspires

and that moves the world its way, and yet it must unconsciously pre-
suppose it. For the soul “demands” that its love ensoul, for which pur-

pose the world supplies a body. If love, which is all self-denial,

demands, it must be from channeling the divine love that occasioned

it. It is only God, whose creative provision for the world includes the

human love he revealingly commands, who sees the redemptive rela-

tion whole, from the middle outward to the poles. But then, he does so
by virtue of not directly participating in it.

We, Rosenzweig’s readers, are ourselves assigned a place in the
construct of the star that fixes our perspective. We are beloved souls,
stationed, opposite God, at a pole of revelation but, as instances of the
human kind, also components of the very creation we are directed,
through revelation, to redeem. We experience the fullness of revela-
tion in the divine command to love, but only parts of creation and
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redemption. These whole and partial experiences constitute our ex-
perience of time. They can do so because they unfold for us in a se-
quence. Rosenzweig pointedly distinguishes creation, revelation, and
redemption as sequence from the same relations as categories (SR
189). The category, at least in its descent from Kant, presumes a
schematic connection to experience by which to order it. But creation,
revelation, and redemption already are experience. The event of or-
dering is no imposition on experience from without, but a necessary
unfolding from within as experience emerges from its protocosmic
moorings. Once revelation has occurred, creation necessarily falls
into place before it and redemption after, as we saw in chapter two.
Revelation defines the present, which is the vanished distance
between love and its expression that occurs in God’s love command.
Creation defines the past, which is the presupposition philosophy
takes for its task to construct retrospectively out of the present. Re-
demption defines the future, that hovering-over-the-present of cre-
ation’s anticipated completion. The past, like prediction, only comes
to be from the perspective of the present. The protocosmos cannot
know itself as past. Part of the chaos of the protocosmos was that,
from within it, there was no temporal orientation. The protocosmos
becomes past in light of the present that succeeds (SR 133). From
within the present, it would be positively wrong to take the elements
of the protocosmos for mere “conceptual elements.” They are rather
“immanent reality” (SR 108), that is, conceptual presuppositions of
reality. The elements themselves change appearance in passing from
protocosmos to cosmos. From a protocosmic standpoint, God is sim-
ply one among three self-contained elements, with as much, or little,
right as the others have to claim the whole for itself. From a pagan’s
point of view, which is as protocosmic as a human viewpoint gets,
God’s self-enclosure is not fundamentally different from his own and
s0 is, in a sense, “visible” through his own (SR 158). But from within
the cosmos, a self-contained god is simply unknown. The protocos-
mic construct now appears in precisely the opposite light, as a con-
struct of the invisible, the unknown. What is known to the beloved
soul, namely the revealed God, is concealed from the tragic hero.
What is known to the tragic hero, namely the self-enclosed god, is
concealed from the beloved soul (SR 158). And that does indeed
match fairly well how the God of Judaism and Christianity has been
portrayed: knowable in act, but not in essence.
As against idealism, it is not thought that effects the most im-
portant change, but temporal crossings. Schelling anticipated as
much. Christ marks the boundary between modernity and antiquity
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across which the picture of reality changes, from gods to Christ, na-
ture to history, particular human to individual. Across this bound-
ary, the revealed and concealed switch contents. In antiquity, under
nature’s dominion, nature was immediately visible and history con-
cealed. In modernity, under morality’s sway, history is visible and
nature concealed. Modernity combs nature for secrets (PA77) that it
would not have occurred to antiquity to seek.

Schelling’s perspectivism serves the interests of his monism. It
owes to different perspectives on the absolute act of self-affirmation
that antiquity and modernity exist at all. Schelling’s perspectivism
is a way of discounting difference, while Rosenzweig’s is a means of

instating it. Rosenzweig is so committed to multiplicity, he pays per-

spectivism as the price for it, rather than marshaling it as a solution.
The problem is not to efface perspectives, but to fix them in a single
structure. And this is precisely the role that philosophy plays to the-
ology in part two of the Star. It was the experiential theology of
Schleiermacher that rested content with the private, subjective per-
spective, and renounced all grounding in objectivity. Philosophy
comes to show that experience is a structure of perspectives,
grounded objectively in a knowable past. For the lines of relation
that constitute experience lead back to the self-enclosed protocosmic
objects that, having successfully predicted experience, now appear
as both past-constituting and knowledge-conferring.

At the end of part two, in a difficult section entitled “The Eter-
nal God,” Rosenzweig considers God’s perspective on creation, reve-
lation and redemption. For God, these do not define tenses, for they
do not sequentially unfold for him, but he knows them all at once.
Further, unlike human and world, God perceives these relations as
identical with his role in them—"for him, the creation of the world
means becoming the creator” (SR 258)—as though to undermine the
very partnership of two on which relationship depends. Finally, God
both processively becomes creator, revealer, and redeemer, for there
is a sense in which the work of these relations is incomplete and on-
going, and occupies the point of completion at their end. That divine
straddling of becoming and being underlies the paradoxical claim
that “this Becoming of God is, for him, not a changing, growing, aug-
menting” (SR 258).

With these paradoxical assertions, Rosenzweig moves back to-
wards the definitively idealist space, where two vanish into one. And
Schelling’s own articulation of that space, as the trace of two move-
ments that have just vanished into absolute identity, may helpfully
illumine Rosenzweig’s intent. The three lines of creation, revelation,
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and redemption may be set in analogy with the two lines of the po-
tences, the affirming and affirmed, that vanish into absolute self-
affirmation. The vanishing is the mirroring divide, through which
the absolute act of self-affirmation, itself wholly one, casts a reflec-
tion of two. The inversive identity across the divide, of two with one,
enables a host of paradoxical assertions, such as that the potence of
affirming, or of the affirmed, both relations, are simply the absolute
identity itself; that these unipolar relations are unique to God, who
simultaneously becomes by affirming and already is wholly and rest-
fully affirmed. Humans largely inhabit the world of the potences,
and see them from within them. But God, who is the absolute iden-
tity, always sees them as the trace of something just vanished. They
are, to build on Rosenzweig’s use of “proto-”, a protodivinity, through
which divinity understands itself.

This Schellingian overlay on Rosenzweig must not be pressed
too far. For Schelling, the divine perspective on multiplicity is avail-
able to humans through philosophy and art. For Rosenzweig, the
human perspective irremediably colors human assertion. Any human
attempt to speak from God’s perspective strains language to the
breaking point and ultimately reduces to silence. But the mere fgct
of a divine perspective tempts to speculation about it, t<? which
Rosenzweig partially succumbs. Perhaps it is not so surprising that
Rosenzweig sounds so idealist here. He himself allows: that the
philosopher’s error was simply one of placement: the All is not pre-
supposition but result, “indeed the result of a result” (SR 258). And
he thereby invites a Schellingian interpretation of God’s perspectlye,
in which all three lines of relation vanish into God. The vanishing
occurs hypercosmically, beyond human experience, in what from the
human perspective is always future. But we can only speak from out
of the present. To speak from out of the future requires a mode of
communication that stands to language as language does to art. And
this Rosenzweig finds in what Schelling deemed a living work of art,
namely the liturgy.

Art and the Cosmos

Within part two of the Star, Rosenzweig’s reflections on art take
the form of a theory. The three subsections on art, dispersed over the
three books on creation, revelation and redemption, are all titled
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Theorie der Kunst.” And yet such a title, which might suitably
name a full-length treatise on art, such as Schelling’s own The Phi-
igsophy of A’rt, names within the context of part two of the Star. in

osenzweig’s WOI‘dS,. “a mere episode” (SR 198). If the casual reaiier
asked why art was introduced at all in part one, he might wonder
:;Zanore why these openly episodic insertions occur in part two;

Osen o . » . ’
Ay zweig responds, precisely to identify art as mere episode
If art must be explicitly identified as epi i
episode, it must presume to
‘I‘nuch more. In the first part of the theory of art, under the subsection
Idealist Esthetics,” Rosenzweig states art’s presumption to be

at once conﬁrn.la‘tion of the method of reasoning—“organon”
that is—and visible manifestation of an “absolute” (SR 147 )?

Thg second presumption, to manifest the absolute, is central to The
Pfulosophy of Art; but the first, to be organon, sur’ely alludes to the
sixth part of the System of Transcendental Idealism. where Schellin
calls” grt, “the only true and eternal organ and doc(xment of philosf
phy. ‘ 11;10 the works of Aristotle, the organon comprises the treatises
on log1f:. These construct the repeatable forms of reasoning, that is
of moving from premise to conclusion. In the System of Trans’cenden-’
tal Idealism, art is organon because by means of it philosophy passes
from the protracted premise of its subject-object divide, the neces-
sary premise of all knowledge, to its desired conclusion ,in division-
less knovyledge. Schelling explains that consciousness, in its capacit;
as knowing {?ubject, repeatedly outstrips itself as known object SZ
tl}at.part of it is always unconscious. What philosophy “cannot ’de-
p1ct. in (iiclternal form” is “the unconscious element in acting and pro-
fiucmg. It cannot make the unconscious fully conscious. But th?s is
just what happens in artistic activity. The artist consc'iously pro-
duces. an uncqnscious product that wholly reflects or externalizes his
conscious 'act1vity. Consciousness and unconsciousness attain what
in The Philosophy of Art would be called indifference.

For Hegel, art was not the organon of philosophy, but a station
on the way of the organon, which was dialectic. But the Schellin
of !',he System of Transcendental Idealism fits Rosenzweig’s accoun%
of 1dea.hst esthetics perfectly. By the time of The Philosophy of Art
Schelllpg had somewhat modified his claims for art. By the iden:
tity philosophy of that time, natural philosophy and art constituted
parallel, Qppositionally identical avenues of indifference. But
Rosenzweig’s critique applies just as well to both of Scheiling’s
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works. For they both understood the universal as the product of a
movement of infinite and finite, or free and necessary, forms to-
wards each other. And yet idealism could doubt its own pretension
to generate reality out of these movements. Art reassured it that
the meeting of freedom and necessity did indeed generate some-
thing real. For it was just in the undeniable reality of art that the
meeting most patently occurred. The trouble with this assurance
was that it rested on a self-deception. For the human had to double
as both generator of the art product and appreciator of its “nature-
like reality” (SR 147). Though, for Rosenzweig, language, like art,
offered a vanished distance between opposites, it was not, as art
was, a generatable product. And so idealism could not properly as-
similate it. For Rosenzweig, the price of an idealist assimilation of
language would be the end of idealism. For language culminates in
a very different “conclusion”—not subject-object unity, but an ex-
pression of love across distance.

Rosenzweig allows that Kantian idealism stood on the brink of
acknowledging genuine separation. Kant did so when he took the
Ding-an-Sich, or noumenon, for the outer limit of reason’s reach, and
further understood a noumenal human character to share with it a
“oommon obscure root” (SR 142). For the equation of these two par-
ticulars, by means of the common root, would have yielded the idea
of a self-enclosed, rationally unassimilable particular. In Rosen-
zweig’s philosophic algebra, it would be symbolized B=B, precisely
the symbol of one of the pre-real, protocosmic elements. If post-Kant-
ian idealism had taken the common obscure root seriously, instead of
attempting to generate it out of self-consciousness, as Schelling him-
self did in the System of Transcendental Idealism,* the concept of
genuine relation might have surfaced all the sooner.

And yet, for all the magnitude of idealism’s oversight, “the ideal-
ist mode of thinking” (SR 189) is still partially applicable. Its applica-
tion is precisely to the theory of art. From within the context of the
Star, it is just because art does not serve as organon that it can be the-
orized about (SR 150). If art were organon in the Star, then it would
lead to one of the desired conclusions of that work. Within the context
of part two, it would lead to relational reality. And reality is not theo-
retically explicable. By its miraculous nature, it surpasses theory. Re-

ality shows in narrative, imperative and choral forms of language, not
in the theoretical language, that bypasses experience, of idealism. But
the artwork truly is what idealism would make of all reality, namely
a product. It appears during the course of a genuinely self-enclosed
process, which subsumes, in addition to art, the creator-artist and the



appreciative spectator. These are not three self-enclosures between
which meetings occur, as in genuine reality, but “segments” or “mem-
bers” of a continuous movement, as in idealist thinking.
But it is not idealist dialectic that can any longer construct a
theory of art. Rosenzweig has already rejected the linchpin of both
Schellingian and Hegelian idealism, that subject and object are indif-
ferently subsumed under the relation that connects them, to create a
differentiably new subject-object. But the generative powers of ideal-
ism do in any case stop short at the miracle that conditions, indeed
constitutes, Rosenzweigian reality. Now, unexpectedly, it is just this
reality that obliges the nonreal world of art with the constitutent
parts of a theory. For reality has at hand just the set of categories by
which a theory of art might be constructed, namely creation, revela-
tion, and redemption. These constitute the sequence of reality. But
they are prefigured in the prerelational world of the protocosmos,
where art also dwelt. It dwelt there as the occasion of a common un-
derstanding that arose, unmediated, among separate and uncommu-
nicating individuals. In that capacity, art prefigured language, which
miraculously appears in the real world as the sign to art’s prediction.
But language is the organon of reality, the medium through which
creation, revelation, and redemption occur. So art, in predicting lan-
guage, must contain some prefigurements of these as well. At least
these three reality-constituting movements may be abstracted out of
their living world and refashioned as categories. As categories, they
do not accompany reality on its miraculous emergence, but assert
“something that already is ‘in existence™ (SR 189). The quotation
marks imply that the existence available to be asserted prior to the
emergence of the real is not real existence. Rosenzweig might call it
preexistence. From the perspective of the Star, all the categorial
thinking of idealism is preexistential. But art is a preexistence that
genuinely remains even after idealism has passed. And so “the ideal-
ist mode of thinking” may model the application of the categories of
creation, revelation, and redemption to a preexistential theory of art.
Rosenzweig distributes these three categories over the three
stages in the genesis of an artwork. He applies the creation category
to the creator-artist, revelation to the artwork itself, and redemption
to the appreciative awareness of the spectator. Beneath these appli-
cations are visible both Rosenzweig’s own observations on the un-
folding of these categories in the real world, and Schelling’s much
earlier reflections on genius, the universal and particular, and the
forms of art. Certainly Rosenzweig follows Schelling’s division of the
arts into music and fine art on the one hand, and poetry on the other.
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The first two constitute the real arts for .Schelling, the sensga}l arts
for Rosenzweig; the second is Sc};lellgngfs 1(!ea1 art, Rosenzweig’s con-
. let us begin at the beginning. . )
ceptﬁl‘calf:gg;tin geniufjl Rosenzweig ch_aracte.rizes genius as “an
inner diversity, a world of creatures, 1ps1ghts, 1deas_, Whl_ch never-
theless are held together in an intrinsically harmomo.us, ’JuSXIt{a{)ZsS);_
tion by the personal style, the interngl way, of the artist” ( . G d,s.
The characterization recalls the creation of the’ world, where;m 0 :
providential caring meets the creaturely world’s own need o grofyerrln
dure. And genius is indeed created, “does not fall ready-made r.oe
heaven” (SR 149). Genius is a sudden and unexpected sulrf“pﬁfa{;
Rosenzweig sees it conditioned by the emergence of t.he se i phat
personality-succeeding defiance that endures‘ in growing 1s<ifa tl "
after the needs of the species have been satisfied. Thgt self, “os:
appears in the course of human development as a surprlig, %n an_
sault” (SR 71) not to be predicted by. the laws of the wor . tose’ts
zweig also calls the human self a daimon, as though to reg(‘lls er 1t s
supraworldly status, taking the human out of t.he World ;m cor(lisb
tuting it a separate element on its own. If genius is con '1t1onef thz
the self, then it must be born in solitude. Romantic v1s1orzls:t9 e
solitary artist aside, self-enclosure seems a necessary con1 d1 1;?11 of
genius. The artist needs self-enclosure to nur"ture the world o c:' !
ations within him. For the world }(:f real I:elatlons cannot be truste
i ith his own inner harmonies. o '
* haﬁ‘(l:(;lllzz‘;;‘f; quite openly invites ide.alism into th1”s dlgcusswnt;
For the artwork’s creation “takes place in the auth.orf qlultet .apa'rn
from any authorial effort. The creation of the vyork_1s its oci 1.012 }11 "
the artist’s inner world. The artist simply receives it there. tlts ihe
sheer givenness of creation, prior to conscious eﬁ‘ort, thfit C(ir}s 1”12861{
its unconscious component, so “rightly emphasized by idealism u
148). Certainly Schelling would insist on tl}e unconscious coqlporlle e
of artistry. Its indifference with the conscious is just the m;raci ehe
art. Schelling would also applaud Rosenz.welg.for the centra r((l) euts
assigns genius and the daemon, only he 1dent1ﬁe's the two, an I; s
the daemon to different use. The daemon of genius conno;:les nlcl) e
supraworldly nature—a God—identi_ﬁed. worlf‘l is after a eic ?ﬁl .
tive—but its divine provenance. Genius is the etgrnal concep (:’ oy
human being in God as the immediate cause of his productlops o
84). Rosenzweig could never reduce the human to a concept“m ttex.-
Such attempts simply underscore how much the self was ad.?;a ter
of indifference” to idealism (SR 145). But across the tvyo iffer o
views of genius, it remains a matter of “harmoniously juxtapose
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concepts or ideas. Here, Kant’s infinitely interpretable esthetic idea
is the not so obscure common root. For both Schelling and Rosen-
zweig, genius must draw from an inexhaustible well. Within the
confines of his “personal style” or particular concept of himself in
God, the artist must be able to draw on an infinity of ideas. If not,
says Schelling, he will be less productive (PA 84); never “more than
a ‘frustrated’ genius at best” (SR 150) says Rosenzweig.
There is some correspondence between artistic creation and
what Rosenzweig introduced as the outer form of art in part one.
The outer form of a work locates it in a larger world by differentiat-
ing the two, the work from the world. Artistic creation assigns a
work its artist’s inner world, “the common character and the family
resemblance” (SR 192) it shares with all the works born of that
world. As bearer of his own created world, the artist in Rosenzweig’s
account receives a distinctive name: poet. It is the poet whose
artistry moves out of an inexhaustible world of creatures, insights,
and ideas. As “mere” artist, the poet simply executes his ideas. Both
Schelling’s and Rosenzweig’s discussions of genius are followed by
accounts of the relation between poetry and artist, or poesy and art.
Here, too, Rosenzweig follows Schelling. Schellingian poesy is also
a movement from infinite world to finite, executed work (PA 85).
But perhaps the most striking parallel between the two is what
Baeck might identify as both the presuppositional and passive na-
ture of their accounts of poetic genius. The artist does not create his
world, but receives it preconsciously or divinely. For Rosenzweig,
the poet is simply the first stage of a creative process that subsumes
him. For Schelling, it is actually the concept of the poet in God that
produces. Schelling might well regard Rosenzweig as a companion
theorist of modern esthetics. For Rosenzweig’s poet, like Schelling’s
modern artist, must create out of his self-contained world. There is
no overarching mythology to supply the content; there cannot be,
after the shattering of the All, and the restriction of God to one of
three. Rosenzweig identified the self as the condition of genius; but
it is also, from part one, the content of art. Under the circumstance
of the shattered All, this might not sound so strange to Schelling.
For the poet’s inwardly diverse world reads a little like the mythol-
ogy Schelling’s artist creates. If so, the modern artist might step
back and forth quite comfortably between Schelling’s and Rosen-
zweig’s pages; for he is equally well shielded in both from thejr very
different outside worlds. The outside world is in Schelling’s case a
vexed oscillation between infinite self-loss and loss of the infinite,
and in Rosenzweig’s case, the real world of creation, revelation, and
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redemption. It is true that the artist is closed off from the first to his
salvation, and from the second to his destruction, but self-enclosed
he remains in both. - .

It might seem that the category of revela}tmn, which actually
opens up the real world of relations would, applied to art, redeem the
artist from his self-enclosure. But it does not. It simply replaces one
enclosure with another. Even so, it is in revelational terxps-that
Rosenzweig describes the passage from creative genius to artistic ex-
ecution. The analogy is explicit. So, for example, what }.1armor%y does
for thythm in the musical work is “quite like revelation which en-
dows the mute self with speech and soul at once” (SR 198). Rosen-
zweig develops the revelational passage from genius.to execu!ted
work over three ever narrowing stages: first from genius to artist,
then within the artwork, over its epic and lyric qualities, and finally
between fine art and musie, over their specific differences.

What defined real revelation was love. And love was the re-
peated outpouring of the whole into each successive moment, heed-
less of consequence and of the demise it suffered over an.d over
again. Love was one of Rosenzweig’s translations of Bgecklan ro-
mantic self-sacrifice. And now this love repeats within the seljf—
enclosure of art, as genius giving way to artistry (SB 193). To begin
with, the genius has already sacrificed his humam_ty. ‘For his self-
enclosure already separates him from human life in its God- and
world-related richness. This sacrifice was indeed necessary for the
benefit of the rest of humanity. For if there was no art, therg would
be no prediction of language, which could not then be received as
the miracle it is. And humanity could not appreciate how mu_ch the
“Love me!” it receives from God attests to the love of God, Whl.Ch al-
lows itself to be truthfully foretold. The artist lives ongoingly in t.he

prediction of language, at the cost of his own real involvement vy1th
language, like Moses who, having led the way to :che Promised
Land, is denied entry into it. Already the artist beglr}s tp take on
tragic hues. The Rosenzweigian artist, like the Schellingian tragic
hero, willingly accepts the affliction of genius. But now, as th_ough
the affliction of his self-enclosure is too great to bear, he pours .1t out
into his artwork. In artistry, a piece of nature is formed est}}etlcally
Each detail of esthetically unformed nature that will constitute the
executed work is stamped with the idea of the whole work that pre-
cedes in genius. If genius corresponds to the outer fox:m of art,
artistry corresponds to the inner. For each of the det:?uls, S0 en-
larged by the whole, assumes the status of the whole, without rel.a-
tion to the others (SR 194). The details vanish into the whole, in
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copformity with the detail-subsuming work of inner form. The de-
tall.s of the artwork are also like the objects of real, revelatory love
which “passionately unmindful of self . . . immerse[s] itself into,
Wha}tever detail confronts it” (SR 193). The artist’s informing of his
genius into the detail is an act of love. But the love is not relational.
It moves not by connecting the separate, but by reconstituting the
whole in the part. The whole sacrifices itself to the part, “into com-
plete oblivion” (SR 194). And now the part enjoys the same self-en-
closure within the whole that was formerly confined to genius. But
then, there is no real sacrifice after all. The creative genius has, for
the duration of his artistry, sacrificed his genius. But he gain’s it
bgck in the details that have absorbed his genius. In them, he sees
himself. Far from losing himself in his artistry, “his self—re,velation
takes place [there] for him” (SR 193).

The (':reative genius is in a sense one with his work. The passage
from genius to artistry is a relation that, monistically and idealisti-
cally, .subsumes its poles. It is an extension of self-enclosure, not a
burs.tmg of it. Schelling’s esthetics resounds throughout what l’iosen—
zweig has described. Artistry proceeds from the infinity of genius to
the finite detail of the artwork. The detail is only seemingly separate
frqm the genius that confronts it. Genius “does not consider [the de-
tail] to have proceeded from within it” (SR 192), any more than the
Sf:hellingian infinite, in affirming the finite, knew itself, prior to in-
filfference, to be affirming itself. The work of artistry proves to be
just as much a self-affirmation as Schellingian indifference is. The
detail serves the genial whole as self-reflective mirror. Rosenzweig’s
detail is a Schellingian particular.

. Ros'enzweig has described an informing of the infinite into the
finite without loss of the infinite. And this is Schelling’s definition of
a.rt. But there is a small discrepancy. For Schelling, it is by one con-
t1nu'ous'movement that the infinite informs the finite. But Rosen-
zweig distinguishes between the outward movement of genius, and
the detail-inspiriting work of artistry. The first is genial inspir:;tion
proper; the second is diligence. And genius cannot generate dili-
gence. When Rosenzweig says that genius sacrifices itself to dili-
gence (SR 193) he suggests the one movement picks up where the
other leaves off. If the two movements are distinct, then the dili-
gently executed detail need not mirror the genially inspired whole
gnd whatever mirroring occurs takes on the flavor of miracle. Schel-,
yng had of course called all art miraculous for unaccountably finitiz-
ing a pel.rduring infinite. But Rosenzweig’s separation of diligent
from genial movement allows him to construct within the domain of
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art a categorical copy of his own understanding of miracle. And this
indeed he does. For he pointedly ascribes to the genial whole that at-
tribute so redolent of actual miracle, namely prediction (SR 196,
197). But he will not complete the image. The executed detail is not
“gign.” For the prediction occurs within a self-enclosure after all. The
detail does not answer the whole over a genuine distance. Genius
and diligence simply name two segments of a unified process, as
Rosenzweig indicates when he concedes that genius “must become
diligence, must turn itself into diligence” (SR 193). The contingency
of the mirroring is illusory, “there is simply no such thing as a ‘frus-
trated genius’” (SR 192), and merely foretells the real contingency
that occurs outside art in the genuine miracle. But miracle is virtu-
ally synonymous with revelation in the larger sense. If “revelation as
esthetic category” (SR 191) unfolds a prediction of miracle, this
might have been predicted, as perhaps Rosenzweig himself does in
part one of the Star when he exclaims that “only the magic flute of
art could bring off the miracle of making the unison of human con-
tent resound in discrete selves” (SR 82).
If in the creative process, the wholeness of the artwork genially
precedes the executed detail, then in the completed artwork the
wholeness only follows. Each detail is a microcosmic whole. But only
the sum of executed details reconstitutes the whole macrocosmically.
The whole of the realized artwork Rosenzweig designates its epic at-
tribute. The repetition of the whole within each detail is its lyric at-
tribute. The epic and lyric as attributive content of art simply repeat
the constitutive forms of genius and artistry. The mirroring that oc-
curred between the genius and the executed detail of his creation
now repeats within the artwork itself, between whole and part. The
self-reflective self-enclosure of the artistic genius now animates the
artwork too, which Rosenzweig invests with a soul of its own (SR
195). Schelling had done the same, more dramatically. His “com-
pletely self-enclosed” (PA 206) artworks were nothing less than real-
ized gods. The lyric and epic as universal contents of all art follow on
the division Rosenzweig made, and Schelling did not, between the
two segments of the movement from genial infinity to finite detail.
Schelling took the lyric and epic for “individual poetic genres” (PA
901) within the verbal arts alone. Over their differences, Rosenzweig
and Schelling contrast the lyrical and epical in similar ways. Rosen-
zweig’s contrast between epic whole and lyric part resembles
Schelling’s between lyric particularity or difference and epic ab-
soluteness or unity (PA 208, 212). Both contrasts point to the dra-
matic as conjunctive third. If Rosenzweig fashions two distinct
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Schellingian genres as attributes of all art, he is only exploiting the
suggestive interchangability of parts within Schelling’s monistic
whole.

Rosenzweig takes quantitative differences in the relative pro-
portion of epic and lyric components within the arts to explain qual-
itative difference between them. Thus epic dominance yields the
visual arts which, extended in space, show their wholeness at a
glance, while lyric dominance results in music which, extended in
time, shows each of its detailed parts in succession. Schelling too as-
sociated the lyric with music, the epic with painting (PA 208, 214).
But Rosenzweig’s reductive proportionalism follows more closely on

Schelling’s explanation, in Bruno, of difference as such. There Schel-

ling states that what distinguishes determinate individuals from
each other is the difference in the way they establish “the opposition
of the real and ideal.™ A series of analogies might well connect
Bruno through The Philosophy of Art to the Star: real is to ideal, as
particular to universal, as lyric to epic. The very attempt to explain
qualitative difference quantitatively is idealist. All difference in
Bruno is fundamentally a product of long division; Rosenzweig’s spa-
tio-temporal expressions within the arts of different lyric-epic pro-
portionalities is a kindred piece of thinking.

To complete his discussion of the artwork, Rosenzweig examines
the different ways the fine arts and music realize ideas of genius. In
fine art, the genial idea precedes the executed detail as a vision of
the whole. The vision may be stimulated by natural impressions, but
ultimately removes itself from nature entirely. From that purely
ideal height, it pours the whole of itself, successively, into each nat-
ural detail of the material it confronts. The vision cannot serve to
guide the self-pouring, for it, itself, is poured out in it. And so the
pouring is as unpremeditated and blind as love, that sacrifices itself
to its object. The movement of the vision into the detail occurs feel-
ingly, without vision, like the blind, feeling movement of actual love.
When it has finally come to rest, the natural detail has been ren-
dered as ideal and natureless as the original vision. It has been vi-
talized with the protospeech of the art that magically effects a
common understanding across silence. Music, as extension through
time, cannot be previewed in a single moment of vision. But the
rhythm of a musical piece does function like the artistic vision to
predict the completed whole. Harmony fills the role in music that
the vitalizing detail does in fine art. Where rhythm fashions a suc-
cession of differently extended moments, harmony makes them re-
sound. The rhythmic moments are the details that harmony, blindly
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accepting whatever durations it confronts, inspires with pitch. And
now comes the analogy with revelation already cited, of harmony to
rhythm as soul to self (SR 198). S

The sharp contrast Rosenzweig draws between the artistic vi-
sion and nature recalls Schelling’s oppositional identity betwgen real
and ideal. The two cannot be identified until each has been 1sc?la.1ted
in its own exclusive purity. This occurs for Schelling in the orlglnal
act of absolute self-affirmation. But Rosenzweig, who has bams'he‘d
all such acts, must first purify the ideal of the real with Whi(.lh. 11.; is
originally given in experience. The product of the purifyin.g,r division
is projected backwards to the creation of the z.irtwork, which oceurs
in the genial mind, prior to execution. So purified of nature, the vi-
sion’s inversive transformation into nature foretells all the more
powerfully the miracle to come. Rhythm, too, predicts. .And here the
tie to Schelling is closer. For rhythm also served Schellmg as ‘Fhe be-
ginning of music, its first potence of the ﬁnltlzec.l mﬁnlt_e. In
Schelling’s monism of multiple embeddings, rhythm mlcrocqsmlncal_ly
encompassed the whole of music, and constituted “the music .W1th1n
music” (PA 111). For music as such is the formative art in which the
infinite informs the finite and, within its own potences of rhythm,
modulation and melody, it is rhythm that microcosmically .repeats
that movement. But then rhythm, for Schelling, was the universal-
izable esthetic potence that assured not only music but all the verbal
arts their temporal self-enclosures. - .

For Schelling, the artwork constitutes a climactic complet19n pf
embedded self-enclosure. There at the node of indifference within
the ideal potence occurs that redemptive rest frqm movement that
reproduces the inner quiet of the natural organism and of the gb—
solute identity itself. But for Rosenzweig, the creative process shifts
self-enclosure to one last location, where it must occur beff>re the art-
work concludes, namely the place of the appreciative audlencg. Here
is the last application of reality to art: “redemption as esthetic cate-

” (SR 242). _
gorngke the Schellingian artwork, the completed artwork in
Rosenzweig stands enclosed within its own vitalit.y. But unlike
Schelling’s artwork, Rosenzweig’s stands on an outskirts. There are
no outskirts in monism, or true empty spaces in which to hover. _But
in Rosenzweig’s prereal world of three, there are bounds that might
be crossed. The finite self-enclosure of the human establishes po-
tentially crossable bounds around every human. The con}pleted art-
work has absorbed the genius of the creator. But then it has been
reflected back to him and left the artwork bereft. The creator has no
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more eyes for this work; he has moved onto the next, to which he
once more offers himself a sacrifice. The artwork has been em-
powered with speech but, exiled to the outskirts of the creator’s
self-enclosure, like art itself from the Platonic state it has no one to
address. ’

Only Rosenzweig’s artistic world, not Schelling’s, allows for a
space across which art can project an unfulfilled need. Here the art-
work resembles a beloved soul who, empowered with love, turns to
express it to a space bereft of world. But in reality, the world is there
to receive the love. And in the prereality of art, a receptor stands
there too. It is the spectator. The spectator fills the creator’s role in
reverse. The life of the creator poured into his work now animates
the viewer. If the idea of the work emerged a distinct whole out of
f:he infinity of genius, and passed into the details, it now reemerges
In an appreciative consciousness, where it once again assumes a
place among an infinity of like ideas, all “collected and lovingly
.arranged in the course of a long life” (SR 48). The viewer who stud-
ies the work’s detail is mirrored there, a connoisseur, just as, in the
fashioning of the same detail, the creator had first known hin;self an
artlst.. The two self-reflections reflect each other without bridging
any distances. They serve rather to augment the traveling self-
enclo§ure, now enclosing the viewer with the work at the end of the
creat}ve process. The work which was the creator, externalized. is
now internalized in the connoisseur. The line from creator to cc’)n-
noisseur extends continuously over the segments that successively
bear the self-enclosure. It is no real miracle that a spectator stands
at the finish of the work, to receive it. If there were no viewer, there
would be not frustrated, needy art but, no art at all. ,

Th.ere is no real redemption in self-enclosure. But across the
mock distance of the artwork from the spectator, a mock redemption
occurs. The reaching of the artwork for an audience is like the cry of
?ed.emptive love for the world. The viewer who supplies the audience
is like the world that grows towards love, its store of lovingly en-
souled detail organically expanding. The mock redemption predicts
the reality. The connoisseur, “inwardly full of form” (SR 48), stands
on the brink of that other fullness, the beloved soul’s, Whicl; passes
1n’.co redemptive love. But before the world of art is edged over the
brink, and takes on the work of the real world, it must complete the
dangling ends of its own prereal redemption.

Under the aegis of revelation as esthetic category, epic and lyric
emerged as attributes of art; and fine art and music, as their respec-
tive exemplars. Now the dramatic effects a balance between the epic
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attribute, that would rest in its wholeness, and the lyric attribute,
that impulsively presses forward each detail, one after the other, as
equal to the whole. The dramatic is the third attribute. It distributes
the lyric immediacy simultaneously over the whole epic scope of the
work, rather like what redemptive love has accomplished after
wending its way through the whole world. The art that exemplifies
the dramatic is poetry. Poetry is dramatic by uniting in itself the epic
scope of fine art with the lyric immediacy of music. For it is both vi-
sionary, or pictorial, and rhythmic. It is not that fine art and music
do not possess a drama of their own. Fine art’s dramatic attribute is
its structure, which emerges after each of its details has been suc-
cessively imprinted with the visionary whole; and music’s is melody,
which, superimposed over rhythm and harmony, unites the encom-
passing of the first with the individual sounding of the second. What
distinguishes poetry from these is that it begins in the conjunctive
work of drama, not in the epical vision of the artist, or the lyrically
anticipatory rhythm of the composer. It does so by taking for its
medium neither space, like art, nor time, like music, but “conceptual
thought” (SR 245). Thought is the medium of drama because only
thought subsumes both the epic scope of space and lyric immediacy
of time. For thought is “the common inner source of both” (SR 245).
Here, at its climactic finish, the theory of art confirms the im-
pression of its idealist base, if this were not sufficiently confirmed al-
ready. For who but an idealist would locate the common source of
space and time in thought? Kant had already pointed this way when
he presented space and time as the forms of sensible intuition, the
first of outer sense, the second of inner. But Schelling, in the System
of Transcendental Idealism quite boldly deduces them, transcenden-
tally, from the absolute act of self-positing,** and in The Philosophy
of Art they are assigned locations related to the absolute act of self-
affirmation: space to the real or finite potence, time to the infinite as
it moves towards the finite (PA 109, 119). Thought is the conjunction
between space and time but, more idealist still, it is ideas. Poetry is
the only art that turns on ideas which, transcending the wholeness
of poetic tone and the particularity of poetic diction, “infuse the poem
with life” (SR 247). The idea of a poem is virtually sensible. Feuer-
bach too had taken ideas for sensible.* The poem’s idea corresponds
to the visible structure of a painting, and the audible melody of a
musical composition (SR 248). It is “the effective and affective real-
ity of the work” (SR 247).
Layers of idealist thought underlie these few remarks on poetry.
Under the canopy of this single art, Rosenzweig has arrayed the
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But then, the whole theory of art could pass for a Schellingian |

construction. It is a continuous passage in thought through repeti-
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proceeds by dixtldipg a presupposed whole, and reuniting,

ll%(e;zgsd by. the reality-defining section title, “The Act of Love.” Here
Zweig presents the modern tragic hero, so definitively ;listinct:
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from the ancient one, by his vexed enmeshment in relations, includ-
ing those with the spectators. Having turned toward relation, the
modern hero, like the beloved soul, escapes self-enclosure. But he
does so at this price: others turn to him as well, and so generate with
him a cacophony of perspectival readings of reality. The modern
hero’s perspective is ever only one of many. The monologue form, so
essential to the ancient hero’s self-enclosure, reappears in modern
drama as a context for the hero’s approach of a perspectiveless or ab-
solute view of his world. And indeed the modern dramatist bends all
his efforts to guide his hero there, and sometimes succeeds, as
Shakespeare with Hamlet, or Goethe with Faust. But it is not enough
merely to be guided to the absolute view. The ancient hero dwelt
from start to finish in the absolute, albeit the enclosed one of him-
self. Correspondingly, the high point of modern tragedy would be a
relational hero who overcomes perspective and “lives within the ab-
solute” (SR 211). But at this high point, tragedy would outdo itself
and produce a saint. For the saint is “the perfect human being, the
one, that is, who lives absolutely in the Absolute” (SR 211)—not his
own absolute, but God’s. The tragedy is outdone because at this
point there is no character to move the definitively modern tragedy
of character. Character has been converted to absolute love. This is
why modern tragedy falls under a section headed by love; but it is
also why it falls outside the theory of art. A modern tragedy that at-
tained its goal would cease to be tragic, would cease to be art at all.
For the goal that is the saint “lies at a distance that tragedy cannot
traverse” (SR 211) and remain within the bounds of art.
Rosenzweig’s discussion recalls the critical studies of Dosto-
evsky’s The Idiot, and of the extent to which this work succeeds in
artistically portraying the tragic saint.*” But it recalls much more
immediately the whole plight of the Schellingian modern who cannot
humanly reach the goal of infinity without dissolving as human. Of
course, it is only Rosenzweig’s dramatic artist who is tempted by his
own demise, not the human as such. At this juncture, Rosenzweig in-
verts the redemptive power of Schellingian art. Schelling’s modern
artist saves the human from dissolving in the infinite, where religion
would lead him. Rosenzweig’s artist is saved by the absolute when it
takes him outside art and into the human, under the aegis of revela-
tion. But salvation is not the artist’s lot. Instead, he launches a
course of self-enclosures, that proceed from himself through the art-
work to the connoisseur, and that all along the way foretell a re-
demption others are to know. The artist is a kind of living fossil; he
inhabits the real world of relations like a Schellingian potence, a
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trace of what has always just vanished. But without the potences

thfere would be no world; and without the artist, there would be no
miracle of reality.

Philosophy and the Hypercosmos

By tbe time of the Star’s third part, the explicit challenge of phi-
losophy, in the form of erring idealism, has largely spent itself. There
are no section headings that name idealism here, as there are in the
seco.:nsi part. In the last book of part three, the ghost of idealism is
gxphmtly raised once more in order to receive one last, overt banish-
ing—“to reject here for the last time the blasphemy of philosophy”

(SR §92). The blasphemy of philosophy was that no truths lay out-
side itself (this had been Schelling’s claim for philosophy) so that
whoever philosophizes finds truth within himself. It is rather the re-
verse, that we find ourselves in the truth, which we cannot encom-
passingly live. We behold truth. But what we behold is outside us. If
we ﬁl.ld ourselves in the truth, it can only be by way of reﬂecti(.)n

pointing us back to our own necessarily perspectival, and so onb;
partially true lives. ,

Byt before the final banishing of idealism, it performs some con-
structive reflecting on its own. It reflects an erring incompleteness in
the second, epochal form of Christianity, namely the Pauline (SR
281): Petrine Christianity was all outward conquest. The early and
medieval church of St. Peter turned in love towards the conversion
of t.he whole pagan world. It wanted the outward, bodily signs of
obeisance to Christ. In its zeal for the outward, it ignored the in-
ward. It even devised a means of protecting itself from the aware-
ness of the danger posed by the inward pagan. By its doctrine of the
two tr1.1ths--one for faith, one for reason—it clothed the inward
pagan in a veil of respectability. Pagan reason did, after all, know a
truth of its own, however limited. But pagan reason was ;1ever S0
tame as to rest content with second place, as the Reformation would
reveal. For the Reformation church, which inaugurates the Pauline
era, now abandons the outer Christian and looks solely to the inner.
It takfss upon itself the work of conquering the inward pagan Its;
sola fides makes spirit, which hitherto was nothing, virtually. all
The world and all Christian forms indebted to it are banished. Ideal—.
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ism now arrives as the reductio ad adsurdum of Protestant Chris-
tianity. For idealism, not satisfied to banish the world, insists on
consuming it and disgorging it whole. It is an unattractive office but
an instructive one. For, by mirroring the excess of Pauline Chris-
tianity in its worst light, idealism turns Christianity off that track
and onto a new one that sanely links what Peter and Paul had
jointly sundered. In the new, Johannine Christianity, an inwardly
Christian soul lives its bodily life within the world and so accom-
plishes the world-loving movement of faith that unfolds out of reve-
lation into redemption. :

The trouble with revelation passing into redemption is that it is
blind. The Johannine Christian needs eyes to guide his worldly way.
And this is what prayer supplies. If love only reaches as far as it can
touch, which is always only so far as the nearest neighbor, prayer ex-
tends to a vision of what lies at the end of love’s groping way. In fact,
the world is already pushing forward to receive the human work of
redemption. The Johannine Christian prays for the completion of his
meeting with the world, for that portion of the world that he will
have ensouled by the end of his course. But this prayer is strangely
dual. It enfolds a bridge over genuine distance, between human and
world, in self-enclosure. For the face of the world the human meets
in this prayer is his own, enworlded.

Rosenzweig anticipated Johannine prayer in his account of artis-
tic genius. For the genius ensouls his artwork with a whole-embrac-
ing part of himself. But unlike the artist, the Johannine Christian
reaches across a distance that remains, despite the self-enclosure
that is constructed over it. In effect, the Johannine Christian inverts
the movement from protocosmos to cosmos. That movement con-
structed relation over enclosure; this one constructs enclosure over
relation.

The prayer of the human to his own enworlded self courses
through the relation revelation opened up between soul and
world; but he who prays this prayer, unconscious of the revelation
that grounds it, prays in unbelief. The Johannine prayer is es-
sentially individual; it is of the individual and to the individual,
that is, to his individual embedding in the world. The individual-
ity and unbelief of the prayer are related. Belief was the province
of the theologian. His was the belief in the miraculous acts of cre-
ation, revelation and redemption. What distinguishes these acts
from the protocosmic thought courses is that they were acts of
genuine relation. The theologian prays, in belief, from a stance
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that follows the paths of all three relations. The grounding role that
philosophy plays to theology appears once more, but in the context of
prayer. For Rosenzweig insists that believing prayer is a “supple-
ment to the prayer of the nonbeliever . . . and is effective only as such
a supplementation” (SR 289). It is as though Rosenzweig is formu-
lating, in a very abstract way, one interpretation of the injunction
from Leviticus 19:18, or Matthew 19:19, to love the neighbor as one-
self, namely that no one can love his neighbor without antecedently
loving himself. But his thought here is much more definitively and
exclusively Christian. The Christian must pass through the Petrine
conversion of the outwardly other and Pauline conversion of the in-
wardly same, i.e., he must become the object of his own conversion,
before he can truly pray the Christian prayers of creation, revela-
tion, and redemption—the prayers that link him to the whole of re-
ality and not just to his own part in it. Christianity is definitively
conversive. It always addresses the pagan. But in a world from
which official, institutional paganism has long been banished, the
pagan must be individually created anew. The prior Christian ages
work paradoxically to that end. They create the conditions for the
prayer of unbelief, of the individual to himself. It is just that self-
enclosure of confirmed individuality that Christian teaching presup-
poses, addresses, and opens to relational life. All Christians must be
philosophers first.

In a provocatively inverted anticipation of this view, eight
years before publication of the Star, Rosenzweig wrote to Rudolf
Ehrenberg, explaining his disavowed decision to become a Christ-
ian: “I could turn Christian only qua Jew—not through the inter-
mediate stage of paganism.”™ It is as though Christianity is only
accessible through some opposition to it, whether pagan (and philo-
sophical) or Jewish. The same might be said of the new philosophy,
which is so very long in rejecting the blasphemies of the old. The
new philosophy, whose portion was to reason a rationally unsub-
sumable separation of elements, lays methodological ground for
the definitive role of opposition. Each element included a negating
movement that, acting on behalf of the affirming one, raised all op-
position for the sheer sake of denying it. Negation shaped the af-
firmed essence more definitively. It was the later Schelling who,
especially in his Inquiries into the Nature of Human Freedom, un-
derstood freedom as the overcoming of a prior resistance. And this
idea surfaces again in Rosenzweig’s understanding of temptation’s
role in prayer life, the introductory topic of part three. But theolog-
ical prayer is not to overcome philosophical prayer. The two are to



unite in one individual, who prays with both hands, one philosoph-
ical, one theological, entreatingly extended.
The author of The Philosophy of Art is not among the small
company of praying philosophers. There is hardly need for prayer
when the absolute already shows itself finitely in a myriad of acces-
sible artworks. Prayer is of much less interest than liturgical rites,
which are less important for the prayers they contain than for the
public artistry they constitute. In one passage, where Schelling
does consider individual prayer, he identifies it with mysticism. For
the inward prayer that takes no outward form foregoes all ground-
ing in the finite, and bears its speaker, sacrificially, into the infinite
(PA 65). Self-affirmation is surrendered to self-loss. Tt is art that, by
holding the finite to finitude even as it attains the infinite, repeats
the absolute self-affirmation that inaugurates the whole The Phi-
losophy of Art. And here a harmony with Rosenzweig sounds. For
the philosopher’s prayer is also a self-affirmation. The absolute self-
affirmation might be taken for prayer, too, if the distance across
which it reached were not so short-lived, having always just van-
ished, rather than an enduring distance of the kind that separates
the praying philosopher from his worldly image.
But even if the absolute self-affirmation were taken for prayer,
it would have to share pride of place with theological prayer, a
caveat from Rosenzweig that, however acceptable to the rabbinic
mind, which pictured God studying Talmud, is simply inadmissible
to philosophical science. Ultimately, philosophical prayer must re-
main an absurdity to the early Schelling who, in turn, must illus-
trate for Rosenzweig philosophy at its blasphemous worst. It is
perhaps all the more surprising, then, that as Rosenzweig moves
beyond philosophical prayer, to its theological mate, he sounds still
closer to a philosopher with whom the early Schelling was, in his
time, sometimes explicitly identified, namely Plato. If the so in-
escapably theological concept of miracle offered passage out of the
philosophical protocosmos into the theological cosmos, the corre-
sponding passage out of the cosmos is offered by a concept definitively
shaped by the works of Voltaire and Kant, namely Enlightenment
(SR 261). Only Hallo’s translation conveys this suggestion, for it
renders both Aufklaerung, which Rosenzweig discusses in the early
pages of part two, and Erleuchtung, which begins the passage to
part three, “enlightenment.” It is a happy accident of translation.
All the Aufklaerungen Rosenzweig discusses in the section named
for them “represent . . . that knowledge with which it [belief] must
contend” (SR 97). And the Erleuchtung of part three is about noth-
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ing if not truth, for which all the knowledge-hungry Aufklaerungen
labored. Plato, who critiqued the mythology of h1§ oWn. cultgre, be-
longed to the first Aufklaerung. But surely no philosopher is more
identifiable with Erleuchtung than he, whose. image for reason was
the sun. The star, whose light is only visible in darkne?s§, is a more
suitable image for Rosenzweig’s truth, which is 50 exp11c1_tly weddec}
to images of darkness and to language that, in the third book 1<))
part three, is scarcely pellucid. But Rosenzweig leaves no doubt
that the hypercosmos is an “ocean of light” (SR 80) that, like th(_?e
by now oft-cited waves of Baeckian romantlclsmr el}gulfs all life.
Like the Platonic soul, one perceives (SR 394.) this ¥1ght, but Eioes
not continuously dwell within it. The “mystemous~m1raculoqs light
of the divine sanctuary” (SR 424) does not support human life. We
descend from this light back into life, just as So'crates descends
from the summit to which he has guided Glaucon in book seven of
the Republic. Human life transpires in part two of the Star, which
is the world of revelation, whose organon was 'langua.tge. The return
to life and language is a return from silence. S'11.ence is the extended
accompaniment, through part three, of the vision preseptsd there.
Vision supplants language (SR 295) in .the hypercosmic “leap be-
yond the world of words” (SR 385). In this “redeemed world above-
and-beyond” (SR 418), revelation ceases. That the rgve.aled name of
God is so bounded by strictures on its pronunciation, at lc.eagt
within Jewish tradition, already anticipates the ﬁnal. end v.vhe.n it is
altogether rescinded (SR 383-384). The points of climactic s1}ence
within the Jewish and Christian liturgical cycles—at Yom K1ppu.r
(SR 323-324) or during the mass (SR 370)—are further antici-
patl(xl:(;ntrast sometimes heard of the ancient Jews wi.th the Greeks
is that the first were foremost aural, and the second.v%sual. The one
was naturally attentive to language, the other to vision. Certa%nly
Plato located his highest visions of goodness, bea'uty, and truth 1“n a
world beyond words. Socrates seems to pleafl for s.11ence when };;e re-
calls,” with Phaedrus, the pre-ensouled vision of ideal beauty.” In a
striking parallel with Rosenzweig’s claim about eternal truth, tlflat it
assumes an imagable configuration (the star) (SR 422), whlch.ls be-
yond, but related to, the real world, Socrates tells C“%laucon, in the
Republic, that at the height of dialectiq he would “behold not an
image only but the absolute truth . .. [which] would have been some-
thing like reality.”® Socrates is skeptical that words 'could ever ex-
press what is seen there for, “I want to know whether ideals are ever
fully realized in language? Does not the word express more than the



fact: and must not the actual . . . fall short of the truth?”®* Rosen-
zweig also devalues language before vision, since language gives it-
self away in speech: “a word forgets itself and is to be forgotten” (SR
372); while light, as neoplatonists have always observed, is not re-
duced by shining but “is visible by remaining wholly in itself” (SR
295). Even the ascending Platonic sequence of fact, actual/language
flruth, couI(.i be taken in parallel with the protocosmic, cosmic, anci
ypercosmic sections of the Star. Truth is the climactic hej
!ooth.“ Both describe the dangers of scaling these heights——-thil‘l‘fuf)‘;f
lous weeds” of improperly applied dialectic,” the excess of emotion
a.nd self-enclosure that threaten Christianity and Judaism respec-
tively, at their farthest outward and inward reaches; so mucl’l so that
Rosenzweig is prompted to warn his readers, in one of his few direct
addresses to them, to “be very careful for the sake of your souls” (SR
418), an admonition that raises the tremors associated in rabbinie
Judaism with the study of esoteric lore.

The comparison with Plato cannot be pressed too far. Socrates
was after all a major contributor to the philosophical cult of death,’
which Ro§enzweig takes such pains to undermine. But Plato prove’as
a s1.1ggest1ve meeting ground for The Philosophy of Art and the Pla-
tonically resonant sections of part three of the Star. One contempo-
rary of the early Schelling called him “this second Plato.”® Plato
appears very early in The Philosophy of Art as “the divine Plato” (PA
4), Whpse banishment of poetry from the ideal state is a serious chal-
lenge indeed. Schelling explains that troubling exile, decreed in book
ten of the Republic, on grounds that ancient art necessarily privi-
leged the finite, or real, towards which the infinite moved, while
P.lato instated the infinite as determinative goal centuries be%'ore its
!;nne. If Plato had lived to see the aspiring infinity of Christian art
Jjust finite enough for the sake of art, he would never have banished,
pf)etry from his state. Plato, the idealist, was a modern, as are all who
pine for the infinite. This is already an affinity with Schelling. For
both‘, the infinite is disclosed in vision. For neither, is the ViSiOI].. pri-
marily sensual. It is no accident, surely, that Schelling’s reflections on
?lato follow immediately on a paragraph in which “the sensual eye”
is degmed wholly useless to philosophy (PA 4). The Schellingian vi-
sion is an intuition in the Kantian sense, of an immediate represen-
tation; but, as against Kant, it is not confined to sense, and is not
determined by universal concepts. Purely sensible intuition is only
comprehensible through the mediation of concepts. So the conceptu-
ally unmediated must be nonsensuous, Kant would restrict these
representations to the pure forms of sensual intuition, space and
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time, and to the ideas, the objectless ones of theoretical reason and
the esthetic ones of judgment. But for Schelling, there is one concep-
tually unmediated representation that is neither objectless nor ex-
clusively esthetic, and this is indifference. As formulated in Bruno,
indifference is precisely the identification of objective sensations
with subjectively imposed concepts. In the collapse of that separa-
tion there is no longer a distinction between givenness (of sense) and
determining (by concepts), or between known and knower. The
knower, become knowing, is simply knowing knowing.*® That is his
intellectual vision. ,

But at this juncture, Schellingian and Platonic vision part ways.
They part over a division within vision itself, which can be either the
act of seeing or the object seen. Schellingian vision subsumes the ob-
ject under the act. But Platonic vision does not. Plato sets up a cor-
respondence between knowing and known: the act of knowing can
only be of being, which are the ideas.®® Socrates describes a “drawing
near and mingling and becoming incorporate with being,”® but the
movement of this subsumption is, if anything, of the act under the
object, the direction neoplatonism would follow and that German
idealism would reverse. But certainly two of the most memorable
metaphors from the Republic, the cave and the divided line, work to
accentuate the distance between subjective act and object. “In the
world of knowledge the idea of the good appears last of all and is
seen only with an effort.”® It is “the fragility of goodness™ that
drives the threefold Platonic denial—of the world, for the sake of
knowledge of the good; of the body, for the sake of the happiness of
the good; of tragic literature, for the sake of the beauty of the good.
The vision of the good is never assured; it hovers above the highest

act philosophy can commend, namely dialectic. The vision begins
where dialectic, so inseparably bound to language, ends. Part of the
poignancy of the Platonic dialogues is that, by committing Socrates
to so much dialectical discourse, they allow him so few occasions for
actual vision. Only the silences that sporadically occur, in fits of soli-
tary abstraction, in the places where Glaucon cannot follow, in
“memory of scenes which have passed away™, open a space for it.
Here Rosenzweig is the truer Platonist. For the truth perceived
in part three of the Star is emphatically only perceived, and not in-
corporated under any vital human act. All that is vital and active is
confined to part two. If anything, Rosenzweig’s drift in part three fol-
lows Plato’s towards an act-encompassing truth, except that the
truth points back to acts, like the vision from which philosophers de-
scend back down into the cave. Both Plato and Rosenzweig deny the
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upﬁgured immediacy of truth. Rosenzweig shifts immediacy to di-
vine love (SR 392), which is one with its linguistic expression. But
truth, transcending language, must be mediated by figures. Socrates
too, has recourse to these—the winged horses of the soul,® the sun o%'
reason—for the highest truths are “a theme of large and more than
mortal discourse.”® Rosenzweig’s figure for the truth is, of course
‘Fhe stgr of redemption. The content of the star is not new. Its contené
is the inversive meetings of part two, overlaid the protocosmic points
of pax.'t one. What is new is the form of the presentation. The new
form is signaled by the changes in the titles of the three major parts
of the book, from Elements to Course to Structure (Gestalt) (SR 295)
'1?he elements were a chaos of self-enclosures competing for the posi:
tion of the whole. The courses were the avenues of directed move-
ment over which the externalized elements met in shared
constitution of the whole. Directed movement succeeds chaos. In
structure, rest succeeds movement. The structure is an end in which
all coursing ceases, including life itself (SR 380). It is as though to
see the Whole of the course, which is identified with life, one must
step outside it. The light of the hypercosmos ends revealed life in the
double sense in which death ends created life. Just as death intensi-
fies the direction towards individuality in which created human life
moves, and so, in a sense, fulfills it in the very act of ending it, so the
light of truth intensifies the direction towards truth in Whi’ch the
only partially true lives of revelation move, ending them in the very
act of (fompleting them. This is why the hypercosmos is simultane-
ously life and a “view beyond life” (SR 384, 416), a paradox that fol-
lows the idealist logic of vanishing, by which two sides of a vanished
space Ca(Iil dt.:ke t};}e1 sanille, 1or opposing, predicates. So Rosenzweig can
say, 1n addition, that the life of re ion i i
s gt (5F 3o velation is transformed into hyper-
Iflife moves upward, vanishingly, into the figure of the star, God
moves downward, revealingly, into it. God “gives himself ﬁgure:’ (SR
422) %n the truth of the star. God is doubly related to the star. He
constitutes one of its three points, and from that station coursix.lgly
meets both human and world. This is how human and world know
GO‘_i in their own life courses. But the revelation of God in the course
1s simultaneously a self-concealment. The revelation of God projects
backwards, a veil of concealment over the protocosmic God. Thafz
God now shows itself for a construct of nonknowledge, that predicts
the creating, revealing God of the cosmos. The hypercosmos is a com-
plementary presentation of divine concealment, projected forward
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from the present, instead of backward. The end it shows of the cours-
ings is concealed from us who livingly inhabit them. It shows what
from within life defies presentation, namely our own ends. The dif-
ference between God and us is that he experiences the star, as we do
the course, while we only catch it in a vision. It is the culmination of
our moment of philosophizing, which Rosenzweig says everyone
should do just once. The “millennial secret of philosophy” is, after all,
that death is its “musaget” (SR 5), the conductor of its multiple
voices not only from “Iona to Jena” (SR 12) but beyond also, to
Frankfurt and the new philosophy, which once again teaches the ful-
fillment of ends; except that now, philosophy should bare its secret
and retire. We are not to long for our deaths, but return to our lives,
and leave the vision of the star to a future that is always just ahead.
It was the burden of the Schellingian modern to long for an infi-
nite he could not livingly attain. Only modern art, which miracu-
lously infinitizes the finite, could offer moments of fulfillment.
Rosenzweig, too, will accommodate the visionary moment. But the
figure of the star wakens no longing to dwell in it. Rosenzweig im-
poses upon the figure of the star the secondary figure of a face. Be-
cause the star is fixed by God’s position at the top, it exhibits a
hierarchy that can be interpreted after the model of a human face.
The upright triangle of protocosmic points provides structure for the
face: God, the forehead; human and world, the cheeks. The inverted
triangle of coursings provides the two active organs: creation and
revelation, the eyes; redemption, the mouth. Schelling had also sin-
gled out eyes and forehead as “the most significant features” of the
head (PA 187). The human form is “an image of the universe” and
the eyes, the organ through which “the innermost light of nature
looks out” (PA 187). If Rosenzweig’s imagistic face is superimposed
on Schelling’s, then the eyes of creation and revelation do not so
much see as mediate a light that looks out through them. Rosen-
zweig does indeed build on this image: the eyes shine, the one evenly,
the other flashingly—the one continuously, in support of the world’s
need, the other discontinuously, in need of human support. Rosen-
zweig differs from Schelling in drawing attention to the mouth. If
the mouth is redemption, it speaks no words. For God does not di-
rectly address either the human or world in redemption. But like the
prophetic images of the word that is not heard but seen (Amos 1:1,
Isaiah 2:1), a visible but wordless communication shapes itself on
the mouth: it is a kiss. An image of love is seen in‘the mouth. And
this is the moment that the visible face vanishes into the audible
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X;-Il‘ld gf tlliu? commapd to “Love me!” The light of the hypercosmos
s back into the life of the cosmos and the lived course of creati
revelation, and redemption. o
" th’golr;iigcsots}z en”d I;)f part two, in a section entitled “Relationship
. 0s,” hosenzweig considers the relation of th. i
coursings to the protocosmic points. Th omnost the
: . The paths that connect th
E}rlx;eé'fzg Ill)gmtfs to 1};lhefcohsmos are the same as those that meet Withiz
s of each of the self-enclosed points of the
t . ' : protocosmos. I
:;i grll att};;sr 2as1s ;bit R(I?e;llzwelg connected philosophy to theolog)sf a:
predictor. If the hypercosmos, in turn, refers b
cosmos, then it marks an area of inqui , lowiso ot e
, ther quiry that likewise stands to the-
?;Z%Zazsoghglosop};y does, only inverted, referring back to theolog?y
orward to it. And this would su t th i
whose proper province is the @ monetholors aosoPhy:
‘ : protocosmos, is nonetheless preci
23?;2?1 nlrll the hypet'}closmos. Rosenzweig himself sug:gestspthec I;E;iy
€ names three major sections of the third b :
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igziha{ger the1 sec?mns of each book of part one. “God (T;eo(iig;)r’f
osmology),” and “Spirit (Psychology)” i irro
“Negative Theology,” “Negati T nd oga i porror
ga A gative Cosmology,” and “Negative P
0gy,” 1n part one. This could explaij ’ e philose i
plain the peculiarly phil i
tenor of the hypercosmic section i e at b il
en s, harking back to Plato at hi
visionary and to all who, like Schellin in hi  An object
. : : , g, follow in his train. An obj
and its mirror image reverse the sides o Frowoct
: . e sides of a common axis. Fr
:jagr}llttavfe %o;‘nt of 1fthhne drawn down the middle of the object v?rll?at};:
ard irom there is leftward from the st i ]
line repeated in the ima i porecoome of the same
ge. And so if the hypercos i
protocosmos, they must reverse each other ¢ mon e B
o 10 e they m other over a common axis. But
Yy appear to do. The commo is i
that applies to both the i 104 the stroctamrs
protocosmic elements and th
star, namely factuality. The rev. vor & oo
x tu . ersals are developed over a h
analogous oppositions: truth and nonknowledge, lightness and ZSt Igf
wholeness and part, prayer and logic. , e
the f];::il 21;et ]i);*oac:cosmoisfandlthe hypercosmos culminate in facts:
ree seli-enclosed elements, the f; '
Rosenzweig contrasts the f: i et to the pop
. actuality of the elements to th
reasoning that culminate in them (SR 63) prr A v
. . , and the fact of th
multiple points of view (SR 422). It i - Ny
- It is as though factuality stand
posed to movement and possibilit i s, tterrs
¥, which are, themselves, interre-
};itf}i il\gé):ilfl}el?t pres;pposes possibility. Both concepts are’ integzl
change. Facts are contents at rest
alities of creation, revelation, and om, which mre e TE
, s redemption, which are meetin,
movements. So, for example, the reality of human nature exhib%ie(iif
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in revelation and redemption cannot be said to be “in fact at all” (SR
282); rather, it becomes.

Among the idealists, it was Fichte who elaborated the concept
of facticity. In The Science of Knowledge, that “the self posits itself
as determined by the notself” is both the result of a deduction and
“g primordial fact occurring in our mind.” That is, the paradoxical
act of self-determination through limitation by an other occurs both
unconsciously and, in philosophy, as the conclusion of a conscious
process of thought. The fact is both the unconscious (primordial) oc-
currence and the deduced thought that corresponds to it.®® In phi-
losophy, the primordial fact, “elevated by reflection into the
consciousness”™® becomes a proved fact that excludes all other pos-
sibilities. The Fichtean circle of facticity is fundamentally the same
as the Schellingian circle of self-affirmation. For Schellingian self-
affirmation is also an identification of unconscious and conscious
activity. What affirms itself has transformed a noncognized begin-
ning into a cognized ending. Both Fichte and Schelling are tracing
the genesis of knowledge within monism. By employing the lan-
guage of facticity, Rosenzweig situates himself in this heritage. But
by breaking with idealism, he also fractures the concept of facticity.
The identified unconscious and consciously deduced fact breaks in
two along the seam of the meeting between conscious and uncon-
scious, and all of reality intervenes between them. The unconscious
fact falls back into a permanent presupposition of reality, incompre-
hensible apart from reality, while the conscious fact falls forward

into a vision of reality that can never be vitally known (at least by
us). Rosenzweig alludes in passing to the idealist backdrop of his
discussion when he observes that “factuality is completed only in
contemplation; now no more is heard of object and act” (SR 295).
Rosenzweig retains from idealism the fixity of facts. By the comple-
tion of factuality, he means the transformation of the chaotically
unrelated protocosmic elements into their unalterably fixed posi-
tions within the star. He also retains from idealism the culminating
station of facts, at the conclusion of a movement, but it is no longer
a movement of pure reasoning. The old idealist completion of factu-
ality passed from unconscious identity of act and object, through
conscious act, to conscious identity of act and object. But now a vast
expanse of reality blocks these passages, and no more is heard of act
and object. The three protocosmic facts are transposed to the one
hypercosmic fact, not by way of the self-conscious play of object and
act, but by the cosmic courses of revelation. The courses, exited and
then contemplated as a unified fact in hypercosmic vision show the
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protocosmic facts beneath them. The enigmatic facts of the proto-
cosmos, which figure in reality as largely unconscious presupposi-
tions, are mirrored in the consciously contemplated fact of the
hypercosmos. It is the idealist heritage of factuality, lying beneath
Rosenzweig’s split application of this term to both protocosmic ele-
ments and hypercosmic star, that points to the axial role facts can
play between the two nonreal cosmoses.

The oppositions that arrange themselves around this axis have
already begun to show. The protocosmic elements are culminations
of nonknowledge, products of reasoning from contentful nothings.
The star is a vision of truth. Rosenzweig explicitly arranges the op-
position of das Nichts and the truth around a common factuality:
“The Nought, exactly like the truth, is not an independent subject
at all. It is a mere fact . . . seeking the ground on which it stands”
(SR 390). Here, factuality is what lacks subjectivity. Unlike idealist
factuality, Rosenzweig’s cannot produce itself as a product of an au-
thenticating movement. It must seek its ground outside itself. The
Nichts finds its ground in the cosmos, i.e., it becomes comprehensi-
ble as predictor (not producer) of the cosmos. When Rosenzweig ap-
plies the same lack of subjectivity to the truth, he undermines in a
single step the whole idealist program. For what fuels idealism’s
conviction that self-authenticating truth may be found (SR 386) is
the belief that truth may function as active subject, indeed, as sub-

ject of the sentence “Truth is God.” By inverting this sentence, and
locking it into its reversal, “God is truth,” Rosenzweig reduces truth
once more to the place of a mere factual object. It, like das Nichts,
requires grounding outside itself. And this, says Rosenzweig, is
God. If truth stands to God as protocosmic Nichts to cosmos, then
God would seem shifted forward to a place beyond truth, like the
cosmos that, from its place beyond the protocosmos, projects back
onto it a meaning. And Rosenzweig does affirm that God is ““more’
than the truth” (SR 886). But then, in an unexpected reversal, the
position from which God authenticates the truth is shifted back to
before the first appearance of truth, into the cosmos. For the star of
truth is generated by the cosmic coursings. And, from a human per-
spective, these begin in the revelatory command to love, unfolding
from there backward into creation, and forward into redemption. It
is because God pronounces “Love me!” that the cosmic course, on
which the star is built, exists at all. And so God does authenticate
the truth; “God is its origin” (SR 888). But that hypercosmic stance
of God towards truth precisely reverses his protocosmic stance to-
wards das Nichts. The protocosmic God is nothing’s product; the hy-
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osmic God is truth’s origin. These two opposing locg‘mons o”f God
zig(;ust the positions from which the ql'lestion “What ,}s Go%‘i} ngafy
be sensibly posed and answered: “God is the Naught” and “God is
” (SR 390). '
the t'}“]ﬁ;}; o(pposite answers may come Wit].:l equal justice .to t.he same
question evokes shades of Schelling’s indifference. Bpt 1nd1fferenge
would draw the two answers into a single truth, w}nle R‘?senzvge%
separates them over the divide of reality. rI“he question of Wl:lat 0
is” cannot even be posed from within reaht'y. For ‘the ques-tlon pre-
supposes God’s isolatability, a fact that reallty denies. qu is an 1;(?—
latable fact only in his protocosmic capacity as not}_ung, or 1?5
hypercosmic capacity as truth. Even to ask what God is, one mﬁs
have fallen backward into the protocosmos, or forwax.“d into the hy-
percosmos. Because protocosmic nothing predicts reality, and hypeif-
cosmic truth has its origin there, passage does lead fox'*ward from the
fact of nothing and backward from the .fact qf truth into a.commoln
reality. But far from uniting these facfzs ina smgle afﬁrmatlonilr%a ;
ity negates them, for it does not deal in the stasis of facts. at.a . Uif
only in the reality of movement, and preserves them within }:tse :
only as separable traces, the one of a permanept Past, the ot er o
the future. Rosenzweig has turned indifference 1n31d.e gut. It was in-
difference that left behind the trace of reality. Now it is reality that
aces of a broken indifference. -
COIIC%;I: tI1;1"oken indifference extends over two other, faml.har
Schellingian oppositions: light and dar:k, thle and part. In the h%h:c’
of the hypercosmos there occurs “a direct view of the whole ’cm}l1 :
(SR 416). In the dark of the protocosmos, the whole has b.een shat-
tered into three unrelated parts. The parts are not par:tlcple_xrs ;;1
Schelling’s sense. None of them reproduces the whole within 1tsg \
but each remains separately by its own self. And ).ret, hex:e agam(i
through the shared axis of factuality, the unrealities of hght‘an1
dark, whole and part, seem to mirror each other. The protogosmm el-
ements, chaotically arranged, reappear permanently fixed in the hy-
percosmic star. Reciprocally, the light of thg hypercosmos takes ori
some features of darkness. The God who originates 1Eruth does revead
himself in the love command, but simultaneously withdraws beyon
the truth he shows, like the cosmos beyond the protocosmos, to % Sgelli
tion “beyond all that can be imparted B above even the Whohi: ( :
417). And suddenly the hypercosmos 1s as much about c‘gncea men
as the protocosmos, so much so that the light of t.he one “is the same
as that which spent the night in God’s bos‘om prior to all ex1stenget
(SR 417), i.e., in the protocosmos. Alternatively, from the standpoin
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of the cosmos, the three elements constitute a “glowing tripod” (SR
257) in the protocosmic night, that lights the way in two opposite di-
rections: toward their own origin in nothing, and toward the origin
of their mirrored, hypercosmic projections in God. Over the separa-
tion of reality, the light reflects the darkness, and the darkness, the
light, much like the Schellingian potences that subsume their oppo-
sites within them. In the end, both proto- and hypercosmos darken
the view of God by offering walls behind which his essence may re-
tire, and lighten it at the same time by the mirrored pointings they
make to his cosmic reality.

In another redounding to philosophical origins beyond Schelling,
in Plato, Rosenzweig casts mathematics as the organon of the proto-
cosmos. For arithmetic was the first stage of education towards Pla-
tonic dialectic. In a highly unlikely pairing, prayer occupies the
corresponding role or organon in the hypercosmos. It is hard to see
how any mirroring can occur here; but it does, through silence. From
the standpoint of spoken (dialogic) language, the organon of reality,
the communal prayers of the Jewish and Christian hypercosmos are
as silent as the algebraic equations of the protocosmos. Here again,
the commonality is mirrored or inverted across the divide of the two
nonreal cosmoses. Algebra is mute from lacking words; communal
prayer, from surpassing them (SR 385). Words obstruct communal
immediacy. Ultimately, prayer culminates in gestures that silently
communicate the whole of their speakable content. Now it is no
longer a private language of command that connects two, immedi-
ately, in dialogue, but a shared silence that connects many, immedi-
ately, in community. The communal prayer extends beyond the
individual enworlding of philesophical prayer, to a vision of absolute
completion. The object of prayer having expanded, the praying sub-
ject does too.

The premise of the hypercosmos is the six-part course of the cos-
mos. The desired conclusion of the hypercosmos is a vision of the
truth, single and whole. Communal prayer is the organon of the hy-
percosmos because it is the means by which passage is offered from
premise to conclusion. Part of the difficulty of the Star’s last part
may owe to a mixing of genres it imposes on itself. Just as, if art is
the organon of philosophy, Schelling’s System of Transcendental Ide-
alism must eventually convert from philosophical exposition to art,
so, if prayer is the organon of absolute truth, must the last part of
the Star ultimately convert to prayer. It does take on the tone of
prayer, especially in the final section entitled “Gate,” where there
erupts that singular admonition to take care for our souls, followed
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by a passage from one of the most famous prayers of Jewish ritual,
the priestly blessing of Numbers 6:25. But mostly, what part three
offers is an interpretive exposition of prayer, culminating in exposi-
tory remove, at second hand, in the desired vision. We have already
considered the opening sections of part three, on philosophical
prayer. These function as prelude to the two lengthy books on Jew-
ish and Christian prayer. For, as Rosenzweig explains, “life . . . must
first become wholly temporal, wholly alive [as it does in the self-
affirming individuality of philosophical prayer] before it can become
eternal life” (SR 288). Rosenzweig speaks loosely here, since it is
only Christians who must first be enlivened to philosophical individ-
uality, and only Jews who know eternal life. Still, between them, and
their respective liturgical cycles, they exhaust all the truly commu-
nal prayer the Star acknowledges.

We have seen philosophy play the presuppositional handmaid to
theology, as it does in the introduction to part three of the Star, on
philosophical prayer, and we have seen philosophy mirrored in the
final climactic approach to truth, as occurs in book three of part
three, on truth. With regard to Judaism and Christianity, which are
treated in the two intervening books, philosophy plays these roles
again in different guises. Philosophy as dualistic paganism is the
presupposition of Christianity; philosophy as monistic self-enclosure
of opposites is the protocosmic mirror of Judaism.

Like the philosophy of art, which according to Schelling unites
opposites in one, Judaism and Christianity are inherent self-con-
tradictions. They are courses of liturgical acts that are nonetheless
hypercosmically instated beyond the reality of courses. Alterna-
tively, they realize the unlivable star in two alternatively livable
ways, one facing inward towards the star, the other facing outward,
and each is blind in the other’s direction. The figure that allows for
these living contradictions is the hour, which temporally translates
a circle. The hour marks a passage with a distinct beginning and
end, but it is stationary, since the end comes back to the beginning
and recommences (SR 290). The repetition of hours, a concept that
already evokes the monastic prayer day, is a figure of eternity. Eter-
nity is the inversion of time, the end that precedes the beginning or,
as Rosenzweig puts it, the moment whose perishing is a beginning
(SR 289), and this is just what occurs at the boundary between
hours. It is because the Jewish and Christian liturgies are built on
the hour—on days, weeks, months, years patterned after it—that
they can move those who practice them towards a vision of the eter-
nal, perspectiveless truth. As it happens, only Jews, who face inside
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their own liturgical cycles, attain the vision, while Christians, ever
facing outside their sacred hours, to the inhabitants of profane,
merely successive time, miss it.

If the common form of Christianity and Judaism, a static move-
ment, is paradoxical, their contents too embrace explicit oppositions.
The divisions within Judaism and Christianity owe to their respec-
tive inward and outward facings. Judaism is a religion of one, par-
ticular people who claim to bear an exhaustive religious significance,
for all peoples. Judaism oscillates between the poles of this particu-
lar and universal status. Christianity discounts the divisions of
peoples entirely. The church, which a portion of the world’s individu-
als have joined, claims to bear a message of exhaustive religious sig-
nificance to all individuals. It is here that Christianity confronts
philosophy in the form of protocosmic paganism. For philosophy had
enclosed each of the protocosmic elements within an equation of its
passive essence and active, negating movement. And these equa-
tions are the philosophical constructions of pagan divinity, human-
ity, and worldliness, whose historical paradigms are ancient Greek
mythology, tragedy, and polis. It is the bearer of these protocosmic
thought structures that Christianity confronts as it faces outward
from its sacred hours.

But Greek mythology, tragedy, and polis belong to the ancient
world. No one vitally inhabits these ancient protocosmic expressions
anymore. Still, if Christianity is to operate as revelation, it must pro-
vide routes for self-enclosures to open towards each other in meet-
ing. For this is what revelation, most broadly understood, is. And
that presupposes self-enclosures to address. Since these self-enclo-
sures are no longer given in vital paganism, Christianity, as we have
seen, must recreate them, and does so, paradoxically, within the very
confines of the church. The church carries within its embrace those
who have been converted to its liturgical forms, but not its inward
beliefs, and conversely, those converted to the beliefs, but not the
liturgical forms. It is by the tolerant catholicity of the church, which
is both Petrine and Pauline, that it admits so broad a spectrum.
Christianity itself is much less tolerant. It counts for its own only
those who know inwardly (experientially) the courses of revelation;
and these it presents to be known only through the liturgy. So only
the souls in which outward and inward conversion meet can claim to
be true Christians. But it is just here that the paradoxical figure of
the praying philosopher appears. For the soul may ride on the move-
ments that converge within itself, of the outwardly and inwardly
churched, but reject their churchly contents, and know their meeting
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as a self-affirmation, rather than as affirmation of Christianity. This
occurs when, as is almost proper, the merely churched individual
wakens to the Christian inadequacy of the merely outward or in-
ward turns and, abandoning the profession of either, takes their
union within himself as a meeting of his own outward and inward
self. This is what Goethe does when he prays to his own enworlded
fate. And so a portion of the flock the church has nurtured becomes
pagan, i.e., self-enclosed.
It was Maimonides who understood God’s prolonged and seem-
ingly pointless preparations of the Jewish people to receive his law
to exemplify the divine category of the “gracious ruse.”” But 'su_rely
Christianity’s use of the church to prepare its own true Chrlstlans
surpasses in complexity all other instances of the divine use of ruse.
For all their outward professions and inward confessions, the Chris-
tians of the Pauline and Petrine churches are pre-Christians at best.
Unknown to themselves, they are trodding a long, slow path through
Christian forms to a vibrant paganism. It would seem that the con-
vergence of the outward and inward halves of pre-Christian life
would culminate in the first full Christian. And, in a sense, they do.
“Goethe,” who for Rosenzweig typifies the praying philosopher, “is
truly the great heathen and the great Christian at one and the same
time” (SR 283). But his was a Christianity in form only, composed
of the joint outward and inward movements, but not the contents, of
Christian conversion. Now, however, at the Goethean summit of
philosophical prayer, paganism is revived in its formal and content-
ful wholeness. The three self-enclosed dualities of the protocosmos
repeat in his person and perspective. Rosenzweig explicitly pregents
only the human duality, which Goethe’s prayer to his own fate illus-
trates. The fate, or enworlded completion of himself, is constructabl.e
as protocosmic human character; the prayer to it, as the protocosmi-
cally willed affirmation of character. Both together effect a human
self-enclosure. But in any even superficial reading of Goethe’s Faust,
the divine and worldly self-enclosures of paganism may be read as
well. Pagan divinity enclosed within itself anything of humgn or
world it touched, and so inclined to pantheism. Pagan worldliness
enclosed over the divide it suffered between ideal form and concrete
reality. Faust exhibits both tendencies when in his first long speech
of Goethe’s play, he rejects his books (ideal form) for “nature’s hidden
powers,” which encompass even him in their divinity (‘Am I a
g o d?”).71 -
The church culminates in Goethe. And now, to complet.e tl}e'
ruse, Christianity finally has its say. Goethe was exceptional in his
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capacity to negotiate self-enclosure. It is a dangerous undertaking,
bordered by abysses. Few can sustain the balanced tension of a vital
self-enclosure, perfectly poised between an incompleted fate and the
hope to complete it. The temptations are too great rashly and vio-
lently to force the fate, before its time, or abandon it altogether, on
account of the anxious waiting it imposes, and presume oneself,
falsely and capriciously, “free to entreat everything” (SR 286). By the
title of the section that presents these dangers, “Goethe and Nietz-
sche,” Rosenzweig indicates who he takes to warn us, by his exam-
ple, against following Goethe. But there is no need to follow him. For
once Christianity, via the church, has created self-enclosure, it was
never its intention to linger there. Goethe, who did linger, is a wor-
thy sacrifice to pay for all the others who, in his self-enclosed wake,
are to be opened up to genuine relation.

Goethe functions as the modern protocosmos. Now that pagan
pantheism, heroism, and worldly duality have been revived in him,
Christianity comes with its threefold bifurcation: of God, between
Father and Son; of human, between priest and saint; of world, be-
tween sacred and secular, to confront and eclipse the self-enclosed
pagan dualisms. We have already seen, in chapter two, how this oc-
curs. What remains to note is how explicitly Rosenzweig refers the
Christian dualities back to those of the protocosmos. The “rays” of
Christianity “burst visibly and divisibly into the night of the pagan
proto- and hypocosmos” (SR 415). Christianity purchases its eclipse
of paganism at the price of its own division into the Petrine, Pauline,
and Johannine churches. The church can unite only “beyond the
outer space of the protocosmos” (SR 398) when, as St. Paul says, “the
full number of the Gentiles [have] come in” (Romans 11:25).

Of the three Christian churches, it is the Pauline one, or Protes-
tantism, that Rosenzweig discusses under the headings “Modern
Man” and “Modern Life in the Split Reality” (SR 280-281). The mod-
ern human is inward, fixed on the actions of his inner soul. The life
he leads splits on the divide of the inner from the outward, which be-
comes the explicitly disparaged worldly. This is the sensibility for
which church and world are opposites. But it is not as though division
stops here, or even with the distinction from the two other churches,
the Petrine and Johannine. Rosenzweig’s analysis of Goethe, who cul-
minates the Petrine and Pauline church, suggests that Christianity

is to be further distinguished from these. Christianity merely builds
on the self-enclosure jointly effected by Peter, Paul, and Goethe.
Under the long section “Sanctification of the Soul: the Clerical Year,”
Rosenzweig traces the liturgical figurings of creation, revelation, and
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redemption that all completed Christians knon experientially. These
are the Johannine Christians who, grounded in the sacred bours of
the clerical year, are the first Christians capable of redemptive lov_e,
always spontaneously and self-sacrificially whole, that Rosenzweig
described in book three, part two of the Star. o
Rosenzweig suggests that, if Pauline Christianity is modern, e'IO-
hannine Christianity is the future church that succeeds modern.lty.
It has already come into being. Indeed, all three chur'ches, Petrine,
Pauline, and Johannine, mark a succession more logical than ten-n-
poral, present since the beginning of Christiam.ty. Here, _Rosenzx.velg
is more sanguine than Schelling. For Schelhx’lg,. top, intertwined
Christianity with modernity. For him all Qhrlstlax}1ty was essen-
tially modern (in Rosenzweig’s terms, Pauln}e) l?y ‘Vu'tue of its divi-
sive longing for the infinite. The Christian is dl_Vlded not so much
over inner and outer as over his paradoxical longing for what would
efface him. The Schellingian Christian, like all mod'ern.s ?f nonmys-
tical stamp, is divided from the whole by his own mdl\.ndual‘lty on
which, like the Pauline Christian of Rosenzweig’s analys%s, he is sglf-
consciously (sentimentally) fixated. What correspond.s in Schelling
to the Petrine church is the church entire. The'Sc}.lelh'nglgn church
is what, by its concrete extension in history, its 1nst1tu1.;1<?n'a1 and
liturgical forms, guarantees a Christian art. Acomm.on division be-
tween Christianity and church runs through Schell}ng anc.1 Bosgn-
zweig. Schelling’s self-enclosed church saves an infinite Christianity
for art. Rosenzweig’s self-enclosed churches of Peter and Paul ex}able
the salvation that occurs in John’s, the final church of a genuinely
relational Christianity. In The Philosophy of Art, Schelling offers no
realized Christian analog to the Johannine church. If the "Sc,he'l-
lingian church is to offer any salvation other than the mystic’s, it
must be taken as art. .
Rosenzweig will not take Christianity as art. HoweYer, he will
allow Christianity to apply the arts to its liturgical figurings of cre-
ation, revelation, and redemption. Strangely and une).cpectedly, it is
Judaism that will go furthest to mirror the Schellinglgn self-enclo-
sures of art. By the same token, it is Judaism that mirrors, rather
than overcomes, the protocosmic self-enclosures. Judaism generaties
its own sets of balanced contradictions and these, says Rosenzweig,
are “mirror-like” reflections of “all possible contradictions” (SR 402).
The Jewish people, as the one people that claims to stand in f:or all
peoples before God and world, microcosmically reproduces within Ju-
daism the universal relations between God, human, and world, that
are the subject of the Star’s second part. The God who creates and
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reveals becomes the creator God of the biblical book of Genesis, the
most universalistic of the five books of the Jewish Pentateuch, and
the revealer God of Exodus, the book in which the J ews are consti-
tuted the people who particularly receive God’s love. The universal
human who receives revelation and redeems the world becomes the
elected Jewish people and the expected messiah who will reconcile
the nations. The world that receives creation and redemption be-
comes what the rabbinic literature divides up between this world,
olam haze, and the world-to-come, olam haba. In the liturgical se-
quence of Judaism which, like that of Christianity, figures creation,
revelation, and redemption in organically repeated successions, these
oppositions are not felt in tension. Each aspect of the Jewish God,
human, and world receives its liturgical focus. But considered in sta-
tionary isolation, as constituting the “Jewish essence” (SR 305), the
bipolar God, human, and world are each suspended between a con-
tradiction: God, between the justice of his creating and the mercy of
his revealing; human, between the private relation with God and the
charge to redeem the world; world, between Israel and the rest of the
peoples. Like the protocosmic elements, each of which differently
envalues the variables of the equation y=x, each of the Jewish contra-
dictions particularizes a universal contradiction between the particu-
lar and the universal. Unlike Christianity, Judaism does not take its
contradictions outside itself, but resolves them within itself. It is
mysticism that, from within Judaism, bridges the universal-particu-
lar polarities. Mystical correspondences connect Jewish world to all
the world; Israel to all the peoples; revealed God to transcendent God
(SR 408—411). : ’

From cosmic coursings to Jewish essence to mystical exegesis,
Rosenzweig traces a movement from universal to particular and back
again to universal. The freezings of the courses in which revealed
God, human, and world flow, so as to extract out of these elements a
static Jewish essence for each, is already a return to protocosmic fac-
tuality. As self-contradictions, Jewish God, human, and world lend
themselves to mirroring the old protocosmic elements, for these were
also self-enclosed polarities. A factuality is both a given and a conclu-
sion of an authenticating movement. In the protocosmos, the nothing
of each of the elements was both given and the result of a unique rea-
soning process. But the God, human, and world of the Jewish essence
start and conclude a different movement, namely that which courses
back and forth between universal and particular. Mystical exegesis is
the movement by which the given, particular world of the Jewish
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essence becomes, in conclusion, the universal world of naturg. But
the universal conclusions of the exegesis are still markedly Jewish. It
is aspects of the distinctly Jewish world that §how beneath jche seem-
ingly a-Judaic qualities of nature. In Judaism, ‘the particular be-
comes the universal while retaining its particularity. .

But this formula is already familiar from Schelling. It is the for-
mula for indifference, applied outside the absolute act of sel.f-afﬁrma-
tion to the determinations within the potences of real and 1@eal. Thfe
particular, as opposed to the individual, was the micrchsm_m repeti-
tion of the whole. The Schellingian idea, a paradigmatic 1n_dlfference,
anticipates the relation between Jewish essence and cosmic whole:

Every idea has two unities: the one through which it exigts
within itself and is absolute—hence the one through which
the absolute is formed into the particularity of the idea—and
the one through which it is taken up as a particular into the
absolute as into its own center (PA 35).

One could easily substitute “element of Jewish essence” for “idea_” in
this passage. God and Jewish God are the absolu'te and the particu-
lar. Mystical exegesis effects the forming of each into the other.
Overlaid the relation between the elements of the protos:osmos
and those of the Jewish essence, Schellingian indifference points up
the mirroring between them. The protocosmic elements are parts
that unsuccessfully strive for the whole of being. Protocosmic God,
world, and human are constructed in complete separation from etach
other. From the point of view of any one of them, nothin_g el.se exists.
But we who see the protocosmos in retrospect, from within revela-
tion, know that each is only a third of the whole. As opposed to the
protocosmic elements, none of the elements of Jewish essence pre-
sumes to exhaust the whole of being, but only the whole of its own
part in the whole. The constriction of God, world, and human mt-o
Jewish God, world, and human opens a space that separgtes the uni-
versal God, human, and world from their particularizations. Akind
of Schellingian indifference occurs across this space. The common
axis of the mirror between protocosmic and Jewish God, for example,
is their factuality. The opposition between them, which creates the
reflection, is the location of the separating space they presume fco
span: unnegotiably outside the protocosmic God, nego?iably within
the Jewish one. Alternatively, the opposition is over indifference: the
one attains it, the other does not.
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If excavations in the Star’s third part uncover indifference in

one place, namely at the center of Jewish essence, the curious
seeker may well wonder whether this quintessentially idealist idea
is not lurking beneath other surfaces there. This is especially so in
light of the intimate oppositional parallels Rosenzweig draws be-
tween Judaism and Christianity. In the German edition of the Star,
published by Suhrkamp, all the section headings of the book are
gathered together in a long list at the end. Major section headings
are capitalized, minor ones lowercased. So presented, the parallel
development of books one and two of part three, on Judaism and
Christianity respectively, is very plain to see. Especially revealing
are the parallel, inverse headings of the opening and closing sec-
tions of each book. Sequentially presented, these are: “The Promise
of Eternity,” and “Eternity of the Promise,” for Judaism; “The Eter-
nity of Realization,” and “Realization of Eternity,” for Christianity.
The promise of eternity is the election of the Jews as eternal people.
The eternity of the promise is the persistence of the people’s wit-
ness, against all who would tempt fate, that eternity is still to come.
The eternity of realization is the Johannine Christian bearing of liv-
able figures for creation, revelation, and redemption to all the rest
of the world. The realization of eternity is the completion of that
work. The sequence of headings effects a double mirror image. Each
pair of headings is a self-contained mirror-image, but the pairs, jux-
taposed, also mirror each other. This is, by now, a familiar device,
from the mirroring across which the components of each protocos-
mic element (except the world’s) emerge into revelation, or from the
complex enfolding of mirror images within Schelling’s absolute act
of self-affirmation. We have already once encountered the multiple
mirroring between Judaism and Christianity.” They are prime can-
didates for the absolute opposition that underlies indifference. For
they do oppose each other. There is an “enmity between the two for
all time” (SR 415), based on the opposing stations they take up on
either side of eternity, the one heralding, the other realizing, its un-
fulfilled promise. Yet God “withal has most intimately bound each
to each” (SR 415).

Rosenzweig states the intimacy most strongly over the two sec-
tions “Eternity of the Promise” and “Realization of Eternity.” He fol-
lows an image of Judah Halevi’s, whose concept of God’s “secret plan
for us” (SR 379) anticipates the Maimonidean God’s gracious ruse.
Halevi likened the Jewish people to a seed whose growth into a fruit
tree both transforms it, unrecognizably, and prepares for its recog-
nizable reappearance in the fruit. Halevi likens Christianity to the
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tree, and the reappeared seed to the messiah awaited by 'the.a J e.vvs..73
By retelling the parable, Rosenzweig suggests that Chr1st1a1511ty is
more than the mirror image of Judaism, but its outwardly dls.tmct
transformation. In time, Christianity will unfold from Within‘ltself
the very Judaism that gave it birth. The parable tempts the title of
Hermann Cohen’s book Religion of Reason out of the Sources of Ju-
daism to subtitle the Star, only altered to: “Idealism out of .the
Sources of Judaism.” For what is Christianity, then, but a self-objec-
tifization of Judaism, a lengthy course away from Judaism, whose
final return to it mimics the self-affirmation of the absolute. Rosen-
zweig’s phrase for the Christian return to Judaism, “das Be-w.:aehren
der Wahrheit,”” the confirmation of truth, actually invites this com-
parison. Once the truth is confirmed, the confirming movement may
vanish. Rosenzweig cannot resist a final inversion: because the eqd
of Christianity’s way is in eternity, “sein Ende in der Ewigkeit 1s't,”. it
is indeed eternal. But because eternity is its end, “die Ewigkeit ist

. . . 5
. sein Ende,” it vanishes there.”

In all fairness to this seeming subordination of Christianity to
Judaism, the claim of St. Paul, who does after all define the modern
church, must be recalled, that, at the end of time “the Son himself
will also be subjected to him who put all things under him,. tha!; qu
may be everything to everyone” (I Cor. 15:28). But subordination is
not indifference. And if Christianity is simply the course of Ju-
daism’s self-affirmation, the two are scarcely indifferent. But t}.len,
the Jewish people, who live the eternal life against Christianity’s
eternal way, also ends in eternity. “For not the way alone endg hgre,
but life too” (SR 380). It is not so much that Judaism and Chrlst%an-
ity attain indifference with each other as that they submerge in a
larger indifference. Proto- and hypercosmos are divided by the gl:eat
span of reality, which blocks their indifference. But now Judaism
and Christianity, having instated reality beyond itself, appear to
connect the two nonreal cosmoses across the real one, rather lik_e the
sacrament of baptism which “vouchsafes him [who is] in the minor-
ity of his life, the consummation of life” (SR 373), or even more, 1.1ke
Hegelian dialectic, which courses between the so outwardly similar
but really oppositional worlds of sense certainty and absolute knowl-
edge.” Judaism and Christianity jointly figure as the course that
verges on uniting proto- and hypercosmos in indiffe?ence. Fo:' the
two parallel section titles, “The Eternal People: Jewish Fa_te, and
“The Way through Time: Christian History” (SR 298, 337) point back
to either side of the universal protocosmic equation y=x, where x was
fatedness and y was movement. On that analogy, the hypercosmos
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simply repeats in unified sequence what the protocosmos accom-
plished in unordered and mutually exclusive simultaneity: the
negating instatement of essence. Christianity is the active “y” that
equates with the essential “4” of Judaism by negating all pagan-
philosophical challenges to it. Now the common axis is “y=x.” The op-
position over proto- and hypercosmos is that the first can only
instantiate the variables over a triad of mutually unrelated equa-
tions of A’s and B’s, while the second does so simply and singly with
Judaism and Christianity. The three become one in the mirror. And
then the components of the one vanish in the all-embracing scope of
the equals sign.

Judaism and Christianity could easily pass for Schellingian
moderns who are finally empowered to vanish in their own comple-
tions. And then the question arises of whether and to what extent
the final vanishing instates the old idealist All. Rosenzweig himself
invites such speculation. The dismembered totality of idealism,
which he hoped at the very beginning of the Star to recover (SR 22)
has by the end of the book “now grown back together again” (SR
390). The choice of words is revealing. Rosenzweig has not himself
reassembled the All. He has simply followed a course along which
the All reassembles itself. For all that he pointedly abandons the
Asian religions early on the in the Star, Rosenzweig exhibits a para-
doxical ideal at their center, to goallessly attain a goal. It is rather
like the idealist passage through unconsciousness to consciousness,
The difficulty with all explicit purposes is that they tracelessly dis-
appear on attaining their ends (SR 269). It was love, which hoped to
redeem the world, but which so wholly externalized itself in each
successive moment that there was no distance through which to espy
a goal, that remained even at the attainment of its goal. But the pro-
jected completion of love’s work is not. to be taken for fulfillment of a
goal in any case, but for an existence “beyond any desire for or joy in
realization” (SR 384). Love’s work is a succession of ends that col-
lapse the distinction between the sighting of a goal and its realiza-
tion. In that, redemptive love prefigures eternity which, liturgically
figured by the “boundary between two years,” is the point where “all
purposes become vain” (SR 325). Love at its end in eternity is what
it has been all along. It vanishes as it has always vanished, but not
tracelessly. The existence “beyond joy in realization,” “where every-
thing is sacrosanct” (SR 384) is its trace. Certainly Rosenzweig at
this juncture is very close to the Schellingian absolute All, into

which all determinations likewise goallessly vanish, but not without
leaving the trace of the potences.

A Reading of 1'he Star of Kedemption 49

Rosenzweig distinguishes the All of the cosmos from idealism’s
All (SR 254-255). The cosmic All is the three relations that connect
the three elements in a pattern that can be figured as a star. Th.e
passage from protocosmic All to cosmic All passes through experi-
ence, revelation, or miracle, all denials of 1dea!1st passage. But
Rosenzweig does not distinguish the hypercosml'c All from 1de§11-
ism’s, except on the matter of placing. For the cosmic All becomes hy-
percosmic not through miracle, but through that term al.rea_dy io
charged with incipient idealism, namely enhghten.m.ept..lt is simply
that this final All must be placed quite finally, not initiatingly. We? do
not force its being from the start, but only spy it at the end. Idealism
is right, but only in the end.

Art and the Hypercosmos

“The shadow realm of art . . . it longs for life itself” (SR 249): A_rt
inhabits the living world, but lifelessly. Art traces' life to 1t's origin in
prediction, is itself the ongoing prediction of life in t'he mld‘st of life,
and so testifies to life’s status as miracle. But if nothing else,
Schellingian idealism testifies to how much art would pl.ay a grander
role, would itself be life or the life beyond life. By ponﬁmng ar_t to thg
role of herald, Rosenzweig awakens longings in it for the heights it

nder idealism’s patronage.

knevi,{gsenzweig knowspart’s allure for the human being. “Whatevei‘
he may desire he can, after all, find in museums and goncert halls

(SR 360). The “whatever” here is not carelessly exhr?\usfcwe. Stephane
Moses observes that, for Rosenzweig, “art is for the individual a que.st
for salvation.”” Creation, revelation, and reden}ptio_n are repeated.m
the sequence of acts that produce art, from gemal vision to apprecia-
tive viewing, only here they name not relations bu.t stages in a con-
tinuum of self-enclosures. An artwork redeems by 1nco¥'porat1ng the
appreciative viewer in the self-enclosure of the creative sequence,
and by contributing to the growth of his own, self-enclosed store of es-
thetic ideas. But it does not redeem in the real sense of conr‘x‘ectlng
him with the world. Moses’ observation continues: art offers “a pro-
fane salvation, that is, a solitary one that does not care for commu-
nion with other humans.””® Rosenzweig himself calls art the pagan
god of the individualists (SR 421). He anticipat_es the pagan goc.l of art
very early on in part three of the Star, when, in connection with the
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church must, for conversive purposes, revive, t “
cannily elusive and most colorfully visible” (S’R02Z(I)I)l.ulr{ils,e1?ztv(;;cealilsl :
lelggests that the Pagan god of art will “live on to the eternal end% (Sl(%)
'1). He thereby implies that, despite all his efforts on art’s behalf, it
Wﬂl not accept the merely predictive role he has conceived for it 1; 1t
will con’smge, until the end of all viewpoints, to offer itself as en«i .
Art s view of the end of viewpoints translates figurativel :.:1
:z‘z)z;tel;)r? mlthe 'Staél of Ariademption, so that the hur’nan occupie);’ “tshzl
€ place m the All” (SR 421). For art j indivi
ally human product. In art’s vision of th: :asrl?iftftr izllaa;;;?dolf", lc(:'l:

;:i;mac;ic co:;sequence of the two movements. If we would set the
T ol creation in analogy with its redem ti i
must also speak of human self. creation, j 25 we did of Goe st
. -creation, just as we did of God’
redemption. And that surel , " star t g
: ¥ confirms the power of thi t
ure the view of the esthetic act of pags
pagan; for what higher act of
self-enclosure is there than s i o, aftor a1l oo
elf-creation? That is, af
the artist does when he re i ¥ work 1 wiriopnat
covers h i
has enenfioag b0 imself in the work to which he
Schelling’s own focus on creati
el m lon seemed a challenge to Baecki
:%I::;lt(l;l:l?, untlldlt agpeared how much the very distinction baen
ation and redemption pales in the const; i :
' on | ruction of art.
llikgzelr;zi;vgigbdoes notF nanée the individuals who idolize art, but Sc}’il(];E
: € one. For Schelling, art constitute th , iew-
points, since as the perfect re , i Tosophien momiw”
) : presentative of philosophical i
art is ultimately one. All the indivi ntiguity
. . vidual artworks of antiquity “
gl::;lgfft;};i”d(lffgige)nts b}rl'aﬁ.ches of one, universal, objectiveq an()i, h_:‘:;i‘;
- ©Chelling presents again the doxi iri
that so often appears in the hi i o umiversals ming
that s . 1story of philosophy, of universality wi
::ﬁ;:;ﬁ:?ﬁgy f‘ior igh&:g}g art is universal, it “can express itseI);' 2?3;1
ividual” 4), for otherwise ther 1 i
for the indifference art attai voran] ang ponocation
: ns between the universal i
If in addition all artworks jecti mclonnd Lo deular.
. ' are objective and self-enclosed mani
tions of gods, and if all self-enclosure is bagan, then we h:trxlrgecs(;cz:

strued Schellingian art as, in R, ig’
ho i ngi , osenzweig’s terms, the pagan god of

A Reading of The Star of Redemption 251

Schelling would deny that the star of creation, patterned after
the star of redemption, could figure his esthetic theory For the
human is not, to begin with, an isolable element of the All that can
be raised over the rest. Insofar as it is constructed out of genuine re-
lations, no star is monistically admissible. But Rosenzweig might
offer the star of creation as the reductio ad absurdum of idealist es-
thetics, just as idealism itself played that role to Protestant Chris-
tianity. Of course the star of creation is inadmissible. But this is not
because of any fault with relationality, but because experience shows
that humans are not ascendant. Redemption is the end of creation.
The world experiences the beginning of creation but not its end; the
human experiences both the beginning and revelatory midpoint of
creation, but not its end. Only God experiences all three points along
creation’s way: beginning, middle, and end. It was for this reason; as
we saw in chapter two, that the star of redemption is immovably
fixed under God’s ascendancy. :

At the same time, Rosenzweig might agree with Schelling that
creation’s completion in redemption occurs only in art; it is just that,
since art is prior to living reality, the redemption known there is un-
real. But this does not disqualify art from playing out its reality-pre-
dicting role one more time. Insofar as art is pagan, it constitutes one
more challenge to Christianity on its world-converting way. Since
Christianity converts paganism by shaping itself to its self-enclosed
structures, and then bursting these open in relation, it must shape
itself, too, to the forms of art. But this it does at its very foundation.
If Judaism is the particular religion of a universal people, Christian-
ity is the universal religion of many individuals. Christianity’s ad-
dress to the individual is a function of its converting mission. It
builds relation out of self-enclosed individuality. Where it cannot
find self-enclosure, it fashions it itself. But art has been self-enclosed
from long before Christianity began. Art is a ready-made candidate
for Christian mission. :

And now one of those mutual meetings of need occurs that
Schelling called magic and that Rosenzweig, in other contexts,called
miracle. Self-enclosed art longs for life. Relational Christianity longs
for self-enclosures to instate in living relations. The two meet in
liturgical art. '

The Christian ritual, like its Jewish counterpart, instates the
living reality of creation, revelation, and redemption in liturgical
acts. These are the acts that burst the self-enclosures of pagan indi-
viduality and found relations. Thus they are decidedly not artworks
in Schelling’s sense. The liturgy founds relation in two ways: by
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affording a performable vocabulary for the relational acts of cre-
ation, revelation, and redemption, and by uniting the individual per-
formers in relation with each other, i.e., in community. But the
passage from individuality to community does not necessarily come
easily. Goethe, after all, held back from it, as do all who prefer the
private redemption of the arts. But it is just these same arts that, by
occasioning a common understanding of themselves without explicit
communication, begin to forge a link between individual and com-
munity. And if the arts can be persuaded to sacrifice their purity of
self-enclosed purposelessness, they can be applied to the task of
founding community. In return, the arts receive a portion of that real
life for which they have longed.

The Christian liturgy draws the individual practitioner of
Christianity into community by incremental stages. The stages fol-
low both the theory of art as presented in parts one and two of the
Star, and the overall structure of the tripartite church. Just as art in
general is first specified by outward form, and the first of the arts
are the spatial ones; and just as the first Christian church is the out-
wardly and spatially expanding one of St. Peter, so the first commu-
nity into which the individual Christian is initiated is a spatial one.
It is the community of the assembled congregation. But the congre-
gation is assembled in a specific place, namely a church. The applied
art that serves this level of community-building is church architec-
ture. Church buildings foster community by creating within them-
selves a single orientation: forward towards the altar, upwards to
heaven (SR 356). Out of the univocally fixed spatial orientation of a
church, only one room can arise. And so all those who enter find
themselves placed in a common, divisionless space. Church music
adds to the outward presentiment of community an inward dimen-
sion. Music functions here in analogy with the second or inward
f’orm of art, with the purely temporal expression of art, and with the
inwardly turned church of St. Paul. The pairing of time with inward
sense has, of course, Kantian precedent, but here Rosenzweig is in-
terested in the inwardness of feeling. Music “arouses the assembled
ones, each for himself, to the same feelings” (SR 362). Finally, just as
poetry united the outward spatiality of the fine arts with the inward
temporality of music, and just as the Johannine church sent in-
wardly converted Christians into the merely outwardly converted
W.Ol‘ld, so does the liturgical expression of peetry, namely dance, com-
bine space and time, body and rhythm, in gestures that silently
evoke for the inner and outer Christian the deepest intimacy with
his fellow worshippers.

A Reading of 1T'he Star of Kedemption Z03

Rosenzweig’s interpretation of dance as an expression of poetry
will win the ready assent of any balletomane. But for others, Schel-
ling’s The Philosophy of Art provides a helpful backdrop. Schelling
understood dance as part of the reverse movement, back to the for-
mative arts, that the verbal arts make after they have attained their
highest expression. Drama, which unites the verbal forms of lyric
and epic in indifference, completes the series of the verbal arts. If the
artistic impulse would press further than drama, it must make new
combinations with old antecedents. Song is the form of poesy that
has recovered music, the first of the formative arts; theater, the form
that has recovered the plastic arts; and dance is the form that poesy
takes when it has recovered painting (PA 372). Rosenzweig’s passage
from poetry to dance omits the intermediate step of painting; what is
more, by setting dance as the climax of a discussion titled “Sociology
of the Dramatic Arts: Miracle Play,” he conflates two art forms that
Schelling pointedly distinguished, namely theater and dance, pre-
cisely by their different references in the antecedent arts. But even
this blurring of esthetic categories is instructive. For ultimately, it is
neither dance nor theater in their respective fullnesses that Rosen-
zweig wishes to marshal for service in perfecting community, but a
small shared piere of them that indifferently reproduces each of
them whole, namely gesture.

Rosenzweig does not explicitly claim for gesture what Schelling
might call the reproduction in particular of the universal wholes of
dance and theater. But the explicit claims he does make for it imply
that it can bear within itself the whole power of these two arts to
structure community around themselves. It is gesture that “perfects
man for his full humanity,” by reducing “the space separating man
from man” to the space traversed by a single, even very slight motion
(SR 322); so slight, perhaps, that the space itself no longer separates
at all but is all connection, like the “Love me!” command that hones
language to so narrow and concentrated a space, the words are con-
verted by the sheer pressure of their confinement into the very act
they command. Rosenzweig offers several examples of the power of
gesture: the army salute between soldiers of equal rank, which
evokes for them the whole history of “working and suffering together

. . . and the danger common to both” (SR 322); or the “power of the
glance,” wholly unforgettable, of the goddess of love, who “danced at
last only with her eyes” (SR 372).

But now it is no longer just balletomanes who understand what
Rosenzweig means by the poetry of dance. All lovers of literature
will, in response to Rosenzweig’s discussion, recall their favorite
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descriptions of sometimes very minute gestures that conjure whole
worlds of connective feeling. There is, to build on Rosenzweig’s ex-
ample, the transvestite dancer whose artistic brilliance consists of
“hardly moving at all” except for “very subtle movements, loose, re-
laxed, of the shoulder and hips”;” the lost lady whose “glance . . .
made one’s blood tingle,” whose charm was “in the quick recognition
of the eyes,” and who “had always the power of suggesting things
much lovelier than herself”;% and the sleepless little boy who pre-
pares for the “volatile essence” of the nightly maternal kiss with the
“punctiliousness which madmen use who compel themselves to ex-
clude all other thoughts from their minds while they are shutting a
door, so that when sickness of uncertainty sweeps over them again
they can triumphantly face and overcome it with the recollection of
the precise moment in which the door was shut, ! The dance, the
glance, the kiss may all transpire in that by now familiar infinitesi-
mally small space where all distance vanishes.

But Rosenzweig weights the dancelike gesture with still heavier
p}lilosophical content. The glance, unlike the word, survives as
vividly in memory as it was at performance. The break between per-
formance and memory is a mirror in which the reflection shows as
powerfully as the reflected. The reflective power of gesture that ex-
pands to dance may mirror a whole people in itself. This is precisely
what occurs in “festival processions and parades” (SR 372) when, as
spectators join the procession, the distinction between performer
and reflective audience breaks down. The unity of performance and
reflection is the old idealist self-consciousness revisited. By means of
the dancelike liturgical gesture, church-going observance becomes
church-constituting people of God.

This is most literally true for the part of the Christian liturgical
calendar that the applied art of dance serves, namely the festivals of
redemption. Redemption for Christianity is the conversion of the near-
est neighbor to its livable figures of creation, revelation, and redemp-
tion. The figures of redemption are the secular festivals, like Corpus
Christi, that spill outside the church building into its worldly confines.
This figure of redemption merges with creation when the first pagan
observer of the procession is moved to join in. The figure of redemption
cu'lminates for Christianity in the sacramental figure of its own cre-
ation and constitution, namely baptism. Ultimately, redemption is for
the church what Schelling might call an act of self-affirmation.

Rosenzweig understands the incremental incorporation of the
Christian into community as a continuum of rising self-conscious-
ness. The applied arts contribute supportively along the wayl. Thus
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the first awareness of belonging to one community reaches the
Christian through the service of the word. This service unites the
congregants in a silent space of communal attentiveness to scrip-
tural reading or preaching. It was architecture that foretold this
space. Next, the service of the Eucharist unites the congregantsin a
community of inward feeling, most literally figured by the ingested
host. It was music that foretold this community of feeling, “but
which now, in the partaking of the sacrament [which figures the
body of both Christ and the church] becomes fully conscious” (SR
363). Architecture foretold community but did not create it, since the
occupants of a church building could ignore each other, as they
would if they were different groups of visiting tourists. If the tourists
were persuaded to participate in the music that culminates in the
Eucharist, then architecture’s unfulfilled promise of community
would begin to be realized (SR 361). Finally, if the tourists, now prac-
ticing Christians, accompany the congregation on its redemptive fes-
tivals out into the world, they participate in the church’s own
expansive self-affirmation.

Rosenzweig calls music, in its application to Christian liturgy,
“the guide of souls” (SR 871). But all the arts are guides into the
stages of the liturgical cycle they respectively serve. Perhaps part of
the reason the individual must be guided into the liturgy is that,
from outside it, it represents a loss of freedom. Between directives
from the prayerbook and the clergy to rise, to bow, to sit, to listen, or
to speak prescribed words, the individual who, before entering the
course of completed Christianity is already a self-contained whole,
must regard this sustained context of commanded gesture a confine-
ment indeed. On a Baeckian reading, it is a confinement; on a Schel-
lingian reading, it is not. Rather, the prescriptions provide the
structure on the basis of which freedom can differentiate itself from
caprice. Architecture already inaugurates this freedom by its ironic,
nonpurposive imitation of purposeful spatial structure. Architecture,
which begins Rosenzweig’s sequence of the applied Christian arts,
predicts a future freedom. The participant in choral song sacrifices
the whim to speak what he will, in exchange for prescribed words
that are, from the standpoint of language’s living, dialogical use, “en-
tirely free of purpose” (SR 362). It is just the structured purposeless-
ness of liturgical acts that constitutes the freedom of which their
performers partake. The height of freedom is reached in the applied
liturgical art of dance, which Rosenzweig calls a “self-exposition” (SR
372). Prescription and performance merge, just as in the “Love me!”
command. It is another vanishing of distance, such as Schelling saw
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ir} intel!ectual intuition or, more appropriately in the context of this
discussion, as the poet Yeats saw when he wrote:

O body swayed to musie, o brightening glance,
How can we know the dancer from the dance??

The liturgy is a structure with which one can merge, and
emerge free. Certainly this is also how Rosenzweig understood the
body of the Jewish commandments. But from what does the liturgy
free us? The transcendence of purpose was a characteristic mark of
e.ternity. The freedom liturgical observance confers is, in part, from
t1m.e. This was also the freedom known in the Schellingian artwork
which mastered time. But the freedom is also from suffering. Bot};
art a.n(.i the Christian liturgy overcome suffering by structuring it.
By giving figures for the contradictions on which the pagan soul is
Yvracked»the fated and free God, the perduringly finite human, the
incompletely reasoned world—the Christian liturgy consoles.’But
so does art. Rosenzweig’s account of art’s tragic content follows
Sf:hglling’s depiction of the tragic hero, who freely accepts the af-
fliction that is not his due. For Rosenzweig, as for Schelling
Prome.theus is prototypical (SR 376). The artist is already tragic b3;
acceptlng the self-enclosure that is imposed on him, not as any due
punishment, but because the logic of miracle demands it. But his
consqlation are his artworks that, while he is creating them, figure
for him his own self-enclosed world. “In the depiction he rec’onciles
the contradiction that he himself exists and that suffering too exists
at the same time” (SR 376). The appreciative viewer knows the
same consolation, in reverse, as connoisseur. The same art that
serves the liturgy, also declares its own self-sufficiency, and offers
an alternative to Christian redemption. Rosenzweig do’es not con-
sider the possibility that art, in a rebellious mood, might declare its
own purposeless self-sufficiency within the very context of the
liturgy, and inversely subordinate the liturgical forms to itself.
Kant, that great depreciator of positive religion, pointed the way t(;
art’s rebellion against religion when he inadvertently linked es-
the’?ic ideas to ceremonies in analogy: esthetic ideas “quicken” and
“animate the soul” just as religious ceremonies “quicken truly
practical dispositions.” The quickening is, in religion’s case, an in-
tene‘;iﬁcation of devotion to the moral law; and in art’s, of the’imagi-
nation as it searches the Understanding, unsuccessfully, for
conc.ep.ts that might be adequate to the infinitely interpretabfe es-
thetic idea. If religious and esthetic signals were ever crossed, the
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liturgy might quicken in the manner of an esthetic idea, and invite
the connoisseur’s self-absorbed appreciation of it. Then the liturgy
would be a stage in the self-enclosedly redemptive course of art.
This would hardly disturb Schelling, for whom the liturgy already
redeems precisely in its capacity as art. But Rosenzweig would have
to concede, with Baeck, that the price Christianity pays for convert-
ing paganism is the ever present possibility of succumbing to pa-
ganism itself.

The heart of the enmity between Christianity and Judaism is
over Judaism’s unrelenting witness to Christianity against all self-
enclosed paganisms of completed redemption. For Christianity is
tempted to take the endpoints of its trifurcated way—wholly spiri-
tual God, perfected human, completed world*—for self-enclosed
achievements in the present instead of as, in the spirit of the Kant-
ian ideas of reason, spurs to its work in the world. Judaism can
stand guard against this for Christians, even over the church’s
protest, just because Judaism has no connection to paganism at all.
The Jew is not the converted individual, who must first be a philoso-
pher; he is converted before his birth by his incipient location in a
community that already lives in and for redemption. Not individual-
ity, but peoplehood pertains to the Jewish essence. And the people is
a “self-contained whole into which the individuals have dissolved”
(SR 343). The secular category that challenges the spiritual hege-
mony of a people is not art which, as Schelling said, is always of and
for individuals, but the state (SR 832). The state, it is true, has es-
thetic pretensions, as Rosenzweig admits when he acknowledges the
comparisons that have been made between art and the ancient polis.
But within the context of the Star, the state is pointedly distin-
guished from art as both the opponent of art, and Judaism’s particu-
lar challenge.

Art neither challenges Judaism nor serves significantly in its
liturgical cycles as “guide of souls.” Since Judaism addresses the Jew-
ish people, and the people already constitutes a community, there is
no need of a helping agent to negotiate the distance between the indi-
vidual and community. It is precisely the givenness of the Jew’s com-
munal sense, which, howsoever unconscious, requires only a “gentle
push™® to be restored to consciousness, that permits the “conspicuous
lack of attention” (SR 358) of congregated Jews to scriptural readings
or sermons, so essential to building Christian community. Nonethe-
less, Judaism does bear a relation to art very like its relation to phi-

losophy. Judaism mirrors the self-enclosures of art. This already
appears in the challenge the state poses to Judaism, to the extent
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that the state is comparable to a work of art. Certainly the ethnic
whole of the Jewish people, into which individuals may be seen to
have dissolved, resembles the esthetic whole of the artwork, into
which the details of inner form are dissolved (SR 55, 60). Judaism’s
liturgical structures figure the relations of creation, revelation, and
redemption, just as Christianity’s do, only not outwardly towards the
non-Jewish world, but inwardly towards its own. The church stands
in an ultimately all-encompassing expansion of brotherliness. The
festivals of redemption carry redemptive love out into the world. But
Jews stand in a self-enclosed temporal line of propagation (SR 305).
Their world does not expand (SR 329). Instead, the universal is fig-
ured in liturgical acts that occur within the confines of the people, a
particular that in Schelling’s sense of the term reproduces the uni-
versal within itself.

If Judaism were the perfect mirror of art, it would not be rela-
tional. As against art, Judaism encloses genuine relations that ex-
pand, in figures, to the whole of humanity. But Judaism breaks with
art in another way. Art is never hated, not even by Christianity, its
spiritual rival. And yet Rosenzweig titles the section on the J ewish
witness to Christianity, “The Eternal Hatred for the Jew” (SR 415).
Perhaps the hatred the Jew receives can be read as an affliction that
falls to him, as self-enclosure to the artist, or punishment to the an-
cient hero, by necessity’s decree, rather than by any freely willed
fault. As the artist must endure self-enclosure for the sake of mira-
cle, and the hero, unmerited affliction for the sake of his freedom, so
must the Jew endure hatred for the sake of the truth that the cre-
ation of the world is not yet complete.

In a section entitled “Modern Tragedy” within part two of the
Star, Rosenzweig considers “the tragedy of the saint” (SR 211). The
phrase may be read in two ways, as implying that saints are tragic,
or that tragic dramas may have saints for heroes. The ambiguity
suits Rosenzweig’s remarks. For the saint, as we saw, is a border-fig-
ure, hovering between the end of modern drama and the beginning
of modern life. Drama that attains the saint produces the saint, and
ends. Perhaps the modern movie, “Jesus of Montreal,” about an
actor who, by playing Christ, becomes Christlike, illustrates.®’
Rosenzweig’s suggestive title for the ensuing section is, “The Servant
of God.” It is God’s servant who suffers so famously in Isaiah 4953,
On traditional Jewish readings, the Suffering Servant is Israel. The
saint, like the servant, is “resolved on the sublime” (SR 211). If he is
resolved, then he does not suffer inwardly, and can only “become the
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hero of a tragedy by virtue of his earthly residue of pl{'ofane mgre(.h-
ents” (SR 211), i.e., by outward impositions of physmal a-nd soc1r?11
degradation that leave the soul untouched. Certan,}ly this hero is
“the exact antithesis of the hero of classical tragedy . (SR 211) who,
as Schelling observed, attains his tragic heights prec1sel3.7 by accept-
ing into his inward self-enclosure outwardly 1mposed afflictions. The
modern tragic hero is anticipated by that ancient precursor of ‘?he
modern, with whom Rosenzweig has already shown much.afﬁmty,
namely Plato, whose Socratic hero is so resolved on tl.le sublime tlzlat
he dies inwardly unmoved by outward events. Bqt .1f, as” Schelling
writes, “an entire people can be constituted an ind1V1dua- (PA 215),
then Rosenzweig comes within a hairsbreadth of suggesting that Is-
rael is the art-ending hero of modern drama.

In that case, Judaism has its encounter with paganism after all,
not as its rival, but as the barely visible end of the pagan’s own deep-
est aspiration. “In the eternal people the nations experience ”that
closed eternity for which they themselves reach out I_lelples‘sly, not
suspecting that in that people “they are presented with a picture of
their universal future” (SR 378). Life imitates art here as closely as
it ever could. For the peoples follow art into the end—fulﬁl.lment of Is-
rael which, itself ever just vanishing, vanishes finally into the hy-

percosmic AllL

Conclusions

It would simplify the romantic reading of Rosenzweig t}_lroug_h
Schelling if the philosophy of The Philosophy of Art could be identi-
fied with idealism, the art with romanticism, and the two separa.ted
over an irreconcilable divide. Then all Rosenzweig’s explicit rejec-
tions of idealism, and all his overt acceptances of art, could be taken
for at least implicit affirmations of romanticism. We co.uld read the
Star’s relation to idealism and romanticism along thg lines of a pro-
tocosmic equation, where x was the passive affirmation of ron}antlc
essence, and y the active negation of idealist otherness.. But 1'dea1—
ism and romanticism are not so separable. The harnessing of ideal-
ist philosophy to the interpretation of art is a fieﬁnitix{e mark of
early German romanticism. The Schelling who inverts is as much
idealist as romantic. The Philosophy of Art, though conceding the
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indifference, not their separate locations on either side of an ideal-
ist/romantic divide.

. But then, must the resounding sounds of idealism’s rejection
which echo so loudly up until the last sections of the Star be takeri
for a rejection of romanticism, too? They might have been ’if we had
not been able to uncover in the Star so many explicit an,d implicit
congruences with Schelling’s romantic idealism: the protocosmic el-
ements, 50 like the Schellingian potences; the inversive passages
across mirroring divides; the particular that is indifferently its uni-
vers?l (true of the Jewish people in Rosenzweig); the concessions to
contingency and magic, and to fracture, over the issue of the infinite
All; .the I?erspectivism; the Platonism; the vanishing of separations;
the idealism of art; the art of Christianity; and, perhaps most impor-,
tantl).r, the shared testimony to the irresistible attraction of the All
even if all vanishings before it are postponed to the final end. ,

_ Rpsenzweig’s principal departure from Schelling is on the issue
of 1nd1fference. Indifference is banished from the Star’s middle part
on real.lty, where relation functions in its stead. The central location,
of reality in the unfolding of the Star is not coincidental. It figures
th(?re the human perspective of the beloved soul, which must begin
philosophizing, if philosophize it must, in medias res. It is only from
the .perspective of reality that protocosmic philosophy and its mir-
ror image, hypercosmic prayer, can be understood. Schellingian ro-
manticism figures in Rosenzweig’s reality as presupposition, at
least to the extent that the protocosmic thought courses copy ’the
Ir}oyements of the potences, and as prolepsis, insofar as in prayerful
v1st10n ﬁle All reinstat(.es itself. But Rosenzweig explicitly subordi-
?}?e :;s ;1 et;s};ei I;;gasupposmons and prolepses to the reality that gives

Art’s office in the Star repeats philosophy’s. Art is either pre-

sgpposmon to reality, as in the first and second parts, or accompa-
nist to a vision that succeeds reality, as in the third, bufz never, itself,
wholly real. Philosophy and art preserve their intimacy acr(’)ss the;
passage from Schelling to Rosenzweig, but jointly surrender their
pinnacle position for one subordinate to reality:

In a brief section of the esthetics component of the second part

of the Star, Rosenzweig discusses the tone of poetry (SR 246-247)
The .tone of a poetic work, if not its diction, is always plain to the at:
tentive reader (SR 249). The Star of Redemption and The Philosophy
of Art may illustrate. Both are systematic works. In their evident
comfort with system, both demote the merely “empirical” (PA 280,

SR 190). And yet both are self-consciously aware that they are en-
meshed in the empirical, and so are negotiating a contradiction.
Schelling registers this very early on when he deems the very idea of
The Philosophy of Art a contradiction (PA 13), and Rosenzweig, when
in the extension of the Star into his own commentary on it, he names
its philosophy, in the late Schelling’s words, an “absolute empiri-
cism.”® For empiricism’s tone is usually experimental and open-
ended, not absolute. If the contradiction between system and sense
restates an older opposition between ideal and real, then the affinity
between the “idealist” Schelling and the “realist” Rosenzweig comes
into clearer focus. For then as sensible systematizers both, they are
both trying to negotiate the same real-ideal divide.

The tones of their negotiations are in several ways inverse.
Schelling speaks out of what by his own reckoning is the age of the
ideal. If he is himself an idealist, he ought to like his age. But life
under the ideal is self-contradictory and self-divided. No wonder the
tone of The Philosophy of Art is “muted and skeptical.” By contrast,
the tone of the Star is, at least by the third part, after the rigors of
the first part and the pathos of the second, unrestrainedly exuber-
ant. Especially as it approaches its end, it increasingly exhorts, ad-
monishes, and prayerfully exclaims. Rosenzweig can barely contain
his enthusiasm for reality. He seems scarcely content merely to priv-
ilege the reality-defining relations of creation, revelation, and re-
demption within part two, but wants to send his readers off into the
lived and nichtmehrbuchlich®® experience of them. Rosenzweig’s
vengeance on the ideal, which as early as The Philosophy of Art had
already begun to show a depressiye affect, was to banish it from re-
ality into the forward and rearward wings of the book.

But the banishing is reminiscent of the older Platonic banish-
ment of poetry. Plato’s own poetic gifts are too much in evidence for
the exile to be taken very seriously. Rosenzweig does not so much de-
mote the partnership of art and philesophy as leave them to their
own unreal height, and diminish the importance of scaling it, or, if it
must be scaled, let it be only once. The tone of Rosenzweig’s, every-
one should philosophize once,” is concessive, not hortatory. The
trouble is that Rosenzweig’s own scaling of the height is enthusiastic
and triumphant, not concessive or resigned. It is true that the flag
he plants on the hypercosmic peak of vision, where philosophy and

art stand watching, claims it and them for the real world of the cos-
mos. But is it really back into the cosmos that Rosenzweig sends us
when, in exclamatory capitals, at the close of his book, he bids us
turn off the hypercosmic heights “into life”? We have been in life all



along; even the ancient pagans, who worshipped according to all the
wrong figures were, unbeknownst to themselves, situated in rela-
tions of creation, revelation, and redemption. Our sole advance over
them is that now, and even ever since the beginning of the second
millennium BCE, there are habitable, performable figures that raise
these relations to consciousness. These are the liturgical cycles of

‘Judaism and Christianity. But these cycles belong to the hypercos- -

mos. They inhabit the same rearward, unreal, height-scaling wing of
the Star that philosophy and art find so congenial. Rosenzweig does
not banish us from the heights; he instates us in a livable continuity
of them.

Rosenzweig’s enthusiasm for the real is not for the open-ended,
unstructured love of part two, but for its Jewish and Christian in-
statings in part three. In his pioneering work on Rosenzweig, Franz
Rosenzweig: His Life and Thought,” Nahum Glatzer portrays him-
self not as editor or author, but merely as presenter, as though the
life and thought are already so organically intertwined, they have
accomplished in advance, by themselves, all the connective work
that usually falls to biographic authors and editors. Rosenzweig
would appreciate this testament to his life’s influence on his thought,
for it locates him with Kierkegaard, Schopenhauer, and Nietzsche
squarely within the tradition of the new philosophy. Rosenzweig’s
own life turned ever more deeply into the Jewish liturgical cycles, so
much so that, across the broad spectrum of Jewish observance in the
late twentieth century, he is still taken by many for the model ba’al
teshuvah (returnee to Judaism). It is not as though Rosenzweig
would have all his readers take up Judaism, or even choose between
Judaism and Christianity. In “The New Thinking,” he observes, with
regard to the Jewish tone of the Star, that a Christian would have
expressed the same ideas differently, and even a pagan, though he
could not have used the relation-denying thought forms of any his-
torical paganism, might have his own words for creation, revelation,
and redemption.” What is important to Rosenzweig is that what he
has expressed be somehow expressed, that is, that real life be faith-
fully figured.

But what is the point of figuring the real? Why not rest uncon-
sciously in its embrace?; Why not, if not because the ideal itself com-
pels? In the ideal the real is mirrored and knows itself for the first
time. That, in simple sum, is the message of idealism. The idealist is
a little like the music-lover who, untrained in musical notation and
theory, exerts himself painstakingly to learn this, as Rosenzweig
puts it, most difficult of the arts (SR 249). All who suffer over the in-
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timations of chaos lying on the other side of consciousness, ﬁns:l com-
fort in idealism which, with the single axiom .that a known limit is
ipso facto surpassed, overcomes all limit.s. Indifference was the per-
fect expression of limit-banishing ideahs:m. No 'endurmgly ur.l(cioni
scious reality can surpass the conscious 1dea!l, since real an@ 1‘ ea
are one. The trouble with indifference is that it d0e§ npt sust.am.. the
real and ideal come unraveled as, by the very adn'nssmn of 1pd1ffer—
ence’s own theorist, Friedrich Schelling, they do 1nginodern1ty, and
leave even him prone to a muted and skeptical tone. .,
The Jewish and Christian liturgical cycles are, for Ro§en_zwe1g,
a more reliable idealizing of the real. It is just becau.tse Izeahty.ls sus-
tainedly idealizable that Rosenzweig is so enthusiastic for 1!;. And
now Baeckian romantic critique swells the stream qf Schellmgign
idealism that feeds Rosenzweig’s enthusiasm f(?r reality. For the? in-
statement of eternity was a Baeckian romantic goal. Thg realized
ideality of the Baeckian romantic and the ide'ahzed reality of 1.:he
Schellingian idealist mirror each across thelr common meeting
ground in Rosenzweig’s The Star of Redemption.



CHAPTER D

4

Conclusions

In large measure, Baeck’s theory of romanticism fails the test of
Schelling’s The Philosophy of Art. Redemption is not clearly the de-
terminative category of Schelling’s Kunstreligion, nor is it unam-
biguously subsumable under experience, feeling, or passivity. Ethics
is not dismissed from The Philosophy of Art, but receives two articu-
lations there, one ancient, one modern. Darkness does not go un-
balanced by light, and the seeming completion of the system is
disrupted. Only Baeckian romantic inversion passes the test, though
with two qualifications: what is inverted is not, as Baeck asserts,
lost in the inversion; and the subject on whose behalf the inversion
occurs is not us, but God.

This is not to say that Baeck has not offered a viable picture of
romanticism; but simply that the romantic amalgam he constructs
must draw from a broader range of sources. Schelling belongs to the
early period of German romanticism. Later romanticism did indeed
advance more deeply into darkness, so much so that in popular liter-
ature today, the romantic is identified with, among other things,
despondency, insanity, and the occult. In these permutations of dark-
ness, the reaching may well be for a redemption that bypasses moral
considerations, and the hope, for a completion that excludes all fis-
sure. Indeed, if St. Paul is admitted to the ranks of the romantics, as
Baeck proposes, then we can just as easily turn backward from die
Fruehromantiker eighteen hundred years, as forward two hundred
years, to find aching in abundance for a completed redemption.*

Baeck offers a broad, generally unnuanced picture of romanticism
that answers to some popular conceptions of it. It is as though Baeck
and Schelling stand at opposite ends of the spectrum along which

265



P e A e A LAV T TV AR Ry T T

romanticism has been conceived. Schelling, together with the other
early German romantics, exemplifies the romanticism that is taken to
continue, not disrupt, the rationalist projects of the Enlightenment. Ir-
rationality, darkness, and feeling do not simply complete, but them-
selves take on the aspects of the opposites that ineluctably ground
them, namely reason, thought, and light. Early romanticism longs for
the very system it denies itself, and in the longing is the tribute to
older Enlightenment ideals. Baeck, by contrast, has articulated some
features of the romanticism that is taken to reject the Enlightenment
sensibility in toto. The usefulness of the dichotomy between Baeck
and Schelling is in the space between the poles they constitute, where
the Star, so situated, may show its own romantic shades,

As Baeck would predict of a romantic work, the Star is a star of
redemption, and not of the revelation that centers the book; ethics in
the Kantian sense, is set aside; darkness does frame the experiential
center, in the form of chaos on one side and blinding light on the
other; and inversion is the means by which redemption is secured.
Of course, the distortion in the fit is over the meaning of redemption
itself. What Baeck calls redemption is closer to what Rosenzweig
means by revelation. For Rosenzweig’s revelation participates with
Baeck’s redemption in the same family of ideas: experience, feeling,
miracle, and passivity. The Baeckian romantic relation with God, cut
off from the rest of the world, translates into the Star as the presup-
position of redemption, not its defining content.

But against Baeckian romantic ideals of self-enclosed remove,
the Star does not present itself as a system in which the reader is in-
vited to rest. Rather, Rosenzweig all too eagerly pushes the reader
out of his book: he rushes us through a first part we can barely un-
derstand, past descriptions of experience he would rather we knew,
firsthand, for ourselves, and on to a climactic vision from which we
are summarily dismissed. Unlike the Phenomenology of Spirit,
which progressively absorbs us, the Star behaves like what Lacoue-
Labarthe and Nancy call an exergue: a structure that exists to de-
construct, in testament to something else.

In that, the Star fails to meet the Baeckian romantic criterion of
completion. But here is where Rosenzweig shows an affinity with the
alternative romanticism that Schelling represents. In its movement
toward self-destruction, the Star exemplifies the self-divisions that
Schelling understood as definitively romantic or modern. In a char-
acteristically romantic movement, the whole of The Philosophy of

Art illustrates the modernity that part of it describes. Divided be-
tween ancient and modern, the work denies itself the construetion of
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a future reconciliation. The Philosophy of Art comes at the end of the
first period of German romanticism. Its very form, of the lecture se-
ries, may itself attest to decline, like Hegel’s owl of Minerva, and
partially explain the tone of the book. ' '

Rosenzweig took upon himself the inheritance of Schelling’s in-
completed task to systematize the relation between being and !oe-
coming. The systematic form of Rosenzweig’s work, and its attention
to philosophy and to a philosophically explicated art, are as close to
Schelling’s romanticism as they are removed from Baeck’s. Even the
buoyancy of tone that marks parts of The Star of Redemption may be
read in inverse continuum with Schelling’s maturing darkness. And
yet, there is a point at which all three thinkers converge, namely at
the concept of liturgy. This institutional structure that, for Baeck,
typifies romantic authoritarianism, and for Schelling, the commu-
nally livable artwork, is at least one point that the otherwise so dis-
cordant Baeck and Schelling agree to take seriously. But if the
authoritarianism of the liturgy feeds Baeck’s polemical tone, and its
status as a mere remnant feeds Schelling’s skepticism, it is precisely
the combination of sustainable structure, which Baeck takes for au-
thoritarian, and communal livability, which Schelling takes for di-
minished remnant, that accounts for the enthusiasm it inspires in
Rosenzweig. Liturgy is a romantic endpoint for all three thinkers. It
is part of the final pieces that close the Baeckian romantic system in
on itself; of the heritage of ancient, public drama that has, other-
wise, largely disappeared for Schelling; and of the hypercosmic vi-
sion that Rosenzweig postponed to the end of the Star.

It is just the livability of the structured liturgy that resists the
movement of “religion” to encase it. Among the many ways Rosen-
zweig descends from the early romantics are his suspicions of insti-
tutional authority. It is not self-perpetuating institutions, but the
system of the Star that raises the liturgy to its high, hypercosmic of-
fice. But this must not conceal from less romantically attuned eyes
that what Rosenzweig has crowned with the role of ending his sys-
tem is more commonly understood as: religion, and that by taking
time for explicit subordinations of philosophy and art, which nonethe-
less function in grounding ways, Rosenzweig has taken up, after the
philosophy-privileging Phenomenology of Spirit and the art-privileg-
ing System of Transcendental Idealism, the third way of hierarchi-
cally arranging these three expressions of the highest-reaching
German Geist.

The romantic reading of the Star is complicated by its in some
ways so much more obvious debt to philosophical idealism. The rela-
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tion between idealism and romanticism, of at least the early German
variety, is a little like that between two very similar, close, and com-
petitive siblings. Idealist systems like Hegel’s can, by closing in on
themselves so perfectly, close off the characteristically fruehroman-
tische postponement of closure; or they can, like Schelling’s, repeat-
edly miss the closure they seek or even systematize indefinitely
enduring places of nonclosure.

The third book of part three of the Star presents a vision of final
closure. But it is a vision ineluctably future, vitally God’s alone. What
is vitally accessible to us, now, from out of the vision is multiply di-
vided: first between Judaism and Christianity, which are inimical,
and then, within Judaism and Christianity themselves, between
their respective self-divisions and bifurcations. Like the Schellingian
modern, the Rosenzweigian Jew and Christian are suspended over
contradictions which do not, now, resolve except, in imitation of the
sporadic momentariness of Schelling’s esthetic redemption, once an-
nually, and for Jews alone, on Yom Kippur. Closure is otherwise fu-
ture; the present is unresolved.

In this regard, a remark of Baeck’s about Rosenzweig, and of
Rosenzweig’s about Schelling, may be instructively compared. Rosen-
zweig on Schelling:

Vor lauter Programm kam er nie zum vollendeten Werk, vor
lauter “Ideen” und “Entwuerfen”, “Darstellungen” und
“Nachrichten”, Verheissungen und halben Erfuellungen nie
zur ganzen Tat. “Ich werde” blieb sein letztes Wort, wie es
sein erstes war.? (From nothing but program he never came
to the complete work, from nothing but ideas and sketches,
representations and reports, promises and half-fulfillments,

never to the full act. “I will” remained his last word, as it was
his first.)

Baeck on Rosenzweig:

He had found his task: he had been able to begin a work.
And he knew that no man can bring a work to an end; it is
given him only to begin a work.?

Baeck may have had in mind a passage from Pirkei Avoth in the
Mishnah: “You are not required to complete the work, but neither
are you at liberty to abstain from it.” By applying this saying to
Rosenzweig, Baeck means to claim him for the open-ended striving
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of classical religion. But of course it is just the beckoning of t}}e-u_n-
finished or infinite that differentiates fruehromantische sens%bl'hty
from its idealist counterpart, that subsumes Schelling’s esthgtlc ide-
alism under the rubric of romanticism, and that invites a philosoph-
ical descendant, some one hundred years later, to take up the task
again. The specific task to which Baeck alludes is the B.ible transla}—
tion Rosenzweig undertook with Buber. Rosenzweig died before it
was complete. But one might claim just as much that he predeceased
the completion of the Star. The Star itself hovers between t}}e pro-
leptic completion of Yom Kippur and the postponed completion for
which the rest of the world pines. The hypercosmic vision of the end-
completion exists to vanish in the incomplete reality of tlfle present, a
passage poignantly symbolized by Jewish ritual when it allows the
fragile habitations of Sukkot to follow so closely on the day-_long syn-
agogue-enclosure of Yom Kippur. The ceasing of h‘ypercosmlc unreal-
ity serves to refocus attention on the incompletion of the real. The
Star, too, left Rosenzweig with a feeling of incompletion. In later
years, he observed that he would have written the book diﬁ”erentl.yf
did indeed attempt a more accessible rewriting, but, unsatisfied Wl.th
the results, withdrew it from publication.® If Schelling passed an in-
completed work onto Rosenzweig, Rosenzweig in turn bgqueathed t(;
later generations the unfinished task of the Star to be interpreted.

We have attempted a contribution to that end.

A
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