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I.

In 1969, when Hannah Arendt commemorated the intellectual climate 
of the Weimar Republic in the early twenties, she referred to Martin 
Heidegger as “a name that traveled all over Germany like the rumor 
of the hidden king.”1 Arendt’s sentiment, aside from its private aspect, 
about which we were enlightened much later through the publication 
of Heidegger’s and her correspondence, represents the emotions of an 
entire generation of thinkers. This was the generation which, due to the 
fundamental upheaval that was then taking place in public culture and inss
stitutional philosophy, had turned its back on the canon of Wilhelminian 
culture. The “spiritual situation of the time,” to quote Karl Jaspers’ famous 
1933 pamphlet Die geistige Situation der Zeit (The Spiritual Situation of 
the Time), was ripe for a takeover. A hidden king can rise only if simulss
taneously the ruling kings lose the spell of their authority. Seldom in the 
history of philosophy do we find a scenario where a ruling generation 
of kings is overthrown so fundamentally and completely as in Germany 
after World War I. Suddenly all rational and liberal philosophic positions 
lost their validity. Everything was inverted. At this same moment a new 

 1 Hannah Arendt, “Martin Heidegger at Eighty,” The New York Review of Books, 
October 21, 1971, reprinted in Michael Murray, ed., Martin Heidegger and Modern 
Philosophy: Critical Essays (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1978). Cf. the excelss
lent chapter about Arendt, Heidegger, and Jaspers in Mark Lilla, The Reckless Mind: 
Intellectuals in Politics (New York: New York Review of Books, 2001), pp. 1–46.
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generation of bold young thinkers drew a sharp distinction between 
(real) philosophers and (mere) scholars; Rosenzweig contemptuously lass
beled the latter “academic doctors.” 

Hence, not only Heidegger but the entire movement of which he was a 
part rebelled against what they saw as an eversnarrowing frame of neos
idealism and positivism in academia and general culture. One may thus 
justly add to Arendt’s designation of Heidegger the names of Karl Barth, 
Carl Schmitt, and Franz Rosenzweig as “hidden kings.” Perhaps this is 
because (in the words of Leo Strauss) “most characteristic of the post–
World War I world was the resurgence of theology.”2 While for decades 
historians of philosophy studying the Weimar period were attracted alss
most exclusively by the fascinating ideological constructs of the young 
revolutionists, they have recently also become aware of the achievements 
of that era’s liberal intellectual culture and values.3 And yet here we will 
go a step further and focus on the response to that culture, for to a certain 
extent the thrilling experiments conducted in the shadow of catastrophe 
by young Weimarian thinkers from the far Left and far Right, with their 
commonly shared hatred of the liberal tradition, helped to pave the way 
for the rising Nazism. Ernst Bloch expounds on this dangerous avenue in 
his book Heritage of Our Times.

And yet, the radical break of the young partisans with the world of 
their fathers was logical if not inevitable. Having witnessed a destructive 
power of “planetary scale” (Walter Benjamin), it was simply not possible 
to go on with business as usual. The new generation found itself suddenss
ly standing, spiritually and materially, vis-à-vis de rien and had to come 
to terms with this metaphysical homelessness. At this moment of crisis 
the nineteenthscentury danish theologian Sören Kierkegaard became 
for them a guide of the perplexed (their second godfather was Friedrich 
Nietzsche). Almost as a conscious movement, the young Weimar intelss
lectuals turned to Kierkegaard for inspiration as they set out to revise 
traditional German philosophy from Hegel to Husserl, building on his 
foundations and formulating various new approaches: Heidegger’s Sein 
und Zeit (Being and Time, 1927), Barth’s Römerbrief (The Epistle to the 
Romans, 1919), Rosenzweig’s Stern der Erlösung (The Star of Redemption, 
1921), Schmitt’s Politische Theologie (Political Theology, 1922), and Buber’s 
Die Frage an den Einzelnen (Between Man and Man, 1936) were all  

 2 Leo Strauss, “A Giving of Accounts: Jacob Klein and Leo Strauss,” in Kenneth Hart 
Green, ed., Jewish Philosophy and the Crisis of Modernity: Essays and Lectures in Modern 
Jewish Thought (New York: SUNY Press, 1997), pp. 457–466, esp. p. 460.
 3 Cf. Kurt Novak, Kulturprotestantismus und Judentum in der Weimarer Republik 
(Göttingen: Wallstein Verlag, 1993).
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written under the decisive influence of Kierkegaard’s existential position. 
A radical rejection of the achievements of their own liberal professors, 
who had bowed to the bygone and now valueless Humboldt culture, 
unified the new thinkers despite their divergent confessions and poss
litical camps. In hindsight, this counterposition can be appreciated as 
having led to sometimes perplexing alliances: Walter Benjamin’s approvss
ing letter to Carl Schmitt from december 1930, Ernst Bloch’s friendship 
with Hugo Ball, Max Wundt’s respect for Martin Buber, and finally, 
Rosenzweig’s essay “Vertauschte Fronten” (“Exchanged Fronts”), in which 
he expressed sympathy with Heidegger’s arguments against Ernst Cassirer 
during the davos encounter in 1929.4 Norbert Bolz, in his book Auszug 
aus der entzauberten Welt (Exiting the Disenchanted World ), a valuable 
study of the combat spirituel during this period, spoke aptly of “confused 
fronts,” alluding to Rosenzweig’s catchy title. Even though Heidegger and 
Rosenzweig had no personal relationship, one cannot deny an intriguing 
affinity between their work that can nonetheless be understood against 
this background. Below I will briefly sketch the biographies of both  
philosophers. 

Rosenzweig was born into a wealthy, assimilated Jewish family in 
Cassel in 1886. After studying at various universities he completed his 
dissertation, Hegel and the State, under the eminent historian Friedrich 
Meinecke at the University of Freiburg in 1912. The following year, in 
a deep spiritual crisis, Rosenzweig strongly considered conversion to 
Christianity, but his attendance at a Yom Kippur service in an Orthodox 
synagogue in Berlin in 1913 reconfirmed him in his Judaism (the interss
pretation of Yom Kippur became a central factor in The Star). From 1918 
until 1919, Rosenzweig wrote his magnum opus, The Star of Redemption, 
which was published in 1921. Rosenzweig passed away shortly after comss
pleting his essay about the encounter between Heidegger and Cassirer, 
the fathers of the two antagonistic trends in German philosophy. 

Heidegger was born into a poor Catholic family in Freiburg in 1889. 
He initially studied theology at the University of Freiburg, but after 
1914 he turned to philosophy and wrote his Habilitationsschrift on duns 

 4 The davos Hochschulkurs was an international conference. At the second annual 
meeting, in the spring of 1929, Martin Heidegger discussed Immanuel Kant’s philosophy 
with Ernst Cassirer. More than two hundred scholars and students from all over Europe 
followed the dispute. The encounter is documented in the appendix of Heidegger’s 
Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics, trans. Richard taft, 4th ed. (Bloomington: Indiana 
University Press, 1990), pp. 171–185. Leo Strauss later remarked that the discussion 
between Cassirer and Heidegger “revealed the lostness and emptiness of this remarkss
able representative [Cassirer] of established academic philosophy to everyone who had 
eyes.” Strauss, “An Introduction to Heideggerian Existentialism,” in Thomas Pangle, ed., 
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Scotus two years later, under Edmund Husserl. Heidegger was regarded 
as Husserl’s Meisterschüler, and in 1919 he became his assistant. From 
1922 until 1928 Heidegger served as a professor at Marburg University, 
where in 1926 he completed the first part of his magnum opus, Sein und 
Zeit. Although he never wrote the second part, this book established 
Heidegger’s fame as the leading philosopher of the time. In 1928 he sucss
ceeded Husserl at the University of Freiburg. The following year he met 
with Cassirer of the University of Hamburg for a disputation in davos. 
Initially, when the Nazis came to power in 1933, Heidegger flirted with 
the new political system and became the rector of the University of 
Freiburg. At this time he gave his speech “Die Selbstbehauptung der deut--
schen Universität” (“The SelfsJustification of the German University”), 
which was filled with Nazi propaganda. Soon after, however, he withdrew 
from public life. Already during the war Heidegger began revising his 
former position and held a more mystical view until his death in 1976.

Rosenzweig probably never read Heidegger’s Sein und Zeit. In his arss
ticle “Vertauschte Fronten,” for instance, he relies exclusively on Herrigel’s 
report about the davos meeting. It is puzzling that Rosenzweig did not 
turn to Heidegger’s work before, especially considering that Leo Strauss, 
who at that time sat at the feet of both hidden kings—Rosenzweig and 
Heidegger—told him about Heidegger’s impressive lectures already in 
1922 (see Strauss, “An Introduction to Heideggerian Existentialism”). 
Strauss himself saw Rosenzweig’s new thinking “counteracted” by this 
other form of new thinking, originated by Heidegger, although he noted 
a central difference between them in their views of revelation. Moreover, 
Strauss followed Martin Buber 5 in criticizing Heidegger’s complete lack 
of ethics that entailed his collaboration with Nazism. 

For both Heidegger and Rosenzweig, the mission of the philosopher 
was bound up with his practical engagement, yet the two took very difss
ferent paths. Certainly Rosenzweig also believed that “life complemented 
the theory and made it true,” but since his notion of praxis was embedded 
in a religious framework, he propagated “a new type of scholarsteacher” 
(Nahum N. Glatzer) and established his Freie Jüdische Lehrhaus (Free 
Jewish House of Learning), while Heidegger plunged directly into a short 
career under the Nazis.

The Rebirth of Classical Political Rationalism: Essays and Lectures (Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press, 1989), pp. 27–46, esp. p. 28. 
 5 Martin Buber, The Problem of Man (tel Aviv: Mahbarot Lesifrut, 1943). [Hebrew] 
The German version can be found under Buber, Das Problem des Menschen (Heidelberg: 
Lambert Schneider Verlag, 1948).
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 While Rosenzweig referred to Heidegger at least in his brief and very 
late essay, there is no evidence that Heidegger ever read a single page of 
Rosenzweig’s work until Karlfried Gründer sent him a copy of the essay 
“Exchanged Fronts” in 1960. Even then Heidegger’s only remark was that 
Rosenzweig had erred about some of the details concerning his appointss
ment to the Marburg Lehrstuhl. This sharp statement not only shows that 
Heidegger was disturbed by the fact that Rosenzweig associated him with 
Hermann Cohen’s late philosophy. It must also be understood against 
the background of Heidegger’s unquestionable antisSemitism, as recent 
edited letters to his wife Elfriede underpin. It seems that Heidegger’s disss
agreement in this specific case, namely with Rosenzweig’s link between 
him and Cohen, runs deeper, and his aversion to “die Verjudung unserer 
Kultur” (“The Judaization of our [German] culture,” Heidegger to his 
wife on October 18, 1918) was probably responsible for his ignorance of 
Rosenzweig’s œuvre in general.6

II.

The unlikely affinity between the works of two such enigmatic yet censs
tral twentiethscentury thinkers as Heidegger and Rosenzweig has already 
been the subject of several short studies.7 Peter Eli Gordon, in his books
length study here under review, does not so much expand upon previous 
opinions, but rather gives a genuinely fresh interpretation. There is a great 
deal to admire in Gordon’s project, since it counters a major, somewhat 
disturbing phenomenon one can observe in research on Rosenzweig. 
Especially since Emmanuel Levinas’ influential essay “Entre deux mondes” 
(“Between two Worlds”),8 Rosenzweig has steadily become a prophet of 
Jewish cultural renewal. Moreover, in various books and articles he has 
been extolled as a proponent of a distinctively Jewish ethics. Gordon 

 6 Cf. the extensive new material in Emmanuel Faye, Heidegger—l’introduction du 
nazisme dans la philosophie: Autour des séminaires inédits de 1933–1935 (Paris: Albin 
Michel, 2005).
 7 See, for example, Karl Löwith, “M. Heidegger and F. Rosenzweig, or, temporality 
and Eternity,” Philosophy and Phenomenological Research 3:1 (September 1942),  
pp. 53–77; Steven Schwarzschild, “Franz Rosenzweig and Martin Heidegger: The 
German and the Jewish turn to Ethnicism,” in Wolfdietrich SchmiedsKowarzik, ed., 
Der Philosoph Franz Rosenzweig, Internationaler Kongress—Kassel 1976, vol. 2 (Freiburg/
Munich: Karl Alber, 1988), p. 887ff.
 8 Emmanuel Levinas, “Entre deux mondes (La voie de Franz Rosenzweig),” in Levinas, 
Difficile liberté. Essais sur le judaisme (Paris: Albin Michel, 1963), pp. 235–260. In his 
magnum opus, Totalité et Infini. Essai sur l’Exteriorité (Paris: Kluwer Academic, 1961), 
Levinas remarked that the opposition to the idea of totality in The Star of Redemption 
left more salient traces in his book than can be quoted.
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puts up resistance to this almost hagiographic scholarship. His work 
thus serves as a welcome corrective to these trends when he points out 
in his preface that “while there is much to recommend these perspecss
tives, they conceal almost as much as they reveal about Rosenzweig as 
an independent thinker.” Instead, Gordon claims that “the original sense 
of Rosenzweig’s thought is best discovered by restoring him to the horiss
zon of meaning within which his philosophy first took shape” (p. xx). to a 
certain degree Gordon’s book thus can be read as an ideal sequel to david 
N. Myers’ study, Resisting History.9 While Myers analyzes Rosenzweig 
within the precise geography of various critical responses by Weimarian 
Jews to nineteenthscentury historicism, Gordon emphasizes Rosenzweig’s 
deep commitment to the German context. This decision to concentrate 
on what Gordon calls “philosophical expressionism” (p. xxvii) as a conss
stellation of thought to which both Heidegger and Rosenzweig belonged 
is both substantial and rewarding.

At the end of his preface, Gordon provides us with a helpful overss
view: The first chapter discusses Rosenzweig’s encounter with the 
neosKantian thought of Hermann Cohen, the second chapter explores 
Rosenzweig’s interpretation of Hegel, the third and fourth chapters ofss
fer a systematic reading of The Star of Redemption, and the fifth chapter 
places Rosenzweig’s themes in The Star in the context of his joint project 
with Martin Buber, the translation of the Hebrew Bible into German. 
Finally, the sixth chapter briefly reconstructs the davos encounter, showss
ing “how and why Rosenzweig perceived Heidegger as the most recent 
representative of the new thinking” (p. xxix). Right from the outset, the 
structure of Gordon’s study is persuasive but the title of the book is 
somewhat misleading, there being no parallel drawn between Heidegger 
and Rosenzweig, nor is equal space devoted to both. Rather, Gordon 
focuses on Rosenzweig and reconstructs his thought within the philoss
sophical spectrum from the late Hermann Cohen to the young Martin 
Heidegger.

After recapitulating the status quaestionis in Rosenzweig scholarship, 
Gordon spells out in his introduction how he understands “expressionist 
philosophy,” or “Weimar modernism.” One would expect to find here, in 
alphabetical order, Hugo Ball, Walter Benjamin, Ernst Bloch, and many 
others from this rebellious intellectual milieu. But Gordon offers a difss
ferent and very compelling perspective. He conceives of expressionism 
even more broadly, including arts and literature as well. In a careful  

 9 david N. Myers, Resisting History: Historicism and Its Discontents in German Jewish 
Thought (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2003).
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interpretation of a letter from Rosenzweig to his parents from January 12, 
1917, Gordon shows how Rosenzweig creatively misunderstood Kafka’s 
short story The Judgment, finding in it a struggle between expressionism 
(embodied in the religious son) and impressionism (represented by the 
“natural scientist” father) (pp. 25–28). While there is little evidence for 
this forced reading by Rosenzweig, Gordon suggests that one should unss
derstand it in the context of a play by Walter Hasenclever. Hasenclever’s 
The Son, written in 1914, dealt with the eternal struggle between fathers 
and sons. The playwright, Julius Bab once remarked, used a new form 
of expression, while a revolutionary gesture still remained unpolitically 
general. His play, however, condensed the zeitgeist in a unique way and 
was, like Georg trakl’s poems, a major success during the Weimar years. 
Gordon goes on to explain that Heidegger’s and Rosenzweig’s central 
concepts, temporality and finitude, grew out of this peculiar expressionss
ist horizon.

Gordon has a clear agenda. Since he proposes to read the “Exchanged 
Fronts” as Rosenzweig’s intellectual epitaph, this very late and short work 
becomes the matrix of his whole interpretation. In his first chapter, which 
deals with Hermann Cohen’s influence on Rosenzweig, Gordon reconss
structs Cohen’s philosophy under the presumption of Rosenzweig’s late 
essay. And this perspective turns out to be fruitful as well. There is no 
question that Gordon justifies his approach with all the necessary informass
tion about the reception of Cohen’s late religious stance, for instance, that 
Cassirer along with almost all other authorities saw a linear development 
from Cohen’s early works in a Kantian frame to his late, Jewish Religion 
of Reason, whereas only Rosenzweig postulated a clear break. Contrary 
to other contemporaries, Rosenzweig cast Cohen as “a prophet of a new 
Judaism,” bending him to his own purposes. However, a more exciting 
novelty in this chapter is that Gordon, by taking Rosenzweig at his word, 
discovers that in fact Heidegger’s “claim concerning the origin (Ursprung) 
of negation makes covert reference to Cohen’s Ursprungsprinzip” (namely 
Cohen’s “origin principle,” p. 50). Gordon’s approach thus enables him to 
prove that Rosenzweig’s late and seemingly random assertion of a nexus 
between Cohen and Heidegger is in fact justified.

The second chapter, on Rosenzweig’s treatment of Hegel, is equally 
stimulating. Rosenzweig remarked in the preface that when his disserss
tation, Hegel and the State, appeared in 1920, he could no longer write 
this book, which was largely complete by 1913, due to the new political 
circumstances. It would thus be logical to overlook this juvenile piece 
of work or at least to examine it just in contrast to his later and mass
ture œuvre. However, scholarship has already proven the importance 
of Hegelian ideas in the later Star of Redemption. Stéphane Mosès, for 
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instance, claimed that Rosenzweig, by closely thinking through Hegel’s 
notion of nationalism, finally overcame him and stated his own notion 
of the idea of election (Erwählung).10 Now Gordon gives another, alterss
native interpretation. He observes continuity in Rosenzweig’s interest in 
Hegel. When Hegel and the State focused on Hegel’s early work The Spirit 
of Christianity and Its Fate, Rosenzweig claimed a surprising continuity 
between Hegel’s earliest writings and his later theory of the state. Gordon 
points out that during the dissertation project Rosenzweig was not at 
all interested in Hegel’s remarks on Judaism. Only later, while writing 
The Star of Redemption, Rosenzweig transformed the idea of fate, which 
Hegel originally elaborated upon regarding Jesus and Christianity, into a 
Jewish context. Hence, another important result of Gordon’s interpretass
tion is that it would be misleading to read Rosenzweig’s theory of Jewish 
fate as resulting exclusively from an expressionist ideology.11 Rather, as 
Leo Strauss already affirmed in his book on Spinoza, Rosenzweig folss
lowed Hegel’s concept of Jesus as “an image of supreme subjectivity” who 
“shudders before the infinite.” Though Rosenzweig adopted Hegel’s early 
religious views, he hesitated to follow the second later step in Hegel’s 
thought, the longing for national community. Here again, Rosenzweig 
obviously learned the lesson of his generation. The Hegelian project 
had ended in disaster. So while the Hegelian categories survived in 
Rosenzweig’s later works, Gordon argues that “the violent discontinuss
ity confirmed Rosenzweig’s belief that a new kind of identification was  
required” (p. 116). 

In the third and fourth chapters, Gordon embarks on a close and pross
found reading of Rosenzweig’s Star, whereby he compares and interprets 
its key terms and central patterns vissàsvis Heidegger’s early writings. 
Rosenzweig’s Star is filled with citations from Goethe and Schiller. In a 
wonderful interpretation of Rosenzweig’s opening of The Star, Gordon dess
tects an unacknowledged citation from Schiller’s poem “Das Ideal und das 
Leben” (“The Ideal and Life”) and observes how Rosenzweig played with 
this hero of nineteenthscentury idealism, taking it as a reductio ad absur--
dum of the old philosophy (in the final chapter he tells us that Cassirer 
cited exactly the same poem during the davos encounter though approvss
ing its ideological content) (pp. 143–147). Gordon could have made this 

 10 Stephané Mosès, “Hegel beim Wort genommen: Geschichtskritik bei Franz 
Rosenzweig,” in Gotthard Fuchs and Hans Hermann Henrix, eds., Zeitgewinn: 
Messianisches Denken nach Franz Rosenzweig (Frankfurt a .M.: Knecht Verlag, 1987).
 11 The term “fate” (Schicksal ) appeared frequently and all over the various trends of 
Weimar modernists from Heidegger to tillich. 
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persuasive reading even stronger had he added that Schiller also became 
the central authority in nineteenthscentury GermansJewish culture.12 
Implicitly, Rosenzweig was intent here on destroying the fundaments of 
nineteenthscentury Jewry; the legacy of Reform (Ludwig Philippson) and 
Orthodoxy (Samson Raphael Hirsch) alike.

In this limited space I can outline just a few more of Gordon’s most 
important findings: Gordon shows that both Heidegger and Rosenzweig 
share an important resemblance when he confronts the former’s idea of 
phenomenology and the latter’s basic methodological approach in The 
Star. Gordon’s analysis of how the two thinkers similarly judged the 
presSocratic philosopher Parmenides bolsters his reading (pp. 154–159). 
Gordon takes issue with Karl Löwith’s pioneering thesis of an antagonism 
between temporality (Heidegger) and eternity (Rosenzweig). In fact, he 
explains that Rosenzweig’s phrase “to wrest eternity from time” must “not 
be identified with an intelligible realm that is atemporal” (p. 188). Rather, 
temporality is an unsurpassable horizon. This “redemption in the world” 
bears, in Gordon’s eyes, a striking parallel to Heidegger’s key term “auss
thenticity.” This point could perhaps have been an opportunity to take 
into account also other thinkers like Karl Barth, who, for instance, spoke 
of an endliche Unendlichkeit (finiteness of the infinite) similar to that of 
Rosenzweig.

In the fifth chapter Gordon turns to Rosenzweig’s theory of lanss
guage, or, more precisely, to his translation of the Hebrew Bible in 
collaboration with Martin Buber. The meaning of Hebrew and lanss
guage was indeed one of Rosenzweig’s central themes. One might have 
expected that Gordon would endeavor to reconstruct Rosenzweig’s 
translation of Yehuda Halevi’s work, with which “he manifested a strong 
sense of identification.”13 Once again, Gordon’s decision to rather exss
amine the BubersRosenzweig project of translating the Hebrew Bible 
was well made, since he again reads Rosenzweig sub specie Heidegger. 
Consequently, the undertaking of the biblical translation is much more 
appropriate for revealing what Gordon calls “the poetic realization of an 
existential ontology” (p. 267). This stance again brings Rosenzweig close 
to Heidegger’s position. Just as for Heidegger the presSocratics enjoyed a 
quasisrevelatory status, for Buber and Rosenzweig the translation of the 
Bible “granted the truth of revelation a passage into exile.”

 12 Cf. Matthias Morgenstern, “Bildner und Erzieher der Jugend: Jüdischsorthodoxe 
SchillersVerehrung im Frankfurt des neunzehnten Jahrhunderts,” Frankfurter Allgemeine 
Zeitung, Wednesday, September 21, 2005.
 13 Myers, Resisting History, p. 74.
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In the sixth and final chapter, Gordon deals with the davos encounter 
between Heidegger and Ernst Cassirer. In a sense, Gordon himself ress
marks suggestively, “the book comes full circle, returning to the question 
of how religion and philosophy are intertwined” (p. xxix). Gordon also ress
constructs the perspective of Cassirer, who tried to sustain the traditional 
Kantian framework, while Heidegger and Rosenzweig rejected the idealss
ist perspective, since they saw in it no more than the promise of a bogus 
metaphysical release—in other words, a liberation from a worldly anxiety 
that for them was a metaphysical impossibility. Heidegger declared this 
view noble yet outmoded and countered it with his alternative theory of 
an authentic existence, resembling Rosenzweig’s concept of redemption. 
Rosenzweig could thus have lifted the davos disputation to “an emblemss
atic status in the history of ideas” (p. 293). In Gordon’s judgment, this 
encounter was for Rosenzweig “nothing less than a culmination that joins 
Rosenzweig to Heidegger and declares their common victory” (p. 293).

At the very end of his study Gordon dares to reflect, in the wake of 
Leo Strauss, upon an intriguing idea. By a logical deduction he asks if 
it might be possible that Heidegger’s thought somehow derives from 
Judaism. deciphering Heidegger’s ultimate message about being withss
in the temporal as practice, Gordon traces this stance back to Matthew 
Arnold, who—along with a cohort of Jewish thinkers from Shadal to 
Harry A. Wolfson—defined it as Hebraism in contrast to Hellenism. From 
this point Gordon goes on to meditate:

If we wrest ourselves free of history—which we of course cannot—
the comparison between Heidegger and Rosenzweig… would no 
longer be an affinity of philosophers but a convergence in worship. 
And we might then be forced toward the strange conclusion that 
Heidegger’s struggle to think Beingsasstemporality expelled him 
from the Hellenistic tradition and brought him, however reluctantly, 
before the altar of a possibly Hebraic God. (p. 314)

Rosenzweig was also infatuated with the paradoxical speculation that 
the Hebraic God emerges from a place and at a moment where he is least 
expected. For instance, in his review of Jacob Klatzkin’s Hebrew translass
tion of Spinoza’s Ethics, he ironically noted that “in the very camp of the 
enemy, at the very heart of the geometrical method, the spirit of revelass
tion… manages to break through.”14 We don’t know whether Rosenzweig 
would have also found the Hebraic God at the basis of Heidegger’s 

 14 Franz Rosenzweig, “Neuhebräisch? Anläßlich der Übersetzung von Spinozas 
Ethik,” in Rosenzweig, Kleinere Schriften (Berlin: Schocken Verlag, 1937), pp. 220–227, 
esp. p. 227.
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thought, had he lived longer. I doubt it. I believe that even the otherwise 
always heretical Gershom Scholem would have shrunk from this bold 
conclusion.

In 1930, with the publication of the second edition of The Star of 
Redemption, Scholem predicted that “this work will disclose its endurss
ing content only to a generation that will no longer feel itself addressed 
in such immediate fashion by the themes most pertinent to the present 
time.”15 Since this assertion more than seven decades have passed, and in 
the interim we have learned that there are as many ways to read The Star 
of Redemption as there are to get to Rome. Peter Eli Gordon’s perspecss
tive is undoubtedly one of the most compelling and substantial among 
them. With this book another major study is added to the attempt at unss
raveling one of the most cryptic and complex books in twentiethscentury 
religious philosophy.

Martin Ritter, Free University, Berlin

Evidence and Faith: Philosophy and Religion Since 
the Seventeenth Century
by Charles Taliaferro. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005, 
xi + 457 pgs.

In his Introduction to Evidence and Faith: Philosophy and Religion Since 
the Seventeenth Century, Charles taliaferro states that his intention is not 
to tell the definitive story of modern philosophy of religion, but rather 
to offer “a reading of the field” in terms he hopes “will invite further 
(including contrary) philosophical investigation and the development of 
different interpretations” (p. 7). The book, he explains, will assume litss
tle prior knowledge aside from “some acquaintance with the common 
terms employed in philosophy of religion but no more than what may 
be gleaned from standard introductions to the field” (p. 7). In order to 
prevent his exposition of the field from becoming too encyclopedic or 

 15 Gershom Scholem, “On the 1930 Edition of Rosenzweig’s Star of Redemption,” 
in Scholem, The Messianic Idea in Judaism (London: George Allen & Unwin, 1971),  
pp. 320–324, esp. p. 323.
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