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1. Introduction

The accession to the throne of tsar Alexander II in 1855 ushered in a new era in the Russian empire also for its Jewish subjects through the political and educational reforms that the new tsar brought about, and which made many Jews, especially among the older generation maskilim - the adherents of the Jewish enlightenment movement, the Haskalah, look upon the new regime as a ”benevolent government”. Educational reforms pertaining to the Jews had been introduced already by Nicholas I, and continued during the early years of the reign of Alexander II. Historical evidence suggests that it was precisely during this period of time that a Jewish intelligentsia in Russia was constituted, as a direct result of the educational reforms, through which a considerable number of Jews (still a small minority of the total Jewish population in the Empire, though) were being integrated into the general Russian school-system and acquired higher education in Russian universities, thus breaking their isolation from the rest of society, that the former autonomous, Hebrew and Yiddish language Jewish school system had brought with it. Further administrative and educational reforms, aiming to assimilate the Jewish population better with Russian society were undertaken by the new tsar, Alexander II, for example through a decree in 1857 requiring that all elected rabbis should have their education from the state governed rabbinical seminaries (founded in 1847), and another decree offering full residence rights and admission to all branches of civil service to Jews with an advanced academic degree. In 1865 some of the restrictions regarding the permitted areas of residence for the Jews within the Russian Empire, the so called ”Pale of Settlement” (cherta osedlosti), comprising roughly present day Lithuania, Belarus and western Ukraine, were lifted. Not least important as a sign of good will of the new regime was the formal abolishment of the much resented conscription of Jewish boys and young men to the army (Feiner 2002:204).

Although the success of some of the educational reforms was rather limited, they did enhance the development and consolidation of a Russian speaking Jewish intelligentsia. This new Russian-Jewish intelligentsia was naturally very much subject to the same influences and currents of thought as their fellow intellectuals of other nationalities and denominations within the Empire.

2. Zeitgeist: positivism and evolutionism

The Zeitgeist of the 1860-s in particular was radical, nihilist and perhaps most of all positivist (Rogers 1960). Bazarov, the hero of Turgenev's novel Fathers and Sons (1862) very much embodies the contemporary radical ideal of the time. The natural sciences enjoyed a privileged position in the minds of the radical intellectuals, as the model to follow also in the social sciences. One of the forefront Russian intellectuals of the time, critic and social philosopher Nikolaj Mikhajlovskij explicitly claims ”the presently existing social sciences should expect their renewal from a rapprochement with natural science”
, acknowledging as a fact the ”passionate rapture over the natural sciences” in the Russian society of his time (Mikhajlovskij 1869: 6). A contemporary observer in Saint Petersburg also bears testimony to the interest of the general public in the natural sciences: 

Saint Petersburg, December 28, [1859]

Here a new sales house opened, very original. This house is devoted to the distribution of scientific information. Accordingly they have book sales and three times a week there are public lectures in the Passage [...]

(Schliemann 1998:87)

Apparently, the opening of a book-shop specializing in scientific information is evidence of a general demand. And most likely, it was the Petersburg intelligentsia that was the prime target of such an enterprise.

Another of the leading young intellectuals of the time, Dmitrij Pisarev, who  was an idol of sorts among the radicals, widely read also by the radical Jewish intellgentsia (cf. Kel’ner 2003:142,150), stated most clearly in 1863 the importance of natural sciences for his generation, linking it to the political activism of the time:

Only the natural sciences are deeply rooted in activity that is alive ... Only in that field does no kind of reaction penetrate; only they form a sphere of pure knowledge; strangers to any kind of purpose, only the natural sciences consequently place man face to face with actual life, uncolored by the teachings of morality.

(Sochinenija 3:107f. - St. Petersburg, 1897; quoted from Rogers 1960:14)

The natural sciences constitute in our time the most vital demand of our society. Whoever deflects from this matter is perniciously damaging the development of society.

(ibid., p. 275; quoted from Rogers 1960:15)

Much of this passion for the natural sciences was embodied in postivism, or ”Auguste Comteism”, as Chernyshevskij called it in his programmatic novel What is to be done?, also from 1863. As Richard Pipes has noted, positivism had a particular attraction on the Russian intelligentsia of the time, partly through its rejection of the distinction between nature and society, implying that the same laws of nature applied everywhere. Perhaps even more important was the key role that positivism seemed to assign to this same intelligentsia in the progress of society through the spreading of ”enlightenment”, meaning a development away from metaphysics and theology, towards the ”positive” knowledge of science. In this way, the intelligentsia, the carriers of enlightenment, was in fact made ”the prime mover of history”, the main responsible for the betterment of the human race (Pipes 1970:30-31; quoted from Stanislawski 2001:182). Both these elements in positivism, the unity of science - including the social sciences, and the moral responsibility of the intelligentsia are present in the important and by the time widely read essay by Mikhajlovskij, cited above. For Mikhajlovskij knowledge of the laws of nature and their consequences, turns out to be almost a prerequisite for moral action. This is well in line with his general tendency of effacing the distinction between nature and culture, as for example when he objects against a cyclical conception of history, that since nature is ever changing, the same goes for history - it has no tolerance for repetition (Mikhajlovskij 1869:3) And he goes on to say that the very same words that Goethe once uttered about history's ”elder sister” nature, could also be said about history itself: «Was da ist war noch nie; was war, kommt nicht wieder». (ibid.) In the same spirit, Mikhajlovskij again professes his positivist belief in the unity of science:

Natural science is a science about the universe, and ... the phenomena of social life represent no more than one link in the long chain of natural phenomena.

(ibid., p. 9)
 

Another leading Russian social philosopher of the time, Petr Lavrovich Lavrov (1823-1900), was similarly influenced by positivism, while being critical on some important points - just like Mikhajlovskij. In an article entitled Zadachi pozitivizma i ikh reshenie, published in 1868, Lavrov starts with the observation that it has become impossible to ignore positivism as a philosophical current that has won ever more adherents, particularly among professional scientists. The main value and importance of positivism is, according to Lavrov - as for Mikhajlovskij, its unification of all human knowledge into one hierarchical system of sciences. He views the philosophy of Auguste Comte as describing the evolution of human knowledge or consciousness, a kind of ”phenomenology of spirit”, running through three successive main stages of development: 1) the theological, 2) the metaphysical, and finally 3) the positive stage. During (1), natural phenomena and their imagined causes are attributed to the will of (the) God(s), while under (2) the Divine will is replaced as a direct cause by abstract metaphysical concepts such as ’phlogiston’ or ’gravity’. Only at the final stage (3), that of positive science, man is prepared to renounce all purported knowledge of the ”essence”of things, resting content with describing the regular association in time, proximity and likeness between natural phenomena, in accordance with the Humean concept of ’cause’, a fundamental tenet of positivism. However, Lavrov is not wholly uncritical of positivism, and he also generously refers to other critics of Comte, such as Herbert Spencer, who found the classification of the sciences in Comtes system much to rectilinear. Lavrov sees Spencer’s own classification, dividing the scientific disciplines into abstract (mathematics, logic), abstract-concrete (the ”phenomenological” sciences) and the concrete, as describing a currently existing relationship, whereas the positivist classification strives to reflect the historical genesis of the sciences one from the other. Another problem he finds with positivism is its strict requirement on verifiability of scientific hypotheses, threatening to exclude from science as ”unscientific” some speculative, but nevertheless fruitful hypotheses. As an example of such an hypothesis Lavrov specifically mentions Darwin’s theory of the evolution of biological species through natural selection. Nevertheless, although impossible to test momentaneously , Lavrov believes Darwin’s theory to be in principle verifiable, by means of systematic observation of a large number of individuals through several generations (Lavrov 1868:599).

Apart from positivism, then, another powerful idea of contemporary science very much influenced the spirits of the intelligentsia in the Russian empire at the time: Darwinism or, more generally, the theory of evolution. Russia was in fact well prepared for evolutionary thinking. Biology was a discipline in which Russian scientists particularly excelled, and some of them like Karl von Baer and A.N. Beketov had early developed ideas about evolution in nature (Billington 1970:313 ; Vucinich 1972:230f). The news about Darwin’s Origin of Species (1859) reached Russia already in 1860, when several scientific reviews and also lectures given at the University of St. Petersburg made mention of it (Rogers 1960:15f)). The author of an article in ”The Bell” (Kolokol 1860 June 15) - Alexander Herzen’s Russian exile journal, published in London, exhorts the editor of Sankt Peterburgskie vedomosti to stay away from publishing articles on religious matters, since ”they are unnecessary, nobody asks for them, and what is more, nobody reads them”, recommending instead as an antidote against religious fanaticism (izuverstvo) the works of Buckle, Grove, John Stuart Mill, and Darwin’s On Species [sic!].

In 1864 the first Russian translation of Origin of Species appeared, and Pisarev wrote a laudatory review of it:

In this theory the reader will find both the strict precision of the exact sciences and the boundless sphere of a philosophical generalization and finally the highest and most unadorned beauty which puts its imprint on all the great products of strong and healthy human thought.

(Sochinenija 3:316 ; quoted from Rogers 1960:16)

What the young radical intellectuals found so attractive in Darwinism was in particular the concept of natural selection, offering a universal mechanism that could explain the evolution of organic life without resort to teleology and religion, thus supporting, as it seemed, their programmatic materialism, rational egoism and historical determinism (Rogers 1960:17).

Also in 1864 there appeared in the popular journal of ”agriculture, science, the newest inventions and observations” Vokrug sveta (1864 no. 2) an article entitled ”Nature as battlefield” (Priroda kak pole bitvy), giving a popular explanation of evolution in military terms. The author of the article puts forward the claim that the Caucasian and Negroid races are the two youngest and strongest of the human races, and they will finally displace the other races. The article does not establish as a final fact the truthfulness of Darwin's theory, but expresses admiration of Darwin as a scientist, comparing him to Lyell, the famous geologist. This is one of few early examples in Russia of an attempt at applying the theory of evolution also to human society. In general, though, ”Social Darwinism” as we know it in Western Europe and USA, never got any real foothold in Russia, where the Malthusian element in the theory of evolution was considered a weakness even among Darwin’s most ardent Russian followers (Rogers 1960:17ff, 21; Todes 1987:540f). Instead, there developed in Russia a tradition, not only among social philosophers and dilettants, but also among professional biologists, stressing the importance of cooperation and ”mutual aid” for survival in the struggle for existence. The best known representative of this strong Russian current of thought is perhaps Kropotkin, whose later works were very influential among the radical intelligentsia - also among the Jews. But Kropotkin definitely had predecessors among professional scientists such as Beketov, Nozhin and Kessler (Todes 1987:545f). Whether this specifically Russian idea of evolution in any particular way affected the Jewish reception of Darwinism in Russia, as compared with Europe and USA, is a question that will demand further research. 

3. The Jewish question: emancipation through education

The question of the education and enlightenment of the Jewish population was definitely at the top of the agenda in mid-19th century imperial Russia, where the masses of new subjects incorporated into the Empire through the partitioning of Poland was still far from integrated into Russian society. For many politicians, bureaucrats and men of letters alike, education appeared as the solution to the ”Jewish Question”, at least during the first reform period of the reign of Alexander II. Education would make the Jews more ”Russian”, allow them to ”merge” (slit'sia) with, or at least draw closer (sblizit'sia) to Russian society, through better knowledge of Russian language and culture. There was talk about the ”darkness” that the Jews were sunken into, about the ”opacity” of the Jewish community life, setting it apart, beyond the control of Russian society.

Surely, it was partly in order to solve this ”problem”, that tsar Nicholas I, inspired also by Rabbi Isaac Baer Levinsohn, in 1847 introduced the new state governed educational system designed specially for the Jews. However, this was a reform that proved to have rather limited success, since the majority of the Jewish population preferred to continue sending their children to their own, independent, traditional schools. For many Jewish families, having their sons sent to a ”Russian” school was perceived almost as tantamount to losing them to service in the army, the real horror of Nicholaevan Russia (Kel’ner 2003:137). Consequently, as with military service, it was often only the poorest families, which could not afford to pay for escaping this ”punishment”, that had their children sent to the state-administered schools. Such was the case with Pavel Akselrod, later to become one of the founders of the Russian Socialdemocratic party, who in his memoirs describes how he, owing to the poverty of his parents, unexpectedly was sent to one of these state schools for teaching Jewish children Russian language. It was part of a deal between the leaders of the local Jewish community, and the Christian director of the school, who was anxious to fill the necessary minimum quota of students for classes. In return for sacrificing the soul of their child to the ”goyim”, the Jewish community leaders promised Akselrod’s parents that the boy would be procured with some of his physical needs, such as food and clothing, by wealthier families of the community (Kel’ner 2003:137f).

Thus, the state-administered Russian-Jewish school system, although comparatively small as regards the number of students, was nevertheless not entirely without effect, since it produced a new Russian speaking Jewish intelligentsia. It was from this Russian-Jewish intelligentsia that some of the founders of the new Jewish journals and newspapers, published in Russian, were recruited; newspapers such as the shortlived Razsvet - ”Dawn”, published in Odessa, 1860-1861.

The concept metaphor of light was of prime importance not only in an educational enlightenment discourse, but is also deeply embedded in Jewish theology, carrying Messianic connotations with it. According to the Talmud (Chagiga 12a), the light that was created on the first day of Divine Creation, was hidden for the righteous in the world to come, since God saw that the wicked were unworthy of using it (Rashi to Genesis 1). Therefore, when the editors of Razsvet chose as motto for their publication, appearing in the heading on the front page of each issue, the biblical ”Let there be light!”, it was as if they claimed to be the righteous keepers of the Divine light, which they now set out to spread to the slumbering masses of Jews.

The Jewish intellectuals, as well as leading representatives of Jewish business, seem to have had an understanding of enlightenment of the Jewish masses both as a demand, nay, a legitimate claim from the dominant Russian society on the Jews, but also, and in accordance therewith, as the means to the desirable end of achieving full citizens rights and abolishment of any restrictions still in force, pertaining specifically to the Jews and limiting their liberty of movement. A clear expression of this is found in a statement made in 1863 by L.M. Rozenthal, one of the founders of the ”Society for the Spread of Enlightenment among the Jews of Russia” (Obshchestvo dlia rasprostranenia prosveshchenia mezhdu evreiami v Rossii ; henceforth abbreviated as OPE):

Highly placed individuals, with whom we came in contact and to whom we turned with our petitions and reports about improving the welfare of our coreligionists, continually reproached us that the Jews were sunk in darkness and fanaticism, stood aloof from everything Russian, and were given to harmful and degrading pursuits. These high officials told us: 'How can you hope that we will open the country before the Jews in their present condition?' 'Why,' they asked, 'don't you undertake anything to help your people escape from their low moral condition?' ... Each time that we spoke about civil rights for the Jews, high officials demanded of us a practical demonstration that the Jews had changed for the better and deserved these rights.

(quoted from Klier 1995:245)

However, the urge for enlightenment of the Jews was not solely the result of an external pressure from the surrounding Russian environment; already earlier Jewish intellectuals in the Pale of Settlement had received strong impulses from Germany and Austrian Galicia, where the first Jewish movement of enlightenment, the Haskalah, developed, with founding fathers such as Moses Mendelssohn. This movement soon had its followers in the East, with its own leaders, such as the already mentioned rabbi Isaac Baer Levinsohn. 

The Hebrew concept of Haskalah can stand for such different things as learning, education, wisdom, enlightenment, reason, insight. The interpretation given in any particular context will to a certain extent depend on the attitude of the interpreter towards religion and Jewish tradition. This is not to say, however, that the traditional, religious Jews were universally opposed to ”enlightenment”. To be sure, there were also among religious traditionalists openings towards secular, ”gentile” knowledge, perceived as - at best - a valuable complement to the traditional Jewish study of the Torah and the Talmud. A benign interpretation of the concept of Haskalah, still wishing to base itself firmly on Jewish tradition, may take its point of departure in the daily Amidah prayer, which contains as the fourth of its nineteen blessings the following:

Thou favorest man with knowledge, and teachest mortals understanding. O grant us knowledge, understanding and insight. Blessed art thou, O Lord, gracious giver of knowledge.

(Birnbaum 1979:10)

In this blessing, the third type of knowledge mentioned - insight, is expressed by the Hebrew term haskel, from which Haskalah is derived. Whereas the two other forms, de'ah and binah, here translated as ”knowledge” and ”understanding” traditionally has been seen as referring to religious learning and mystical wisdom,
 haskel has at least sometimes been seen as referring to secular knowledge. Such an interpretation may even find scriptural foundation in Genesis, where we read about the tree of knowledge:

The woman saw that the tree was good to eat and desirable to the eyes, and that the tree was attractive as a means to gain intelligence.

(Genesis 3:6; quoted from Kaplan1981:13)

The phrase here translated as ”to gain intelligence” is expressed by the infinitive of a verb, lehaskil, again of the same root as Haskalah, which could mean both to become wise and to look at. Rabbi Shmuel Aleksandrov from Bobrujsk / Babrujsk (Belarus'), a kabbalist and fellow student at the yeshiva in Volozhin / Valozhin with the renowned Rabbi Kook, claimed that while the Tree of Life in the garden of Eden, represented by the Torah, belonged to the Jews, the Tree of Knowledge, on the other hand, was under the supervision of the Gentiles. But only through an exchange of the fruits from both trees, between Jews and non-Jews, could one prepare for the coming of the Messiah (Agursky 1984:50). It was thus a holy duty for Jews to acquaint themselves also with the progress made in secular science, philosophy and art. Even rabbi Abraham Isaac Kook (1865-1935) himself, later to become the first Chief Rabbi of the modern state of Israel, stressed before his disciples the importance of the Jews acquiring also the fruits of modern culture and science. This was a view that he shared with several of his fellow students at the yeshiva, and one that was actually founded on a mystical, kabbalistic idea about the ”ingathering” of the ”divine sparks” of knowledge that was thought to have been diffused all over the material world already before Creation. 

At the same time, however, among the orthodox traditionalists there were many, perhaps a majority, who were suspicious or even hostile in their attitude towards secular knowledge of any kind, which was perceived as - at best - ”unnecessary” for a Jew, at worst - as a threat to tradition and Jewish survival. A clear testimony of such an attitude is a letter from 1883 by a certain rabbi Moshe Nahum Yerusalimsky of Kamenka (Kiev province) to Baron Ginzburg, the head of the OPE, protesting the alleged plans for opening up a new modern rabbinical seminary (after the closing down of the earlier state run rabbinical seminaries in Vil'na, Zhitomir and Warsaw), with secular studies on its curriculum. The rabbi obviously has nothing but contempt for those promoting such a project, whose

wish is to uproot the Torah and our faith by asking the governement to appoint rabbis from a seminarium, from which the law will go forth to all Jews throughout the land; [a rabbinical school] where the students will not begin to study Talmud and codes until after having completed the other [i.e. secular] required studies. It is, however, widely known what kind of rebellious rabbis these are, [such as those] from Germany where this [notion] comes from, which may appear to be attractive, but underneath is black indeed. The very survival of our religion is at stake because of this threat.

(quoted from Lederhendler 1994:82)

Faced with such attitudes among religious leaders, the maskilim obviously had to fight hard to get their message across to the Jewish masses, who were still very much under the spell of the local authority of the rabbi or rebbe. As the letter from rabbi Yerusalimsky further indicates, the battle concerned in particular what was to be considered true knowledge or wisdom:

Only such outstanding scholars whose fear of God and the law precede their learning; only those who have poured out their souls in their childhood years upon the bosom of the Talmud - only they, in time, will reach sufficient wisdom and understanding to teach the proper law in a proper manner. Not so those sons of Germany who in their youth devoted themselves to other studies, long before they even crossed the threshold of the Talmud. Their spirit is different and their heart is alien to true faith in and fear of God. For them Oral Law [Talmud], which is like a fortification surrounding the Written Law and protecting it, is an object of criticism. Can they ever walk the paths of God's vineyard and achieve understanding of them, sufficient to teach God's ways to the congregation of Israel? Their learning, after all, is built upon foundations of nothingness. The profundity of the ways of piety is hidden from them. They understand not, neither can they learn.

(ibid., p. 82-83)

Thus, this letter gives clear testimony not only of what an orthodox rabbi considered to be true wisdom, but also about his conception of the objective of knowledge, viz. to instill fear of God in the Jewish people, teaching them the ways of the Torah. 

Another example provided by Lederhendler shows how even a maskil in the making was forced to fight for his right to secular studies, both with his father, but also with his own conscience, trying hard to balance the time devoted to Talmud and to the study of Russian and German language (ibid., p. 51-65). The point is, then, that whereas the orthodox rabbi seemed to be quite sure of what counted as proper knowledge, the maskilim and the Jewish intellectuals in general may not have been quite as sure as they sometimes appeared to be. That may also partly explain why they often resorted to Biblical metaphors and religious concepts in trying to win their fellow Jews for the ideas of enlightenment, apparently as a way of gaining legitimacy (ibid., p. 28f, 46). What is suggested here is that it might also have been a conscious effort at convincing themselves, in a struggle with their own conscience. After all, many of the early maskilim were born and raised into a traditionalist, orthodox Jewish environment. To escape from it was not that easy, and they often had to make up the path leading away from that secluded milieu as they went.

Lev Levanda (1835-88), one of the pioneering Jewish writers in Russian, gives a vivid picture of the substantial effort and all the ”bickering, quarrels, hardships and unpleasentness” it took for young provincial Jews by the end of the 1840’s, procuring themselves with passports in order to move to Vilna and study at the state-administered  rabbinical seminary there (Levanda 1881). This institution was often regarded with great suspicion by the local community administration in the traditionalist shtedtlakh, as possibly leading to ”goyification” and apostasy. So, typically, the most difficult obstacles to overcome for a Jew thirsting for knowledge, in order to gain access to the ”temple of science”, was raised by the kahal officials. At least, that is how the situation is described in this type of Jewish ”confessional” literature, to which belong also the works of Judah Leib Nevakhovich, author of Vopl' docheri iudeiskoj (The Lament of the Daughter of Judah,1803), Osip Rabinovich (1817-69), and Grigorij Isaakovich Bogrov, author of Zapiski evreja (first published in Nekrasov’s journal Otechestvennye zapiski 1871-1873). As Safran notes: 

The forces that could hinder the hero's acculturation are almost [always] located in the traditional Jewish community; he fights ignorance, sanctimoniousness, greed, and injustice, all of which have Jewish faces. His story corresponds to an Enlightenment teleology; he emerges from a traditional world he perceives as frozen in time into the historic current he sees sweeping Europe swiftly forward. 

(Safran 2000:37)

And she observes with Alan Mintz that in this kind of literature, whether written in Hebrew, Yiddish or Russian, ”[b]ehind all satirical indictments of superstitious beliefs and corrupt communal practices, there lies a confident implicit model of an ideal society based on reason, science, and justice.” (Banished from their father's table / Alan Mintz, (1989); quoted from Safran, ibid.)

The doubtful attitude towards the state rabbinical seminaries, perceived as a hotbed of secularism, is reflected in a heated debate in the Jewish press (e.g. Razsvet and Hakarmel), in the very beginning of the 1860’s, and again some twenty years later, when an editorial in Razsvet argues about the urgency of removing all obstacles to education of the Jews, and, in line with this, deplores the closing down in 1873 of the state rabbinical seminaries, which served in their time as a ”nursery” (razsadnik) for the enlightenment of the Jews, and produced a nonnegligeable number of pioneers on this road. Such an institution is still needed to lead the ”fanatical” majority, which is hostile to enlightenment, out of their present ”darkness” towards the light (Razsvet 1880 no.18).

The fact that the letter from rabbi Yerusalimsky quoted above, opposing the opening up of a new, reform rabbinical seminary, is from as late as 1883 is probably no coincidence. In an overview of the development of the Jewish enlightenment in Russia from a provincial perspective, S. Gurevich, a radical Jewish intellectual of his time, describes the beginning of the 1880’s as a period of reaction, in the wake of the murder of tsar Alexander II and the anti-Jewish pogroms that followed. This was a time of beginning mass emigration of Jews, of nascent Zionism and the re-evaluation by the Jewish enlighteners of their earlier  favourable view of Russian culture, raising demands of a national, Jewish culture instead. Gurevich, agitated by the fervour of enlightenment, continues:

And the preachers of darkness, represented by society’s blood-suckers , the tsaddikim-charlatans, the dark spirited rabbis, preachers and other obscurantists, finding the moment suitable, caused alarm about the complete eradication of Russian language from Jewish homes. 

(Gurevich 1901:27)
. 

The enlightenment process, then, was made to slow down, Gurevich contends, but not for long, since:

to the wailing of the conservative jackals and the croaking of the frogs from the swamp, by the force of the law of evolution, the enlightenment of Russian Jews, invisible to an external observer, without Sturm und Drang, slowly changed its position, moving from the studies of a chosen few intellectuals and semi-intellectuals to the street, penetrating into the dark alleys and becoming the property of the masses of the people.

(ibid.)

Evidently, there had been a considerable development since the 1860’s, when there were only occasional attempts by a handfull of Jewish intellectuals from wealthier families to reach out with the message of enlightenment to the workmen among their fellow-Jews in the Pale of Settlement, sometimes by becoming artisans and craftmen themselves. But such efforts still had a very limited impact. The 1870’s, according to Gurvich, witnessed a substantial spread of enlightenment among the Jews, particularly in the cities. However, there was a shortage of literature specifically aimed for adults that were only just beginning to read in Russian, so that many of the former yeshiva-students and Jewish artisans and workmen went straight from the Russian primers to serious fiction and scientific literature, or to journals for advanced readers, such as Otechestvennye zapiski, Sovremennik and Russkoe slovo, which they only with strenuous effort, aided by inaccurate Hebrew-Russian dictionaries managed to decipher (ibid., p. 26). After the reaction in the beginning of the 1880’s then, despite the forced expulsion of the Russian language from many Jewish primary schools (cheders), Talmud-Tora institutions and yeshivot, in the 1890’s the Jewish masses had already learned to read Russian books and journals. And the enlighteners, after suffering the dual predicament of being considered zhidy among Russians, and goyim among Jews, had learned their lesson while losing some illusions on the way. Little by little, quietly and smoothly, they continued their sacred work of spreading the light of science to the Jewish masses. The process could no longer be stopped. The libraries and readingrooms all over the Pale of Settlement are filled by Jews thirsting for knowledge. The workmen and artisans in particular ask for books of science, but also realistic fiction literature, that mirrors life. Some make great sacrifices in order to procure themselves with literature, whether from libraries (which often demanded a substantial pledge and also charged a fee per loan), or buying from ambulatory booksellers. Gurevich testifies about small villages, with no more than fifty Jewish families, where he found books by such authors as Pisarev, Shelgunov, Chernyshevskij and Dobroliubov being read (ibid., p. 28). In general among the ordinary Jewish readers he finds Russian fiction being the most popular kind of literature, followed by fiction by foreign writers in Russian translation, then literary criticism, books on history, geography, cultural history, zoology, physics, botany, geology, chemistry, mineralogy, political economy and sociology (ibid., p. 31). Apart from the authors already mentioned, among the most popular are naturally found a number of the Russian classics, such as  L. Tolstoj, Turgenev, Dostoevskij and Chekhov, but also non-fiction writers such as Belinskij, Solov’ev and Danilevskij. Among writers of natural science, accessible to the general public, Brehm, Huxley, Darwin and Timiriazev - a Russian leading biologist and ardent Darwinist, are among the most read (ibid., p. 32f).

4. Jewish attitudes to science in Russia
Among the emerging Jewish intelligentsia in 19th century Russia, even among the maskilim in a narrower sense, there were different attitudes to modern science, and different strategies for the spreading of enlightenment to the Jewish masses. The elder generation, who most often had received a traditional Jewish education, only later complemented with secular studies, and who were well conversant with the classic sources of Judaism, in general did their utmost in trying to accomodate modern science within Jewish tradition. Consequently, in their works there is an abundance of references to the Talmud, Midrash and Jewish philosophers such as Sa’adia Gaon, Maimonides and others, all pointing to the importance of secular knowledge and science. The foremost representative of this tradition is no doubt Isaac Baer Levinsohn (1788-1860), considered as the father of the Haskalah in Russia and actual initiator of several of the educational reforms regarding the Jews of the Russian empire that were carried through during the reign of tsar Nicholas I. Rabbi Levinsohn was the author of Te'udah be-Yisrael, which became almost a kind of inofficial programme for the Haskalah-movement in Russia, preaching integration - rather than assimilation, and mutual tolerance and respect between Jews and Russians, aiming to make his coreligionists  ”better Jews, and they will prove better citizens!” (Greenberg 1930:74). Levinsohn can also be seen as a proponent of the Wissenschaft des Judentums, the academic professional movement among Jewish historians that was more or less replacing the Haskalah in Germany. Although sharing some important traits, notably the critical spirit and the interest for secular history, the Wissenschaft des Judentums had a more markedly ”disinterested”, non-didactic attitude towards history as a science with its own inherent value, as an end in itself. This in contrast to the maskilim's dilettant, explicitly didactic view of history. Levinsohns own interest in Jewish history clearly surpassed mere dilettantism. In a letter to Samuel Joseph Fin, a leading Vilna maskil and teacher at the rabbinic seminary there, he confessed, that ”my research into Jewish antiquity has always been my pleasure and my sole preoccupation” (Feiner 2002:186). Fin, if anyone, should know to appreciate such a confession from one of his mentors, being himself the author of an important work on Jewish history, Nidhei Yisrael (1851), with the ambitious objective ”to encompass 'all the history of the children of Israel and the wisdom of its sages, from the time of their exile from their land until the present generation, in all the nations of their wandering'” (Feiner 2002:194)

Another typical proponent of the ’moderates’ was Nahman Krochmal (1785-1840), a leading Galician maskil, who in his More nevukhim hazeman (”Guide for the Perplexed of the present”, with obvious reference to Maimonides), published posthumously in 1851, presented a new rationalist, Hegelian interpretation of general and Jewish history so as to fit the maskilic ideals of enlightenment, integration, openness towards the surrounding society and to secular science.

However, the more radical maskilim, among whom a certain Mordecai Aaron Ginzburg was one of the earliest, reacted against the ”restorative” tendency of Levinsohn and his followers; they aimed at convincing their fellow Jews that the modern era had a value of its own, and that progress demanded new truths, that did not always comply with those of the past. Ginzburg gave clear expression to this sentiment in his Kiryat sefer (Vilna, 1847):

And instead of endeavouring to plant intelligence in the hearts of our people so that they will understand that wisdom [science] is of great value even if there is no allusion to it in the aggadah or the midrash, they are being led by vain efforts to despise any wisdom or knowledge that the ancients did not possess, as if wisdom had time limits set upon it, and was told: Until this time, and no later, shall you make yourself known to men.

(quoted from Feiner 2002:186)

A new generation of radical maskilim appeared in the 1860's and 1870's, further challenging and publicly opposing the moderates. Politically, these Jewish radicals were in general much less favourably inclined towards the Russian government, and they were  clearly under the influence of Russian contemporary radical intelligenty like Pisarev, Dobroliubov, Chernyshevskij and others. The radicals also distinguished themselves through the importance they placed in the natural sciences, whereas for the moderates the primary interest was in history in general , and Jewish history in particular. This is not to say, however, that the radicals, - with names such as Isaac Kaminer (1834-1901), Abraham Uri Kovner (1842-1909), Judah Leib Levin (1844-1925), Aaron Samuel Lieberman (1845-1880), Abraham Jacob Paperna (1840-1919) and Morris Vinchevsky (alias Benzion Novakhovichi, 1856-1932) - took no interest in history. But theirs was a history of a different sort, a positivist, ”biologistically” tinted history, heavily influenced by such works as John William Draper's A history of the intellectual development of Europe (1861) and Henry Thomas Buckle's History of civilization in England (1856, 1861). Through these the radical maskilim also acquainted themselves with Darwin, Spencer and German materialists such as Büchner, Vogt and Moleschott, and further with a certain Karl Marx. These influences obviously vouched for a new sense of history, as a process ruled by universal, scientific law, free from theological concepts of Providence, but struggling to combine historical determinism with the idea of human free will, so central in Russian and maskilic radicalism (Feiner 2002:276).

Politically, at least the first generation of moderate maskilim in Russia, despite their professed liberalism, had tended to be rather conservative, defending the prevailing autocracy and sharing with several of their brothers of the Russian intelligentsia a belief in the 'benevolent emperor', nursing great hopes for a liberation of the Jews from the educational reforms of both Nicholas I and Alexander II. This apparently close involvement with the government in itself made the maskilim suspect in the eyes of the common Jews, who were still suffering from all the restrictions and hardships imposed on them, and who feared that the educational reforms were only a first step towards complete assimilation and total neglect of Jewish tradition.

However, a changing political climate, a worsening economic situation, pogroms and mounting Judeophobia among the Russian intelligentsia, as well as a disillusionment with government reforms shattered the optimistic view of the present and future, that had been a cornerstone of the early Russian Haskalah. The political reaction from the government that followed after the murder of Alexander II in 1881 further convinced the Jewish radical intellectuals in their rejection of the evidently too optimistic picture of reality and the future prospects for liberation of the Jews that had been nurtured by the moderate maskilim. They were also influenced by general nationalist currents in Europe. Some Jewish intellectuals, such as Peretz Smolenskin, who had moved from Shklov (Belarus') - the first center of Haskalah in the Russian empire, via Odessa to Vienna, began to seriously question some of the earlier maskilim's historiography, and in particular their positive evaluation of Moses Mendelssohn as the preeminent hero of the Haskalah. For Smolenskin, by contrast, Mendelssohn represented most of all a decisive step towards assimilation and subsequent disappearance of the Jewish people. Proof of this was in Smolenskin's eyes the fact that Mendelssohn's own children all converted to Christianity. Smolenskin, with his marked nationalistic approach to history, can thus be seen as an important link in the transition from Haskalah to modern Zionism, which first expressed itself in the 1880's and 1890's through the so called Hibbat Zion (≈ Lovers of Zion)-movement in the Russian empire. This was a movement that, for good or for bad, came to leave a much more substantial imprint on history than did ever the Haskalah. But that is another story.

The effect of this changing political climate on the attitudes to science among Jewish intellectuals was perhaps not immediate. In general, the disillusionment with educational reform may have made them less prone to view science as an instrument in the struggle for emancipation. Also, in an environment perceived as hostile there was a discernable tendency among parts of the Jewish intelligentsia to direct the quest for knowledge inwards, to Judaism itself, to explore their own Jewish identity. Here the interests of both Wissenschaft des Judentums and early Zionism often coincided, sometimes in the same person, as in the case of Samuel Joseph Fin. But, the proponents of Zionism could also try to employ general science in the service of the nationalist cause, by invoking evolutionist concepts of the”struggle for existence” and survival, as did Leon Pinsker in his pamphlet Auto-Emancipation from 1882. Positivism could also be called on to serve the cause of Zionism. As late as 1904, Vladimir Jabotinsky, the future leader of revisionist Zionism, claimed that ”the tie between Zionism and Zion is for us not only an ineradicably strong instinct, but also an empirically proven consequence of strictly positivist study” (Stanislawski 2001:179-180).

Against the general background sketched here, we will in what follows go more into detail through three examples of attitudes to secular science among the Jews in the Russian empire during the period under consideration here (1860-1890). Naturally, as should already be understood from above, these should be regarded neither as mutually exclusive, nor as jointly exhaustive, but simply as samples taken from the Russian-Jewish press of the time, conveying a picture of the reasoning behind the ideas.

5. Fin : Haskalah and the utility of science
Samuel Joseph  Fin (or Fuenn, as his name is often spelled), born in 1818, received a traditional Jewish education. He was a teacher of Bible and Hebrew at the state rabbinical seminary in his native Vilna, where he was a leading member of a circle of moderate maskilim. History in general, and Jewish history in particular was one of his main interests. His idealistic philosophy of history, influenced by Hegel, he set forth in Nidhei Yisrael (1851), where the historical process is described as an interaction of the development of political and spiritual forces in a nation (Feiner 2002:172f). Just like Nahman Krochmal, the leading Galician maskil, Fin characteristically employs analogies from biology in his historiography. In particular, he seems to adhere to a view of the ontogenesis of the individual as repeating the fylogenesis of the species, an analogy that is carried over to the development of nations, as passing through successive stages of ”boyhood”, growth, and decay.

From the 1860’s and onward the rather theoretical, abstract reasoning of Nidhei Yisrael was transformed into more easily accessible texts in the Hebrew journal Hakarmel, published and edited by Fin in Vilna during the years 1860-1881. The aim of his numerous editorials and articles was apparently to convince his fellow Jews to preserve their Jewish identity and tradition, while at the same time not isolating themselves from their Russian environment (Feiner 2002:202f). For this latter purpose, there was also a Russian language supplement to Hakarmel, in which a series of articles entitled ”Judaism in relationship to life” (Iudaizm v otnoshenie k zhizni) was published in 1860. Here Fin treats in particular the Jewish attitude to education. He certainly is not the first to employ what might be called ”the argument of longevity”, but he gives it a characteristic maskilic twist when answering, in the introductory article of the series, the question, what possibly may account for the astounding longlasting survival of the Jewish people, in spite of all the disasters that have befallen it, all the more remarkable when compared to other ancient peoples, long since extinguished:

The longlasting existence of the Jewish people and its survival amidst constant disasters constitutes an important problem in the philosophy of history. Every unbiased thinker will concede, that only a powerful spiritual force, in the depths of this people, could have preserved it from final destruction. This force is its Divine teaching. Indeed, it constitutes a life-creating foundation, which, preserving its inner distinctiveness, at the same time adapts to outer influences, removing all that, which runs counter to its spirit, accepting only what is suitable for it, and reshaping it into its constituent parts. The incessant revival and evolution of this foundation we call Judaism.

(Prilozhenie k Gakarmeliu 1860 no. 7,· p. 26)
 
This excerpt, representative of a moderate, second generation maskil, shows a characteristic mixture of secular and religious argument, where the Divine is called upon to explain a feature of secular history, while the conception of religious tradition itself is molded so as to fit a maskilic ”evolutionary”, albeit not yet ”evolutionist” or Darwinist, conception of history.

Fin further asks how the Jews have managed to adapt to their shifting conditions of existence as (1) productive beings (kak chelovek-proizvoditel’), (2) as member of society - citizen (kak chelovek-grazhdanin), and 3) as rational, reasoning individual (kak chelovek-myslitel’). For each of these aspects of Jewish existence he answers by referring to suitable passages from the written sources of Judaism, citing e.g., with reference to (1), the Pirqe Avot - ”The Ethics of the Fathers” from the Mishna, to show that Jews have an obligation to love work and despise idleness (Pirqe Avot 1:10). As for (2), Fin refers to the Biblical tradition of a common ancestry of all humankind, and the established Jewish tradition according to which the laws of the state are equally valid as the Divine law, again with citations to Talmud (Baba-Kama 112, Ketubot 110). Similarly, making the case for Jewish enlightenment (3), Fin again seeks legitimacy for his claims in the classic sources of Jewish tradition, the rabbis of the Talmud and Maimonides, who as the preeminent rationalist of Jewish tradition was a key figure in the hall of fame of the maskilim:

Recognizing the eminence of the human soul, Judaism holds science as the only guide to the knowledge of God and the love of Him. (Maimonides, Yesodei Hatorah 2) The talmudists even composed a special blessing of God for the event of meeting a scholar, whatever people he would belong to. It consists in the following words: ”Blessed art thou, Lord our God, King of the universe, who has imparted thy wisdom to earthly creatures.”
 They further said: He who is in the position of studying astronomy and all the sciences associated with it, and neglects doing so, about him the prophet said: ”They do not observe Gods creatures, they do not behold the creations of His hands.” (Isaiah 5:12)

(ibid. p. 27)

In the following article in the series (1860 no. 8), Fin considers the reproach against the Jews for being too occupied with their own history, neglecting thereby the demands of the present, and thus potentially impeding their adaptation to modern society. Fin seems to acknowledge this danger, but still claims it is necessary to first get an overview of the historical development of the Jewish people, in order to assess the possibilities of Jewish acculturation in present day Russian society, and what kind of help from outside might be suitable for this endeavour. And so, he begins a survey of Jewish history by referring first to Josephus' ”Contra Apionem”, showing that the particular engagement in trades of all kinds is something that was originally foreign to the Jews, and that it is something which more or less has been ”forced” upon them, by Providence (Providenie) to be sure, during the Roman occupation of Palestine, when Jews were cut off from their lands. Trade was in itself looked down upon by the Romans as an occupation on a pair with prostitution. But the Jews developed the trade in the Roman empire, and later during the Middle ages they became essential in the further development of trade in the Italian ports of Venice and Genua, and in other parts of Europe. To underpin these claims Fin refers to Herder's ”Ideen zur Philosophie der Geschichte der Menschheit” and the works of other German and French historians. He also describes the Jewish presence in Spain and in Poland, by referring to the travelog of cardinal Commendoni from his journey in southern Poland in the first half of the 16th century. Particularly worth noting in the cardinals description he finds the observation that the Jews in Poland at that time busied themselves with trade and the sciences, medicine and astrology in particular, and that they enjoyed citizen's rights like the rest of the population (ibid., p. 31). In the next issue (1860 no. 9) Fin points to the importance of the Jews for the geographical expeditions of the Portuguese to India and also to the Black Sea region.

The apparent objective of this and the following articles of Fin's is to show, through historical examples, that Jews can indeed be industrious and useful (poleznye) members of society, if only they are granted full citizens' rights, like in England or France. This, together with the fact that the articles are published in Russian, a language that few Jews mastered fully at this time yet, seems to suggest that the intended reading audience for these texts is primarily Russian, non-Jewish intellectuals, perhaps even government officials. Further indications of this might be the concessions Fin makes about the existence of a class of seemingly ”non-productive”, Jewish petty traders and brokers, which he however hastens to defend, with reference to Moses Mendelssohn and Menasse ben-Israel, as also being useful for the wider distribution of products and for the lowering of consumer prizes. He also rebuts the charge of Jewish national particularism, as representing only a temporary bond of solidarity between those that are oppressed, a ”tribal impulse” (plemennoe vlechenie) that will eventually disappear where the Jews are accepted as equal citizens. Also a subsequent article in the series (1860 no. 16) is concerned with displaying the Jews as good citizens and patriots, invoking the testimonies of a number of Dutch ministers of government about the patriotism and bravery of the Jews, who in their eyes have proved to be good and worthy citizens on an equal basis with the indigenous population of the Netherlands. Interestingly, one of the witnesses, the president of the Amsterdam Tribunal, also refers to the beneficial influence of the more ”enlightened” (prosveshchennye) Jews on their ”less educated” co-religionists, through the activities undertaken by the former, with the support of the government, as an explanation for the good results of the emancipation, the fruits of which he expects to see also in the future. Through this particular testimony it seeems Fin is implicitly making the case for governmental support for the maskilim in Russia, in return for a smooth integration of the Jews, making them into loyal subjects and useful citizens of the Empire.

After a longer intermission, Fin resumes the series of articles (1860 no. 33), explicitly directing his words towards those non-Jewish readers who, in ”our enlightened century” (nash prosveshchennyj vek), still write about the Jews under the influence of individual convictions, founded on old prejudices, without any real knowledge of Jewish history, taking a delight in remarking only the negative sides of the story. These people, Fin assumes, do not believe that Jews will ever be able to reconcile themselves with the descendants of their former oppressors, or that the Jews could ever free themselves of the moral flaws that necessarily developed in them as a result of the long-time oppression they have been subject to. Hence, for these people it seems no real integration will be possible, and they see only self-interest, vanity and hypocrisy even in the educated Jewish citizens of foreign countries. It is precisely these people that Fin recommends reading the testimonies abouth the Jews in England, France, Germany and the Netherlands that were presented in the earlier articles in the series.

Already in the use of the expression ”our enlightened century” and even more so from the following concession, it is obvious that Fin still belongs to the moderate maskilim, for whom an optimistic belief in the transforming power of education for the assimilation or acculturation of the Jews in Russian society was fundamental: 

Naturally, one must concede that pitiful circumstances have produced some moral corruption in the Jew: by an instinct of self-preservation he has been forced sometimes to hide, to be a hypocrite and to make objectionable decisions. But all this was only an external outgrowth, that did not touch his inner organism. Come the first beneficial change, the first breaths of healing education, this outgrowth will fall off by itself. The educated Jew does not remember the sorrows that were inflicted upon him by the fanaticism of centuries passed; participating in the process of social and intellectual development, he is busy being a good citizen like everybody else, and in some places he already became a citizen in the full and wide sense of this word.

(Prilozhenie k Gakarmeliu 1860 no. 33., p. 128)

It should be noted of course that this was written as early as in 1860, when optimism and belief in the benevolent tsar Alexander II and his reforms appeared to be more or less well-founded, far from anticipating the evils of pogroms and virulent Judeophobia that would befall the Jews in the 1870's and 1880's. Worth noting is also the fact that Fin combines his belief in education and enlightenment with an open reverence for the Jewish religious faith as a civilizing, integrating power, that helped the Jews preserve their morals during hard times and taught them both to endure and to forget their previous suffering. Such a religious view clearly identifies him again as belonging to an earlier generation of moderate maskilim.

The last two articles of the series, Fin devotes to the Jew as rational, reasoning individual being (chelovek-myslitel’ - aspect (3) above). He refers to Philo, Flavius Josephus and to one of the classic sources of Jewish mysticism, the Sefer Yetsira - the Book of Creation, in which he finds an anticipation of the philosophy of Hegel, described in quasi-evolutionary language:

The unknown author of this book [i.e. Sefer Yetsira] sees in the infinite creation only one single unity and strives to show the unified, eternal harmony that rules the single, immense, living organism of the universe, and for the gradual evolution of an infinite number of members of this organism he ackowledges a common foundation - the will of the Eternal [or, ”an eternal will”].
 This great truth, expressed for the first time in ”The Book of Creation” in symbolic terms, characteristic of ancient times, was developed little-by-little in later times, and brought to scientific-philosophical clarity: this truth is part of the foundation of the newest German philosophy of Hegel.

(Prilozhenie k Gakarmeliu 1860 no. 34., p. 131f)

The destruction of the Second Temple by the Romans and the dispersal of the Jews over the ancient world made it necessary for the Jews, according to Fin, in order to adapt to the new reality of their existence, to concentrate all their thinking on erecting a new, purely spiritual Temple to replace the old one, and that is why Jewish philosophy henceforth became an inextricable part of religion. The clearest expressions of this thinking are the Talmud and the Midrashim, the former dealing mainly with practical life and the external world, whereas the latter is concerned with the spiritual world and the human soul, although they are really intertwined the one with the other, making up one organic whole. In spite of the seeming particularity and exclusiveness of these sources, their followers and students never ceased to sympathize with the general endeavour of humankind.

In the final article in the series (1860 no. 37) Fin deals primarily with Biblical literature, e.g. the various ancient translations of the Hebrew Bible into Greek (Septuaginta, Aquila) and Aramaic (Targumim). He describes some of the work that has been undertaken in order to preserve the text and ensure that it can be rightly understood, e.g. by means of adding vowels. He relates the meaning expressed by Franz Delitsch, that the various translations of the Bible served the Jews as sources for the development of literary traditions in different national languages. Fin even claims Jews helped Mohammed in the compilation of the Koran. He tells about the Jewish active participation in the development of the sciences in the Arabic-Islamic civilization, giving as examples the Jewish physician and astronomer Maschalla, and the philosopher, astronomer and physician-in-ordinary to the caliph Magad, Isaac-ben-Suleiman, author of a commentary to the book of Genesis and of treatises in algebra and astronomy. He further mentions the Jewish astronomer and physician Shabbatai Donolo, living in Italy , who searched out and collected forgotten astronomical treasures from ancient Greece, Babylonia and India, submitting them to comparison with Jewish traditions.

To summarize then, in this series of articles we see Fin as a true representative of the moderate maskilim, eager to show that religion and secular sciences go well together in Jewish tradition. The text is apparently designed with the aim of showing to a non-Jewish reader, perhaps a powerful administrator of the tsar’s regime, that the Jews are indeed worthy of becoming citizens with equal rights as the indigenous population, and that once they receive such rights, they will prove eminently useful to Russia, in the production, as well as in the sciences. It is thus a rather ”utilitarian” view of education and science that is expressed here, quite typical of the earlier, moderate proponents of the Haskalah. Fin may belong to a later generation than Rabbi Isaac Baer Levinsohn, but he is clearly an exponent of the same ”restorative” tendency as regards Jewish history, that we saw already Mordecai Aaron Ginzburg reacted against in his Kiryat sefer of 1847 (cf. above).

Although sharing to a certain extent the ”utilitarian” view of education and science with Fin, another voice, similar to that of Ginzburg in its protest against an overexploitation of the Jewish past for the purpose of enlightenment, was made public in Razsvet at about the same time as Fin published his series of articles. The author, who appears under the signature R.K., argues in general for the necessity of Jews widening their sphere of knowledge and studies, in the hope of contributing to contemporary science. But the focus is evidently again on the practical utility of learning:

we will not gain anything, if we ascribe to ourselves the great discoveries of modern times, searching out in [the works of] our writers hints about these discoveries. It is something else if we, governed by these obscure and ambiguous hints, would begin to independently work up different questions, that are posed by contemporary science, and earlier than others would come to a solution of these questions. One single discovery made in this way would earn us more of the right to recognition from the developing mankind, than all the clever guesses and efforts, by means of which the adherents of antiquity seek out and find in the old texts almost all discoveries of contemporary science, all the great inventions of modern times.

(Razsvet 1860 no. 23, p. 367)

So far, the author contends, Jews in Russia - with a few brilliant exceptions, such as the mathematicians Slonimskij, Shtern, and Eichenbaum - have not been able to engage in science and make independent contributions to it, busy as they have been earning their bread under harsh conditions of living. Hence, Russian Jews cannot be blamed for not yet reaching the same level of development in science as their coreligionists in Europe. But, in order to make them progress faster, the author argues against a study of the humanities and the social sciences. For the Jewish masses the road of industry is the only one leading to a development of their reason in the spirit of modern science (ibid., p. 368).

Thus, although the aim of proving ”useful” to Russian society at large is the same as that of Fin, the means of reaching it  seem to be different here.

But there were others still, who appeared less interested in proving ”useful”, and who were more preoccupied with internal Jewish questions in their view of science.
6. Wissenschaft des Judentums : ”science of Judaism” in Russia
The German movement for a Wissenschaft des Judentums - a ”science of Judaism”, initiated by Leopold Zunz (1794-1886) had already influenced some of the leading maskilim in Galicia and Russia, among them notably Levinsohn, Krochmal and Fin. In particular they absorbed the idea, that the same historical forces governed both universal and Jewish history, which therefore should be studied with the same scientific methods as all history. Together with the conviction among the proponents of Wissenschaft des Judentums of both the possibility and necessity of studying Judaism scientifically often went some sort of Hegelian belief in the progress and enlightenment of the human spirit (Johnson 1987:327; Feiner 2002:194f, 329f).

The influence of the movement in Russsia was further enhanced when in 1860 one of its main German propagators Dr. Marcus Jost, author of a Geschichte der Israeliten (1828) in nine volumes, published in Razsvet (1860 no. 16, 18) his ”Literary letters”. Here he amongst other things deplored the fact that the children of Mendelssohn and Friedländer, the first Jewish enlighteners, chose to convert to Christianity, seeking the cause thereof in the ”negativism” of the first Jewish reformers, proposing instead a positive conception of Judaism, and so arguing in favour of a Wissenschaft des Judentums. Later the same year, another pen in Razsvet (1860 no. 32) insisted that religious reform must be founded on the ”science of Judaism” (nauka iudejstva), on a study of the existing Jewish institutions and their historical development (Gal’bershtadt 1860).

However, twenty years later, the situation is different. The question now does not so much concern how to reform Judaism, in order to make it relevant in modern society, but rather - how to save it from oblivion. It is a time when Judaism in Russia seems to be threatened, not only by Judeophobic prejudices and pogroms, but also from within. Ironically, this is partly a result of the success of the enlightening endeavour of the maskilim, which has made Russian language and secular knowledge so attractive in the eyes of the Jewish youth, that they seem to loose all interest in their own tradition. An editorial of the reborn Razsvet , now published in St. Petersburg, openly complains about the ”indifference” to Judaism particularly among the youth, and argues for the necessity of awakening a new interest in the young generation towards ”Jewish science”, while deploring the inability of contemporary Jewish institutions to bring this about, proposing as a temporary substitute for an institution of Higher Jewish Learning a Bet Hamidrash in Saint Petersburg, based on the Vienna model (Razsvet 1880 no. 39).

Some years later, then, in 1884, an article is published in Evrejskoe obozrenie (1884 no. 3, p. 74-82) by F.B. Getts. The author begins by stating that Russian Jewry is living through a crisis, comparable to that of the time of the crusades or the persecutions under Bogdan Khmelnitski. The Jews in Russia are suffering pogroms and arson, discriminating "temporary laws"
 and a generally hostile environment. On the bright side, however, is the "return" in ever growing numbers of the Russian Jewish intelligentsia to their own people, which they for some time had ceased to take any interest in. However, these returning Jewish intellectuals and scientists tend to put all their effort to help their rediscovered brethren into the bettering of their material conditions. But, the author claims, the worst crisis for Russian Jewry is not material, but spiritual or moral. This may be hard to believe, he concedes, since a comparison with other groups of the population in Russia still shows that Jews generally are less prone to crime and to drinking, but taking a greater interest in the arts and sciences, than the average Russian. Nevertheless, what is lacking above all among the Russian Jews, and among the Russian-Jewish intelligentsia in particular, is an understanding of the necessity to devote oneself wholeheartedly to ”the science of Judaism”. Indeed, much of the rest of the article turns out to be an energetic apologia for the Wissenschaft des Judentums. The author very much regrets, that as a consequence of the desperate ”struggle for existence” (bor’ba za sushchestvovanie) and through assimilation with the surrounding environment, the Russian-Jewish intelligentsia ”forgot about themselves” and about their special destiny as Jews. Getts, like others before him, again uses the argument of longevity, answering the question why the Jewish people has survived so many ancient peoples despite all the hardships it has suffered, by reference to the idea of monotheism. To Getts, it is not important whether that which unites all Jews be called 'nationality' or 'religion'. That is only a label. What is important is the idea of a single, universal God and the corollary of a united humanity stemming from it. For this thought the Jews have been fighting throughout history, and in this immortal idea lies their only lasting victory. But, alas, the assimilated Russian-Jewish intelligentsia does not seem to be prepared for this fight. They obviously think, that as citizens of the Russian empire, they have nothing in common with their fellow Jews, but the religious faith. They study foreign languages, but not Hebrew, they learn about the history and literature of other nations, but not about Jewish history and literature. No wonder then that they are estranged from their own people, with no understanding of its needs and urges. 

But now, faced with furious antisemitism and pogroms, that make no difference between emancipated Jews with a university degree, and traditional Jews, without diplomas, standing outside the general law, the Jewish intelligentsia seems to have awakened and regained consciousness at last. So they have started discussing various emigration projects, or how to better the material living conditions for the Jews in Russia.

However, the author is convinced, there is still hope, thank God, that the material conditions of the Jews will indeed improve with time, that pogroms will cease one day and that antisemitism will come to an end, since it is only founded on artificially entertained feelings of hatred. But then what will happen with the interest in the well-being of their fellow- Jews that the Jewish intelligentsia presently is professing? If the Jewish intellectuals now have nothing else in common with their own people, other than the common enemy of anti-semitism, what bonds will there be to unite them in a future hopefully free from anti-semitism? It seems the Jewish intelligentsia has sadly neglected to create any new such intellectual-moral bonds during this time of crisis, leaving the reawakening religious movement to traditionalist formalists, that have no chance of having a lasting influence on the new generation of Jewish youth, growing up with and being educated in the contemporary European civilization. What they would need is to get to know the full richness of their own Jewish cultural  heritage, its history and its eternal truths, i.e. they would need the ”science of Judaism”. To underpin his argument, Getts quotes Hillel from the Pirqe Avot - ”The Ethics of the Fathers” (in Mishna Berakhot), but without revealing the source: ”The unlearned does not fear sin”

The conclusion of Getts' apologia for a Wissenschaft des Judentums in Russia, then, is that such an intellectual movement among the Jews is needed both for 1) the religious reawakening, and for 2) raising the national self-consciousness. The urgency of such a movement in the author's eyes is spelled out very clearly: ”the destiny of Jewry itself depends on the destiny of the science of Judaism” (Getts 1884:82).

However, another four years later, the author of an article in the more theoretical Jewish journal Voskhod  (1888 no 4) laments the pitiable state of the science of Judaism in Russia, as given to petty casuistry, lacking completely in synthesis and generalization, thus failing to explain the historical facts and create a comprehensive picture of an epoch. Among the learned (uchenye, - which can also be translated as scientists) Jews in Russia there has not as yet appeared one single Geiger, Jost, Graetz or Weiss, the author sadly contends, and he would be willing to exchange ”a whole bunch” of the dead, finical research results of their home-grown ”wise men” for one living monograph or even a chapter only of Geiger or Graetz (Kritikus, p. 13). So, if this was a true picture of the ”science of Judaism” in the Russian empire of the 1880’s, and if Getts was right in his final remark, there was definitely reason to fear for the future destiny of the Jews in Russia. Fortunately, however, there were other, more optimistic, less negative voices to be heard among East European and Russian Jewry. It is to them that we now turn.

7. Jewish positivism and evolutionism : Simchowitz and Lur’e
In 1880 a peculiar book was published in Vienna by a young Jew, only twenty-one years of age, by the name of Salomon Schachno Simchowitz.
 The title of the book was Der Positivismus in Mosaismus - ”Positivism in Mosaicism”. Evidently, it received some attention in Russia, not only in the Jewish press, but also in the Christian-orthodox paper Kievskija eparkhialnyja vedomosti. But the most elaborate response to Simchowitz, however, came a year after the appearance of the book, when rabbi S. Lur’e published a series of articles in Razsvet (1881 no. 47-52), discussing the book in detail; to a certain extent these articles can also be seen as a review, but they go further than that in treating ”The rational foundations of the teachings of Moses” (Ratsionalnyja osnovy Moiseeva uchenija).

However, in order to understand these reactions to the book we must first look closer at its contents. Already on the first page of the book Simchowitz purports to show that the original, unadulterated Judaism, springing from Moses himself, not only does not contradict modern positivist philosophy, but as a matter of fact completely coincides and is identical with it. The idealist, supernatural, transcendentalist version of Judaism that has come down to later generations he regards as a distortion of the original teaching of Moses. The author puts the blame for this adulteration of original Judaism on the influence from ancient Greece and such hellenizing Jewish philosophers as Aristobulus and Philo, whom he regards as Platonists rather than ”Mosaicists”, and on their followers, the founders of Christendom. An important reason for their alienation from the original teachings of Moses was that they read the Bible in its ”obscured and falsified” Greek translation, the Septuaginta (p. II). Further, in an introductory chapter about his sources, Simchowitz refers to an ancient esoteric knowledge of metaphysics and physics possessed by the Jews, which was not openly transmitted, in contrast to the transmission of the legislation and rituals (halakha), but was conveyed orally between tradition-bearers, and therefore lost with the demise of the schools in which these traditions were kept alive. But traces of this knowledge remain in the Talmud, in the references there to the so-called Ma'aseh Merkabah, the vision of the prophet Ezekiel of the Divine Chariot, and Ma'aseh Bereshit, the act of Creation. Simchowitz here also refers to Maimonides' Moreh nevukhim, the Guide for the perplexed (I,71 and II,11), the first section of which confirms the loss of a number of sciences previously possessed by the Jews, through the long time that has passed and through the influence of the ”barbarian” peoples, that have later dominated the Jews. Also in this section Maimonides gives expression to his aristotelian 'empiricism', as against the deductivist 'rationalism' of the muslim moutecallimin that he is arguing with.

In the same empiricist spirit Simchowitz  sets out to rectify the dominating view of Moses as mainly a religious leader and teacher, by bringing to the forefront his philosophical system, which is characterized as ”unspeculativ, empirisch, auf Naturwissenschaft gestützt und positiv” (Simchowitz 1880:2). He refers to Rabbi Narboni (1300-1362), according to whom Moses begins the Pentateuch with the story of Creation, i.e. the philosophy of nature, and not with his theology, since the latter follows philosophically from the former, which is a necesssary introduction to theology (ibid, p. 16).
 Further, Simchowitz argues against the interpretation of the Biblical account of Creation as implying ”creatio ex nihilo”; quite the contrary is the case, the author claims: the original tohu vavohu in Genesis 1 refers to a state of formless, unorganized, eternally existing (non-created) matter (ibid., p. 26ff). In defense of this view he cites both Midrashic authorities such as R. Brechiah and Bar-Kapara (Bereshit Rabah I,7) and medieval sources such as Gersonides (Milchamot Hashem VI, 1,17) and R. Joseph Albo (Ikkarim I,2). 

A major reason why this point is so important for Simchowitz is apparently Kant's critique against the so-called physico-theological argument for the existence of God (sometimes also referred to as the argument from design). Kant simply pointed out that one cannot consistently derive any purposeful design or intention from pure matter, only from form, implying that the physico-theological argument can prove, at best, the existence of a Master-Builder, not of a Creator of the universe. Since for Simchowitz the idea of purpose is so essential, he evidently prefers dropping creation out of nothing, acknowledging the eternal existence of matter. According to Simchowitz, Moses might have turned into an atheist, after having banished all gods from inside nature and rejected all kinds of ”spiritualism”, that endowed natural phenomena with  an independent will similar to that of man himself - be it to each individual phenomenon (fetishism), to groups of phenomena in a hierarchical system (polytheism) or to a common, universal will, permeating all natural phenomena (pantheism). The reason why Moses did not after all turn into an atheist, and instead became the founder of monotheism, is that he discovered something: the presence of a purpose, a plan, an intentional design in the form and structure of things in nature, in their organisation and functioning. This was something he could not explain simply by means of the natural laws of science. So he was lead to assume the existence of an external cause, a Being possessing consciousness and intelligence, which had the power to form these things of nature according to a plan, assigning to them a purpose (Simchowitz 1880:11f). It is already at this point that Lur'e, in the third article of his series (Razsvet 1881 no. 49), distances himself from Simchowitz. He is obviously not particularly impressed with this argument of purposeful design as the foundation of monotheism. He evidently recognizes in this argument a slightly renewed and revised version of the old teleological proof of God's existence (or physico-theological proof, in Kant's terminology). We will return to this point later, but let's first follow Simchowitz further down the road some distance.

Simchowitz really goes out of his way to make Judaism or ”Mosaicism” accord with contemporary science of his time; by generous interpretation he manages to fit the Biblical story of Creation within the Kant-Laplace nebular hypothesis of cosmogony and the prevailing geological view of the formation of the Earth. He also makes a serious effort to demonstrate the necessity of assuming an external original Divine impulse, that set the evenly distributed masses of gas in the primeval nebula in motion, causing them to split up, condensate and cool off to form solid bodies (planets, stars), something that could not have happened all by itself, according to the knowledge contemporary science has of gases and their behaviour.
 To underpin his argument he again makes frequent references to classic sources of Judaism, such as Midrash Bereshit Rabba, Pirke de Rabbi Eliezer and Talmud Jerushalmi. Interestingly, he also cites R. Hasdai Crescas (Or Hashem III, 1,5), as literally describing a ”law of evolution” (Ger. Evolutionsgesetz), according to which all presently existing organisms have reached a higher level of perfection than its predecessor (Simchowitz 1880:50). Simchowitz himself interprets the creation of organic life described by Moses as a gradual, slow process of development, periodically dependent upon the emergence of the different corresponding living conditions and changes occuring on the surface of the Earth, through which first plants, then waterliving animals, then landanimals and finally, as the vertex of this process - man evolved (ibid, p. 72).

Simchowitz then in a particular chapter of the book returns to the question of purpose in nature. To summarize his argument, he acknowledges without hesitation the presence and reality of things in nature that do not appear to have any detectable purpose. Nevertheless, he claims this is a real problem only for the transcendentalist-idealist view of God and Creation, according to which God is not only the creator of every living (and inorganic) thing, but also the eternal keeper and supervisor of everything, retaining the power at any time to change also the laws of nature according to his will, so that nothing is the way it is without God’s consent (ibid., p. 74f).
 For Moses as a ”positivist”, however, the presence of ”purposeless” things in nature constitutes no real problem, since these can easily be explained, firstly, from the blind, mechanical and consciousless evolvement of uncreated matter according to the laws of nature, which not even God can overrule, without dissolving the whole organisation of matter and thereby destroying also all the good, purposeful creatures in the world. (ibid. p. 76ff). In classical terms, faced with the well-known problem of theodicy and the logical fact that one cannot consistently at the same time affirm that 1) God is all good, 2) God is allmighty and 3) the reality of evil (or purposelessness), Simchowitz evidently chooses to drop 2) - God’s allmight.

Secondly, and here Simchowitz seems to invoke a kind of ”Spinozian” argument - without any explicit reference to Spinoza though, but rather to Maimonides (Moreh Nevukhim, I,72) and R. Abraham ibn-Daud (Emunah Ramah): there are really no absolutes when it comes to good and evil, or purposeful and purposeless (Simchowitz 1880:83ff); what is good and useful for the purpose of one human being, may not be so for another. The individual evaluates what is good or bad, useful and useless usually from his own particular point of view; only God has an allembracing, general perspective, as if weighing different interests against each other. And as with the human body, it is the same powers and laws that bring forth organic life and make it develop, as those that eventually make it decay and die (ibid., p. 86).

Simchowitz further argues against what he describes as, on the one hand, the Christian  denigration of earthly life through asketicism, in favour of some ”higher spiritual” life, and, on the other, the parallel, but in fact inconstistent view of man as the purported end purpose of all of Creation (ibid., p. 93f). Against this he poses the Mosaic view of life on Earth as the highest purpose of Creation, and the essential equality between all living organisms, as carrying their end purpose within themselves. Consequently, Simchowitz welcomes enthusiastically the recent development in science, which has narrowed the gap between humans and animals, in full accordance with the Hebraic view of old, and he likewise salutes the multitude of new species of animals being discovered by science, from the simple zoophytes to the humanlike apes, all alike being bearers of their own purpose, as truly worthy creatures of the Master of Creation. He even speaks in almost jubilant terms of the recently discovered microscopic organisms, as having each and every one a ”perfect structure, living, sensing, moving, struggling for existence, a true miniature edition of our larger animals!” (ibid., p. 107).

Anticipating a possible objection that would point to the miracles and wonders in the Bible as incompatible with a positivist interpretation of Judaism, Simchowitz claims these are not to be seen as violations of the natural laws, but only as demonstrations of Divine Providence, which Moses was the first to ackowledge (ibid., p. 113). He again cites Gersonides (Milchamot Hashem VI, 2,10) as saying that prophetism, foresight and Providence is possible only of things and events subject to regulation by natural laws, only of what is part of a preconceived order (Simchowitz 1880:114). So the biblical ”miracles” and ”wonders” are all effects of the natural laws, part of God’s original plan of Creation. For example, the crossing of the sea by the children of Israel at the exodus from Egypt and the subsequent drowning of the pursuing Egyptians was made possible through the ordinary tides, and the earth’s swallowing up of Korah and his band of rebels (Numbers 16:28-35) was the effect of a volcanic eruption (Simchowitz 1880:124). So, Simchowitz categorically denies that there is any place for ”supernaturalism” in Judaism, replacing it instead with the concept of Providence, which he sees as completely in accordance with a postivist natural philosophy. To the ”dogmatics”, who might object against this view of the world as a clockwork running all by itself, once set in motion, as representing an unworthy picture of God, the Creator and sustainer of the world, the author responds that it would detract much more from the magnificence of God to imagine that the clockwork needed mending now and then, with God appearing as the repairer. Once we assume that the plan of Creation was perfect already from the start, there can be no exceptions from the rules and laws laid down for its functioning already in the beginning (ibid., p. 125f).

The idea of the immortality of the human soul is rejected by Simchowitz as utterly foreign to original Judaism, in which body and soul is seen as necessarily united, hence the soul cannot have an independent existence of its own, neither before, nor after death. The Mosaic prohibition against the devouring of blood, which is seen as containing the soul (Leviticus 17:11-14), is evidence of this. Another piece of evidence is the logical proof by Ibn-Daud (Emunah Ramah I,6-7) of the impossibility of independently existing souls, detached from the human body. Simchowitz also holds the assumption of independently existing souls as unacceptable to pure monotheism, which tolerates no other purely spiritual being other than God (Simchowitz 1880:143).

Returning to Creation, the author speaks of a possible continuing evolution of the world, and even an imaginable extinction of the present human species, and its replacement by another, more perfect one in the world to come (haolam haba), when nature will cease to evolve and enjoy a perfect sabbath (ibid., p. 151ff). In this connection, in addition to the rabbis of the Talmud, Simchowitz even refers to such secular thinkers as Ludwig Büchner, the notorious materialist, and Charles Fourier, the utopian socialist.

Further Simchowitz reveals himself - and Moses - as a full-blooded determinist, rejecting the concept of a human free will (ibid., p. 160f). All human willing and acting have a cause, just like all other natural phenomena; they are all part of God’s original plan of creation, of the all-encompassing Divine Providence. Here it seems the author is not completely consistent with his earlier position in the argument with the ”transcendentalist-idealist view” on purpose in nature (ibid., p. 74 - see above). The suspicion arises, that this insistence of Simchowitz’s on everything that exists as having a ”natural” cause, is a way of saving the unity of the world, and by extension - the positivist ideal of the unity of science, even if he nowhere says so. However, precisely this concept of a cause, so important in the author’s view of Judaism, clearly distinguishes him from classic positivism, with its Humean concept of cause as nothing more than an observed regularity in the co-occurence of two separate events, involving no causal mechanism and no necessity. In contrast with this, Simchowitz discerns causal ”chains”, that link even seemingly free acts of human choice, through external motives and desires, to Divine Providence and God’s plan for Creation. Such a view naturally raises the question about the meaning of punishment and reward. If all our acts are predetermined by Divine Providence, why should anyone be held responsible and even punished or rewarded for carrying out something that he or she did out of necessity? Simchowitz's answer is that every act carries its reward or punishment within itself,
 and that the punishments exacted for certain sins in the Bible are not to be seen as acts of revenge or expressing some sense of justice, but only meant to instill fear in others, presumably deterring them from doing the same (ibid., p. 171f; with ref. to Deut. 17:13). This last argument does not seem entirely convincing; if all our acts are in fact predetermined and necessary consequences of Divine Providence, what would be the point of instilling fear in anyone for acting in a certain way? Obviously, if all are acts are necessitated by external causes ultimately deriving from God, fear will not keep anyone from acting the way he or she must act, come what may. Simchowitz again tries to evade this problem, and the perhaps even more serious objection, that as a consequence of determinism, or ”providentialism” as the author calls the Mosaıc view, all our human efforts to better ourselves and the world will be in vain. In order to avoid this undesirable consequence, the author introduces a sharp distinction between determinism and fatalism (ibid., p. 175).  According to the latter, what the future holds is entirely independent from all human willing and acting, and so leads to our giving up all our efforts and endeavours. Determinism, on the other hand, as Moses teaches it, is of the opposite view, that the future is completely dependent upon and determined by our willing and acting, which in their turn are determined by other external causes and motives. This means our willing and acting appear both as causes and as effects of other causes at the same time. But in the end, even in this view, everything that happens is in accordance with Divine Providence, which, Simchowitz finally confirms, is incompatible with the concept of a free human will (ibid., p. 178).

So much for the contents of Simchowitz's book. We now turn, at long last, to the response by rabbi S. Lur’e in his series of articles in Razsvet (1881 no. 47-52) ”The rational foundations of the teachings of Moses” (Ratsionalnyja osnovy Moiseeva uchenija). It should first be noted that Lur'e belongs to a different ”branch” of maskilim, than Fin. The argumentation may not be strikingly different, but the less didactic view of Jewish history, and the stronger influence from the Wissenschaft des Judentums is nevertheless apparent in the endeavour to reexamine the very foundations of Judaism, the Pentateuch, from a scientific point of view. Nevertheless, just like Fin - and, perhaps even more so Simchowitz himself, for that matter, Lur’e could also be accused of representing (to a certain extent) the same ”restorative tendency” that we saw Ginzburg and others of the more radical maskilim reacted against (cf. above). Thus, Lur’e should perhaps be seen as standing somewhere in between the moderates and the radicals, showing elements of both in his approach, evidently influenced by the Wissenschaft des Judentums, but rather by its German ”synthesizing” effort, than by the petty pilpul of the ”wise men” of Russian Jewry engaged in the ”science of Judaism”, so much derided later by the Kritikus in Voskhod (cf. above).

Now, we already noted that Lur'e was not overly enthusiastic about Simchowitz's argument of purposeful design in nature. What distinguishes Simchowitz's theory from its predecessors is, in Lure's reading, only the parallel acknowledgement of, on the one hand, an essentially independent, eternal, inanimate objective reality, obeying its own laws, and, on the other hand, a higher Divine intellect, that in ways unfathomable for the human mind (neispovedimymi dlia cheloveka razuma) adapts and prepares primeval, chaotic matter for further evolution.

The problem with this theory, according to Lur'e, is that Simchowitz cannot explain properly the existence of certain forms of matter that obviously seem to lack any purposefulness at all and that do not appear to correspond to any plan. Simchowitz tries to evade this problem by declaring that even the highest intellect cannot change the laws of nature, and that the Divine preparation only allows for the maximum possible quantity of purposefully constructed matter in accordance with the plan, but that there will always be a residue of matter, that does not fulfil these requirements and that actually will be at variance with the Divine plan (cf. Simchowitz 1880:13f).

Lur'e, however, does not buy this vain attempt at rescuing the theory. Why look for accordance with a plan, he asks, when even the very existence of such a plan may be seriously questioned:

If human reason had access to the whole universe, in its complete extension, which many, by the way, are inclined to see as being infinite, then it would be possible to talk about signs appearing in the universe of this or that preconceived plan; but as long as the human gaze, equipped with gigantic optical instruments, penetrating ever deeper into space, still has an immeasurable field for observations, no general plan of the universe can be apprehended by human reason. The plans of the universe, that from time to time are drawn up by human imagination, constantly change, in general as well as to their details, with the growth of knowledge, and rising level of understanding of nature. [...] Therefore, to talk about the universe as corresponding to a certain plan as a sufficient argument in this or that proof has no rational foundation.

(Razsvet 1881 no. 49, p. 1939f)

Lur'e then turns to the concept of purposefulness or expediency (tselesoobraznost’), which contrary to what Simchowitz thinks, does not refer to any inherent quality in objects of nature, situating them as parts of a general plan, but rather to something that appears as the result of evolution, in accordance with natural laws.

The way of reasoning here is strikingly similar to that of Lavrov, the Russian social philosopher, who in his ”Historical letters” (Istoricheskie pis'ma), first published in 1868-69, contends, that from the point of view of ”transformism” (which was the term generally employed for ”evolutionism” by the time), any organic form receives its ”meaning” (smysl) only as a moment in the universal genesis of organisms, and every specific case has its interest only through the research of the general process of evolution (Lavrov 1891:30). Thus, the conclusion drawn by Lur’e is near at hand: there is no individual purpose inherent in the organisms, or in any other natural, inorganic form for that matter. 

At the end of his argumentation in this article Lur'e finally appears as a full-blooded evolutionist, a follower of both Darwin and Spencer, discussing the genesis of variation in the organisms as a process of isolation (obosoblenie) and specialization. In this process, everything that is a result of evolution is in a sense purposeful; any higher form of purposefulness, however, does not exist. This line of reasoning is continued in the next article of the series (Razsvet 1881 no. 50), where Lur'e devotes most of the space to expounding his own view, contrasting with that of Simchowitz on several fundamental points. He again denies the existence of any observable ”purposefulness” in nature, and claims that such a notion can only be upheld as long as different forms of existence are seen as essentially unchangeable, as retaining their original state of being, as if nature was forever fixed. But modern science has proved that this is not the case, that all forms of existence in nature, organic as well as inorganic, are only temporary, transient results of natural processes of successive specialization and isolation (obosoblenie) of matter. Hence, all forms of exsistence are only temporary but necessary products of immutable natural laws, no such form being more ”purposeful” than the other.

The reason Lur'e finds it necessary to refute Simchowitz's views is only because in the book they are, falsely, attributed to Moses. Instead, Lur'e gives his own version of the development of monotheism, as a process of shifting and widening the focus of attention in observation from individual, singular and momentaneous natural phenomena, which could more easily be viewed as ruled by some kind of personal will (as in fetishism, polytheism, or pantheism), to repeated instances of such phenomena and their co-occurrence with certain other antecedent phenomena, perceived as natural causes. In this way, the human mind is led up a ladder of causes, to ask eventually for the ”first cause”. It is only at this stage that monotheism and science take leave from each other; while the scientist refrains from guessing, the monotheist ”creates for himself a belief” (sozidaet sebe veru) in God as a first cause. But in principle, the scientist and the monotheist both share the conviction of the fundamental unity in nature of both forces and matter (edinstvo v prirode, edinstvo sil, edinstvo veshchestva). That is why monotheism also has a certain affinity with monistic philosophy, which Lur'e treats in detail in a subsequent article.

In the following article (Razsvet1881 no. 51) Lur'e discerns two fundamental principles governing everything that exists in the universe, viz. 1) the principle of the unity of nature (edinstvo prirody), meaning that everything that exists has a common origin, a common cause, and 2) the principle of evolution, which is now acknowledged as generally valid, in the organic, as well as in the inorganic world of inanimate matter. But out of curiosity the human intellect will continue to ask whether these two principles together also represent the final cause of everything that exists, if such a final cause there is. More specifically, two fundamental questions regarding this final cause can be asked: i) what is the origin of this final cause, and ii) what is it like? Now, according to Lur'e, these questions are essentially independent of one another. However, neither positivism, monism nor monotheism even tries to anwer i), but while positivism also refrains from answering ii), monism and monotheism both try to provide some kind of answer to this second question. And rightly so, it appears to Lur'e, since such an answer has throughout history proved to be essential for the regulation of principles of morality in human life. This is so, since evolution involves a struggle for existence, and without an idea about the character of the final cause of the universe, and, hence of evolution, we will not know what means are permissible in this struggle for existence, something that will eventually lead to the lowering of morality and to the disintegration of human society.

Now the answers proposed by the monist and the monotheist to the question (ii) about the character of the final cause of the universe are both - and to the same extent·- only guesswork, Lur'e admits, but that does not detract from them their importance and dignity. They both also employ the same methods in their reasoning and both take evolution as their point of departure. Evolution, here abstractly defined as ”the totality of motion of separate parts of substance in different directions”
, however, cannot explain how external motion creates inner sensations (oshchushchenia) in living organisms. Precisely in order to explain this, it is necessary to introduce an additional foundation (dopolnitelnoe nachalo) in the theory of the construction of the universe. This additional foundation, this new beginning or origin of the universe both the monist and the monotheist relate to the final cause. The only difference between the monist and the monotheist, according to Lur'e, is that the former with the introduction of this additional foundation so-to-speak dissolves the final cause in the sea of the universe, whereas the monotheist views this final cause as something separate and independent of the rest of the universe, something external to it. Monotheism, thus, introduces the additional foundation in the form of a characteristic of this external, final cause, that is God.

This difference between monism and monotheism is further explained in the last article of the series (Razsvet 1881 no. 52). Here Lur'e first states the twofold reason for choosing to compare monotheism with monism in particular: the recognized status that monism enjoys among a considerable number of scientists, and, at the same time, its bold and clear acknowledgement of the fact that the origin of life cannot be explained by the theory of evolution. Again he returns to the as yet unexplained relationship between external motion and inner sensation in living organisms.
 To describe the monist ”solution” to this problem, Lur'e initially cites the German Jewish philologist and convinced evolutionist Lazarus Geiger: ”Motion is the external side of everything that exists; sensation, then, is its inner side”.

Thus, the monist declares that motion and sensation are but two sides of all atoms in the universe, but that the sensation of each atom is experienced only by itself (cf. Leibniz' windowless monads), whereas that of others is perceived only as motion. This means that in principle all of nature is living and animated; only in the animal world, however, the living monads have formed sufficiently complex combinations as to achieve maximum tension (napriazhenie), thereby producing consciousness. Evolution, then, according to monism, is simply the eternal and incessant process of monads combining to form ever more complex aggregates, with the goal of raising the level of consciousness in nature. So, all said and done about monism, by admitting a mission (zadacha) and a goal (tsel') of evolution, it seems Lur'e lets teleology sneak back in from behind. And, as we shall soon see, neither will he let monotheism do entirely without it. Monotheism, according to Lur'e, shares the conviction with monism of the existence of immutable laws regulating the existence of all substance in the universe, and likewise the insight about the impossibility of understanding the transition from external motion to inner sensation in the living organisms. But this incomprehension of the origin of life, seen as the totality of sensations (sovokupnost’ oshchushchenij), rather than dissolving the distinction between animated and inanimated matter in nature, as does monism, spurs the monotheist, by contrast, to place the source of life itself outside nature. This means that monotheism does not accept the monist view of life as simply a complex combination of motion; to explain life it demands an additional unknown something, that transforms motion into sensation. This unknown something must, according to monotheism, be added to matter from outside, that is from God.

With reference to evolution, then, monism and monotheism both agree, according to Lur'e, that progress is both possible and necessary; the process and the goal of evolution is the same for both of them, it is only regarding its source and first impulse that they differ. But, the consequence of this seemingly insignificant difference is dramatic in the author's eyes. Since according to the monist hypothesis every being carries its source of life within itself, there is no external moral regulator of the struggle for existence, and, strictly speaking, the inalienable right to life, pertaining only to living organisms in the usual, narrower sense, either ceases to exist, or we are forced to acknowledge the living foundation in everything that exists, also in seemingly inanimate matter. Consequently, in this view, we must refrain from undertaking even such changes in nature, that are necessary for human life. By contrast, if life is something that is given from outside only to some parts of all matter that exists, as in monotheism, then the right to life of these parts is evident. Given this right, then, our ability to act upon the rest of nature for our own benefit appears to be completely justified. This then, according to Lur'e, is the motive behind the emergence and preservation of monotheism, the roots of Moses' teaching about God and life, a doctrine according to which, Lur'e concludes by citing Graetz, ”God is the source, but not the goal”.

What makes Lur’e exceptional is his way of confronting Simchowitz, and what he evidently conceives of as a simplistic attempt at reconciling science and religion, with arguments largely rooted in science itself, notably in contemporary evolutionary theory, while staking out boundaries, and determining the particular characteristics that distinguish monotheistic faith from pure science. However, for all its faults, Simchowitz's Mosaic positivism is treated with respect and with serious interest; not least the sheer volume of text that Lur’e devotes to the book bears testimony about that. 

The Jewish journal Russkij evrej (1881 no. 8) devotes much less space to Simchowitz's book, but is on the whole quite favourably inclined in its evaluation of it. The reviewer acknowledges, that even if the results of Simchowitz's attempt at a ”ressurection” of Judaism on scientific ground cannot be immediately recognized as corresponding to the facts of reality, they nevertheless deserve serious attention, since they are founded on well-considered and comprehensive research. True, the similarities in the book between the foundations of Judaism and contemporary positivism may sometimes seem forced, the reviewer admits, but, generally, for anyone familiar with the history of philosophy, there is no doubt that Moses, as the founder of Judaism, could have arrived at an empiricist, scientific worldview. Russkij evrej obviously shares Simchowitz's conviction, that transcendentalist, speculative thinking is only a later phenomenon in human history, from a time when man began to overestimate his own spiritual power, whereas in early antiquity empiricism was rather the rule. For example, the Kant-Laplace nebular hypothesis for the formation of the universe, in which Simchowitz recognizes the foundations of Moses’ worldview, also has striking similarities with the theory of the ancient Ionian philosopher Anaximenes. The review concludes with the acknowledgement, that it would take a more thorough analysis than what is admitted in a short bibliographical note in order to assess the value and truth of Simchowitz's work, which does not appear as strikingly novel, but anyway must be regarded as a prominent phenomenon, worthy of serious attention.

To put the Jewish reception of Simchowitz, represented by the voices of Razsvet and Russkij evrej, in perspective, a comparison can be made with the short notice in the Chrsitian Orthodox Kievskie eparkhialnyja vedomosti (1881 no. 9), where the book is interpreted as a dismissal of morality in favour of natural law, which alone should rule the actions of man. In this way, the journal contends, not to give in to one’s urges becomes a sin for the Jew, and the law of Moses according to contemporary Judaism in effect preaches atheism. So the modern Jew has finally exchanged heaven for earth, and given up faith in an allmighty and just God, only to engage in the accumulation of earthly wealth through his ”Geschäfts”. This blatantly Judeophhobic or even antisemitic distortion of Simchowitz's view, as being atheist, nevertheless captures a fundamental difference between Judaism and Christian Orthodoxy, viz. the essential preoccupation of Judaism with the regulation of life on earth, rather than being concerned so much with an uncertain life after death. This general ”thisworldly” orientation of Judaism may in fact have contributed to the eagerness of some of the maskilim to accomodate Judaism with contemporary science.

8. Conclusion
The voices of Russian Jewish enlighteners such as Fin, Getts and Lur’e may not be representative of 19th century Russian Jewry in general, but they do represent some of the possible Jewish attitudes to science, given on the one hand the Russian social and intellectual environment and, on the other, the preoccupation of the Jews in the Russian empire with becoming emancipated, while retaining their own cultural and religious identity. The attempts at accomodating contemporary natural science with Judaism, suggesting the employment of scientific method to the study of Judaism itself in a Wissenschaft des Judentums, while drawing boundaries between religion and science, reflect this double mission of the Jewish enlighteners, the maskilim.

Two general ideas were dominating the conception of science in Russia at the time, positivism and evolutionism. To accomodate contemporary science with Judaism, therefore, meant responding in some way to these powerful currents of thought. In this process, it comes as no surprise, that one of the key concepts in the debate between the Jewish intellectuals becomes that of the existence of a purpose in nature and history. A strong sense of purpose has been recognized as a particular trait that permeates Jewish history :

No people has ever insisted more firmly than the Jews that history has a purpose and humanity a destiny. At a very early stage in their collective existence they believed they had detected a divine scheme for the human race, of which their own society was to be a pilot. They worked out their role in immense detail. They clung to it with heroic persistence in the face of savage suffering. Many of them believe it still.

(Johnson 1987:2)

On the other hand, there was the view of the natural sciences as being ”strangers to any kind of purpose” (see Pisarev’s remark, quoted above p. 3). Obviously, this constituted a problem that had to be dealt with by the Jewish enlighteners, if they wanted to reconcile Judaism and science. Simchowitz and Lur’e represent two different ways of responding to this challenge; the one by viewing purpose as something inherent in all natural phenomena, and thus fully reconcilable with science - pace Pisarev, the other by rejecting any individual purpose in nature, viewing it only as a possible end result of evolution. Similar attempts by Jews at retaining a notion of purpose while embracing a scientific worldviev was made elsewhere, like that of Joseph Krauskopf in the USA, who tried to reconcile evolution with the idea of Divine Providence, even going as far as equating the notion of God with an active, never-changing law of evolution, representing an order of teleology, that manifested purpose and design (Swetlitz 1999:230).

But, of course, this was far from being an internal Jewish problem. In fact, the shift from the idea of progress of the 18th century Enlightenment, as something carried out by means of a conscious effort of humans, to Evolution, as an objective law of nature, conscious or not, in effect opened up a new space for teleology, for the purposefulness of nature, even for the will of God - if one preferred that (cf. Lotman 1988:629). Even a renowned scientist as the Russian biologist Konstantin Timiriazev, an ardent Darwinist, left some space for purpose in nature. In a series of popular lectures in Moscow in the winter 1889-90, first published in Russkaja mysl' 1892-1895, he stated his belief:

Further we are convinced, that the historical process, that might serve as a key for the understanding of the present structure of the organic world, should explain to morphology the unity, and to physiology the perfection or purposefulness (tselesoobraznost') of every living thing.

(Timiriazev 1892:412)

A general conclusion to be drawn from this might be that the Jewish intelligentsia in late 19th century Russsia was in at least one sense already integrated or assimilated with their fellow Russian intellectuals, to the point of sharing with them some of the more important problems, as that of the reconciliation of science, history and religion. The Jewish attitudes to science that we have seen examples of do have some particular traits, pertaining exclusively to Judaism, e.g. the preoccupation with the survival of Jewish culture that we see among the adherents of Wissenschaft des Judentums, whereas other such attitudes have their counterparts also among the general Russian intelligentsia, e.g. the utilitarian effort of proving ”useful” to society, equally important to Fin, and to the heroes of Turgenev and Chernyshevskij.

In sum, then, for the Russian-Jewish intellectuals of the late 19th century, science was both a means, and an end in itself; it was a road to travel towards emancipation, but it was also the end product of enlightenment.

Joakim Philipson

August 2004
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�  Ru. orig.: ”Ì˚ÌÂ ÒÛ˘ÂÒÚ‚Û˛˘Ëﬂ Ó·˘ÂÒÚ‚ÂÌÌ˚ﬂ Ì‡ÛÍË ‰ÓÎÊÌ˚ ÓÊË‰‡Ú¸ Ò‚ÓÂ„Ó Ó·ÌÓ‚ÎÂÌËﬂ ÓÚ Ò·ÎËÊÂÌËﬂ Ò ÂÒÚÂÒÚ‚ÓÁÌ‡ÌËÂÏ”


� Ru. orig.: ”Pltcm ysyxt jnrhskcz yjdsq njhujdsq ljv> dtcmvf jhbubyfkmysq. Ä"njn ljv pfybvftncz hfcghjcnhfytybtv cdtltybq tcntcndjpyfybz. Dcktlcndbt njuj e yb[ ecnhjtyf ryb;yfz njhujdkz b nhb hfpf d ytltk/ ,sdf/n ge,kbxyst ktrwbb d Gfccf;t ...””” DAFR 38.1859.60


� Ru. orig.: ”ÖÒÚÂÒÚ‚ÓÁÌ‡ÌËÂ ÂÒÚ¸ Ì‡ÛÍ‡ Ó ‚ÒÂÎÂÌÌÓÈ, Ë [...] ﬂ‚ÎÂÌËﬂ Ó·˘ÂÒÚ‚ÂÌÌÓÈ ÊËÁÌË ÔÂ‰ÒÚ‡‚Îﬂ˛Ú ÌÂ ·ÓÎÂÂ Í‡Í Ó‰ÌÓ ËÁ Á‚ÂÌ¸Â‚ ‰ÎËÌÌÓÈ ˆÂÔË ﬂ‚ÎÂÌËÈ ÔËÓ‰˚.”


�  At the same time, it is a fact that the literacy rate among the Jews was considerably higher than that among the average of the rest of the population in the Russian empire. As late as 1897 the difference was still quite large; with 27,7% literacy for the total population in Russia, but 50,1% for the Jewish population. (Kniesmayer 1995).


� Hebrew: $ÏÎ˘‰Â ‰È· ¨vÚ„ Í˙‡Ó ÂÁ $‰È· ˘Â‡Ï „ÓÏÓÂ ¨˙Ú„ Ì„‡Ï ÔÂÁ ‰˙‡


$˙Ú„‰ ÔÂÁ ¨ÈÈ ¨‰˙‡ ÍÂ¯·


� Binah, and according to some kabbalists also da'at - which is but another grammatical form of de'ah, are seen by Jewish mysticists as being part of the so called sefirot, the emanations or manifestations of God in the world


�  Hebr.: ÏÈÎ˘‰Ï ıÚ‰ „ÓÁÂ ÌÈÈÚÏ ‡Â‰ ‰Â‡˙ ÈÎÂ ÏÎ‡ÓÏ ıÚ‰ ·Ây ÈÎ ‰˘‡‰ ‡¯˙Â


(Bereshit 3:6)


� Ru. orig.: ”Ä ÔÓÔÓ‚Â‰ÌËÍË Ú¸Ï˚, ‚ ÎËˆÂ Ó·˘ÂÒÚ‚ÂÌÌ˚ı ÏËÓÂ‰Ó‚, ˆ‡‰˚ÍÓ‚-¯‡Î‡Ú‡ÌÓ‚, ÚÂÏÌ˚ı ‰ÛıÓ‚Ì˚ı ‡‚‚ËÌÓ‚, ÔÓÔÓ‚Â‰ÌËÍÓ‚ Ë ‰Û„Ëı Ï‡ÍÓ·ÂÒÓ‚, Ì‡È‰ﬂ Û‰Ó·Ì˚È ÏÓÏÂÌÚ, Á‡·ËÎË ÚÂ‚Ó„Û Ó ÒÓ‚Â¯ÂÌÌÓÏ ËÁ„Ì‡ÌËË ÛÒÒÍ‡„Ó ﬂÁ˚Í‡ ËÁ Â‚ÂÈÒÍËı ‰ÓÏÓ‚.”


� Ru. orig.: ”ÑÓÎ„Ó‚Â˜ÌÓÂ ÒÛ˘ÂÒÚ‚Ó‚‡ÌËÂ Â‚ÂÈÒÍ‡„Ó Ì‡Ó‰‡ Ë ÛˆÂÎÂÌËÂ Â„Ó ÒÂ‰Ë ÔÓÒÚÓﬂÌÌ˚ı ·Â‰ÒÚ‚ËÈ ÒÓÒÚ‡‚ÎﬂÂÚ ÒÂ¸ÓÁÌÛ˛ Á‡‰‡˜Û ‚ ÙËÎÓÒÓÙËË ËÒÚÓËË. ÇÒﬂÍËÈ ·ÂÁÔËÒÚ‡ÒÚÌ˚È Ï˚ÒÎËÚÂÎ¸ ÒÓ„Î‡ÒËÚÒﬂ, ˜ÚÓ Ó‰Ì‡ ÚÓÎ¸ÍÓ ÏÓ˘Ì‡ﬂ ÒËÎ‡, ÎÂÊ‡˘‡ﬂ ‚ ÌÂ‰‡ı ˝ÚÓ„Ó Ì‡Ó‰‡, ÏÓ„Î‡ ÔÂ‰Óı‡ÌËÚ¸ Â„Ó ÓÚ  ÍÓÌÂ˜Ì‡„Ó ÒÓÍÛ¯ÂÌËﬂ. ùÚ‡ ÒËÎ‡ - Â„Ó ·ÓÊÂÒÚ‚ÂÌÌÓÂ Û˜ÂÌËÂ. éÌÓ-ÚÓ ÒÓÒÚ‡‚ÎﬂÂÚ ÊË‚ÓÚ‚Óﬂ˘ÂÂ Ì‡˜‡ÎÓ, ÍÓÚÓÓÂ, Û‰ÂÊË‚‡ﬂ ‚ÌÛÚÂÌ˛˛ Ò‚Ó˛ Ò‡ÏÓ·˚ÚÌÓÒÚ¸, ‚ ÚÓ ÊÂ ‚ÂÏﬂ ÔËÌ‡Ó‚ÎË‚‡ÂÚÒﬂ Ë ÍÓ ‚ÌÂ¯Ì˚Ï ‰ÂÈÒÚ‚ËﬂÏ, ÛÒÚ‡ÌﬂÂÚ ‚ÒÂ ÚÓ, ˜ÚÓ ÔÓÚË‚Ó·ÓÒÚ‚ÛÂÚ Â„Ó ‰ÛıÛ, ÔËÌËÏ‡ﬂ ÎË¯¸ ‚ÒÂ ÒÂ·Â „Ó‰ÌÓÂ, Ë ÔÂÂ‡·ÓÚ˚‚‡ﬂ Â„Ó ‚ Ò‚ÓË ÒÓÒÚ‡‚Ì˚Â ˜‡ÒÚË. ÅÂÁÔÂÒÚ‡ÌÌÓÂ ‚ÓÁÓÊ‰ÂÌËÂ Ë ‡Á‚ËÚËÂ ˝ÚÓ„Ó ‰ÛıÓ‚Ì‡„Ó Ì‡˜‡Î‡ Ï˚ Ì‡Á˚‚‡ÂÏ  ËÛ‰‡ËÁÏÓÏ.”


� Heb. orig.: Ì„Â ¯˘·Ï Â˙ÓÎÁÓ Ô˙˘ ... ≈ who gave of his wisdom to flesh and blood.


� Ru. orig.: ”ëÓÁÌ‡‚‡ﬂ ‚ÓÁ‚˚¯ÂÌÌÓÒÚ¸ ˜ÂÎÓ‚Â˜ÂÒÍÓÈ ‰Û¯Ë, ËÛ‰‡ËÁÏ Ò˜ËÚ‡ÂÚ Ì‡ÛÍÛ Â‰ËÌÒÚ‚ÂÌÌ˚Ï ÔÛÚÂ‚Ó‰ËÚÂÎÂÏ Í ÔÓÁÌ‡ÌË˛ ÅÓ„‡ Ë Î˛·‚Ë Í çÂÏÛ. (å‡ÈÏÓÌË‰. àÂÒÓ‰Â-É‡ÚÓ‡ 2.) í‡ÎÏÛ‰ËÒÚ˚ ‰‡ÊÂ ÒÓÒÚ‡‚ËÎË ÓÒÓ·ÓÂ ·Î‡„ÓÒÎÓ‚ÎÂÌËÂ ÅÓ„Û Ì‡ ÒÎÛ˜‡È ‚ÒÚÂ˜Ë Û˜ÂÌ‡„Ó, Í Í‡ÍÓÏÛ ·˚ Ì‡Ó‰Û ÓÌ ÌË ÔËÌ‡‰ÎÂÊ‡Î. éÌÓ Á‡ÍÎ˛˜‡ÂÚÒﬂ ‚ ÒÎÂ‰Û˛˘Ëı ÒÎÓ‚‡ı: "ÅÎ‡„ÓÒÎÓ‚ÂÌ í˚ ÉÓÒÔÓ‰¸, ÅÓ„ Ì‡¯, ñ‡¸ ‚ÒÂÎÂÌÌÓÈ, Û‰ÂÎË‚¯ËÈ í‚ÓÂ˛ ÏÛ‰ÓÒÚ¸˛ Ú‚‡¸ ÁÂÏÌÛ˛." éÌË ‰‡ÎÂÂ ÒÍ‡Á‡ÎË: äÚÓ ‚ ÒÓÒÚÓﬂÌËË Û˜ËÚÒﬂ ‡ÒÚÓÌÓÏËË Ë ‚ÒÂÏ ÒÓÂ‰ËÌÂÌÌ˚Ï Ò ÌÂ˛ Ì‡ÛÍ‡Ï, Ë ÔÂÌÂ·Â„‡ÂÚ ËÁÛ˜ÂÌËﬂ Âﬂ, Ó Ú‡ÍÓ‚ÓÏ ÒÍ‡Á‡Î ÔÓÓÍ: ”éÌË ÌÂ Ì‡·Î˛‰‡˛Ú Ú‚ÓÂÌËÈ ÅÓ„‡, ÌÂ ÁﬂÚ ÒÓÁ‰‡ÌËÈ ÛÍË Ö„Ó.” (àÒ. 5)”. 


Heb. orig of the final Biblical quotation: Â‡¯ ‡Ï ÂÈ„È ‰˘ÚÓÂ ÂËÈ·È ‡Ï ‰Â‰È ÏÚÙ ˙‡Â ; which also has been rendered as: 


”[...] who never give a thought to the plan of the Lord, and take no note of what he is designing.” - 


(The Prophets : a new translation of the Holy Scriptures according to  the Masoretic text. 2. ed. - Philadelphia : Jewish Publication Society of America, 1978.)


� Ru. orig.: ”äÓÌÂ˜ÌÓ, ÌÂÎ¸Áﬂ ÌÂ ÒÓ„Î‡ÒËÚ¸Òﬂ, ˜ÚÓ ÔÂ˜‡Î¸Ì˚ﬂ Ó·ÒÚÓﬂÚÂÎ¸ÒÚ‚‡ ÌÂ ÔÓËÁ‚ÂÎË ‚ Â‚ÂÂ ÌÂÍÓÚÓÓÈ Ì‡‚ÒÚ‚ÂÌÌÓÈ ÔÓ˜Ë:  ÔÓ ˜Û‚ÒÚ‚Û Ò‡ÏÓÒÓı‡ÌÂÌËﬂ ÓÌ ‰ÓÎÊÂÌ ·˚Î ÔÓ‰-˜‡Ò ÒÍ˚‚‡Ú¸Òﬂ, ÎËˆÂÏÂËÚ¸ Ë Â¯ËÚ¸Òﬂ Ì‡ ÔÂ‰ÓÒÛ‰ËÚÂÎ¸Ì˚Â ÔÓÒÚÛÔÍË. çÓ ˝ÚÓ ·˚Î ÚÓÎ¸ÍÓ ‚ÌÂ¯ÌËÈ Ì‡ÓÒÚ, ÍÓÚÓ˚È ÌÂ ÍÓÒÌÛÎÒﬂ Â„Ó ‚ÌÛÚÂÌÌﬂ„Ó Ó„‡ÌËÁÏ‡. èË ÔÂ‚ÓÈ ·Î‡„ÓÔËﬂÚÌÓÈ ÔÂÂÏÂÌÂ, ÔË ÔÂ‚ÓÏ ‚ÂﬂÌËË ˆÂÎÂ·Ì‡„Ó Ó·‡ÁÓ‚‡ÌËﬂ, ˝ÚÓÚ Ì‡ÓÒÚ ÒÔ‡‰‡ÂÚ Ò‡Ï ÒÓ·Ó˛. é·‡ÁÓ‚‡ÌÌ˚È Â‚ÂÈ ÌÂ ÔÓÏÌËÚ ÔÓ Ó„Ó˜ÂÌËﬂ, Ì‡ÌÂÒÂÌÌ˚ﬂ ÂÏÛ Ù‡Ì‡ÚËÁÏÓÏ ‚ ÔÓ¯Î˚ı ‚ÂÍ‡ı: Û˜‡ÒÚ‚Ûﬂ ‚ ÔÓˆÂÒÂ [sic!] ‡Á‚ËÚËﬂ ÒÓˆËﬂÎ¸ÌÓÈ Ë ÛÏÒÚ‚ÂÌÌÓÈ ÊËÁÌË, ÓÌ Ì‡‡‚ÌÂ ÒÓ ‚ÒÂÏË ÔÓ‰‚ËÁ‡ÂÚÒﬂ Ì‡ ÔÓÔË˘Â „‡Ê‰‡ÌÒÚ‚ÂÌÌÓÒÚË, Ë ÏÂÒÚ‡ÏË ÒÚ‡Î ÛÊÂ „‡Ê‰‡ÌËÌÓÏ ‚ ÔÓÎÌÓÏ Ë Ó·¯ËÌÓÚ [sic!] ÒÏ˚ÒÎÂ ˝ÚÓ„Ó ÒÎÓ‚‡.”


� Fin here refers to: La Kabbale ou la philosophie religieuse des Hebreux  / par Ad. Franck. - Paris, 1843


� Ru orig.: ”çÂËÁ‚ÂÒÚÌ˚È ‡‚ÚÓ ˝ÚÓÈ ÍÌË„Ë ‚Ë‰ËÚ ‚ ·ÂÁÍÓÌÂ˜ÌÓÏ Ú‚ÓÂÌËË Ó‰ÌÓ Â‰ËÌÒÚ‚Ó Ë ÒËÎËÚÒﬂ ÛÍ‡Á‡Ú¸ Ì‡ Â‰ËÌÛ˛, ‚Â˜ÌÛ˛ „‡ÏÓÌË˛, ˆ‡ÒÚ‚Û˛˘Û˛ ‚ Â‰ËÌÓÏ, ‚ÂÎËÍÓÏ Ë ÊË‚ÓÏ Ó„‡ÌËÁÏÂ ‚ÒÂÎÂÌÌÓÈ, ‡ ‚ ÔÓÒÚÂÔÂÌÌÓÏ ‡Á‚ËÚËË ·ÂÁÍÓÌÂ˜Ì‡„Ó ÏÌÓÊÂÒÚ‚‡ ˜ÎÂÌÓ‚ ˝ÚÓ„Ó Ó„‡ÌËÁÏ‡ ÔËÁÌ‡ÂÚ Â‰ËÌÓÂ Ì‡˜‡ÎÓ - ‚ÓÎ˛ ·ÂÁÍÓÌÂ˜Ì‡„Ó.*** (La Kabbale ou la philosophie religieuse des Hebreux par Ad. Franck. - Paris, 1843) ùÚÛ ‚ÂÎËÍÛ˛ ËÒÚËÌÛ, ‚˚ÒÍ‡Á‡ÌÌÛ˛ ‚ÔÂ‚˚Â ‚ «äÌË„Â Ú‚ÓÂÌËﬂ» ‚ ÒËÏ‚ÓÎË˜ÂÒÍËı ÙÓÏ‡ı, Ò‚ÓÈÒÚ‚ÂÌÌ˚ı „ÎÛ·ÓÍÓÈ ‰Â‚ÌÓÒÚË, ‚˚‡·ÓÚ˚‚‡ÎÓ ÒÂ·Â Ï‡ÎÓ-ÔÓ-Ï‡ÎÛ ÔÓÁ‰ÌÂÈ¯ÂÂ ‚ÂÏﬂ, Ë ‰Ó‚ÂÎÓ Ì‡ÍÓÌÂˆ ‰Ó Ì‡Û˜ÌÓÈ ÙËÎÓÒÓÙÒÍÓÈ ﬂÒÌÓÒÚË: ˝Ú‡ ËÒÚËÌ‡ ÎÂÊËÚ ‚ ÓÒÌÓ‚Â ÌÓ‚ÂÈ¯ÂÈ „ÂÏ‡ÌÒÍÓÈ ÙËÎÓÒÓÙËË ÉÂ„ÂÎﬂ.” (Ref. to Franck, op.cit., p. 162)


�  Ru. orig.: ”Ï˚ ÌË˜Â„Ó ÌÂ ‚˚Ë„‡ÂÏ, ÂÒÎË ·Û‰ÂÏ ÔËÒ‚ÓË‚‡Ú¸ ÒÂ·Â ‚ÂÎËÍËﬂ ÓÚÍ˚ÚËﬂ ÌÓ‚ÂÈ¯‡„Ó ‚ÂÏÂÌË, ÓÚ˙ËÒÍË‚‡ﬂ ‚ Ì‡¯Ëı ÔËÒ‡ÚÂÎﬂı Ì‡ÏÂÍË Ì‡ ˝ÚË ÓÚÍ˚ÚËﬂ. ÑÛ„ÓÂ ‰ÂÎÓ, ÂÒÎË ·˚ Ï˚, ÛÍÓ‚Ó‰ÒÚ‚ÛﬂÒ¸ ˝ÚËÏË ÚÂÏÌ˚ÏË Ë ‰‚ÛÒÏ˚ÒÎÂÌÌ˚Â Ì‡ÏÂÍ‡ÏË, ÒÚ‡ÎË Ò‡ÏÓÒÚÓﬂÚÂÎ¸ÌÓ ‡Á‡·‡Ú˚‚‡Ú¸ ‡ÁÎË˜Ì˚Â ‚ÓÔÓÒ˚, ÔÂ‰Î‡„‡ÂÏ˚Â ÒÓ‚ÂÏÂÌÌÓ˛ Ì‡ÛÍÓ˛, Ë ÔË¯ÎË ·˚ ‡Ì¸¯Â ‰Û„Ëı Í Ù‡ÍÚË˜ÂÒÍÓÏÛ ‡ÁÂ¯ÂÌË˛ ˝ÚËı ‚ÓÔÓÒÓ‚. é‰ÌÓ ÓÚÍ˚ÚËÂ, Ò‰ÂÎ‡ÌÌÓÂ ˝ÚËÏ ÔÛÚÂÏ, ‰‡ÎÓ ·˚ Ì‡Ï ·ÓÎ¸¯Â Ô‡‚‡ Ì‡ ÔËÁÌ‡ÚÂÎ¸ÌÓÒÚ¸ ‡Á‚Ë‚‡˛˘‡„ÓÒﬂ ˜ÂÎÓ‚Â˜ÂÒÚ‚‡, ˜ÂÏ ‚ÒÂ ˝ÚË ÓÒÚÓÛÏÌ˚ﬂ ‰Ó„‡‰ÍË Ë ÔÓÔ˚ÚÍË, ÔÓÒÂ‰ÒÚ‚ÓÏ ÍÓÚÓ˚ı ÔË‚ÂÊÂÌˆ˚ ÒÚ‡ËÌ˚ ÓÚ˙ËÒÍË‚‡˛Ú Ë Ì‡ıÓ‰ﬂÚ ‚ ÒÚ‡ËÌÌ˚ı ÚÂÍÒÚ‡ı ÔÓ˜ÚË ‚ÒÂ ÓÚÍ˚ÚËﬂ ÒÓ‚ÂÏÂÌÌÓÈ Ì‡ÛÍË, ‚ÒÂ ‚ÂÎËÍËﬂ ËÁÓ·ÂÚÂÌËﬂ ÌÓ‚ÂÈ¯‡„Ó ‚ÂÏÂÌË.”


� No doubt the author has in mind the infamous May Laws of 1882, "forbidding Jews to settle anew outside towns and hamlets and carry on any business on Sundays and Christian holydays" (Baron 1976:47)


�  Hebr. orig., misquoted by Getts: ‡yÁ ‡¯È ¯Â· ‡Ï 


( instead of the correct ‡yÁ ‡¯È ¯Â· ÔÈ‡) 


� The name of the author is interesting in its own right, since there is also a Russian rabbinical writer, by the name of Samuel Simchowitz of Slutsk, who wrote numerous essays appearing in the Russian press, refusing calls to the Orthodox rabbinate both in Vienna and Warsaw in the 1860’s, but accepted as a member of the great rabbinical synod held in St. Petersburg 1894. It is not known to me whether this Samuel Simchowitz was in any way related to the young Salomon Schachno; such a relationship might perhaps shed some extra light on the the work of the latter and its reception in Russia.


� Lur'e seems to have skipped over this part, since he unjustly reproaches Simchowitz for basing his presentation exclusively on the teaching of Moses himself, not taking into account the subsequent fundamental development of Judaism, citing as an example that could have strengthened Simchowitz's argumentation precisely the aformentioned Rabbi Narboni.


� Simchowitz' description, in a note, of the developmental progress (Ger. vorwärtsschreitende Entwicklung) as a process of condensation or concentration and isolation (Ger. Verdichtung und Sonderung) might indicate that he has read Spencer.


�  Such a view corresponds well with what is called hashgachah p’ratit in traditional Judaism, i.e. the idea of Divine Providence as interfering at any moment even in the minutest detail of life on Earth, so that the petals of a flower will not unfold, without God acting upon it.


�  Cf. Pirke Avot 4:2: ‰¯·Ú ‰¯·Ú ¯Î˘Â ‰ÂˆÓ ‰ÂˆÓ ¯Î˘˘ - ”for the reward of precept is precept, and the reward of transgression is transgression.”


�  Ru. orig.: ”ÖÒÎË· ˜ÂÎÓ‚Â˜ÂÒÍÓÏÛ ÛÏÛ ·˚Î‡ ‰ÓÒÚÛÔÌ‡ ‚Òﬂ ‚ÒÂÎÂÌÌ‡ﬂ, ‚Ó ‚ÒÂÏ Âﬂ Ó·˙ÂÏÂ, ÍÓÚÓ˚È, ÍÒÚ‡ÚË ÒÍ‡Á‡Ú¸, ÏÌÓ„ËÂ ÒÍÎÓÌÌ˚ Ò˜ËÚ‡Ú¸ ·ÂÁÔÂ‰ÂÎ¸Ì˚Ï, ÚÓ„‰‡ ÏÓÊÌÓ ·˚ÎÓ-·˚ „Ó‚ÓËÚ¸ Ó ÔÓﬂ‚Îﬂ˛˘ËıÒﬂ ‚Ó ‚ÒÂÎÂÌÌÓÈ ÔËÁÌ‡Í‡ı ÚÓ„Ó ËÎË ‰Û„‡„Ó ÔÂ‰Ì‡˜ÂÚ‡ÌÌ‡„Ó ÔÎ‡Ì‡; ÌÓ ÔÓÍ‡ ˜ÂÎÓ‚Â˜ÂÒÍËÈ ‚ÁÓ, ‚ÓÓÛÊÂÌÌ˚È Ò‡Ï˚ÏË „Ë„‡ÌÚÒÍËÏË ÓÔÚË˜ÂÒÍËÏË ÒÌ‡ﬂ‰‡ÏË, ÔÓÌËÍ‡ﬂ ‚ÒÂ ‰‡ÎÂÂ ‚ „ÎÛ·¸ ÔÓÒÚ‡ÌÒÚ‚‡, ËÏÂÂÚ Â˘Â ÌÂËÁÏÂËÏÓÂ ÔÓÎÂ ‰Îﬂ Ì‡·Î˛‰ÂÌËÈ, ÌËÍ‡ÍÓÈ Ó·˘ËÈ ÔÎ‡Ì ‚ÒÂÎÂÌÌÓÈ ‰Îﬂ ˜ÂÎÓ‚Â˜ÂÒÍ‡„Ó ÛÏ‡ ÌÂÛÎÓ‚ËÏ. èÎ‡Ì˚ ÏËÓÁ‰‡ÌËﬂ, ÍÓÚÓ˚Â ÔÓ ‚ÂÏÂÌ‡Ï ËÒÛ˛ÚÒﬂ ‚ÓÓ·‡ÊÂÌË˛ Î˛‰ÂÈ, ÌÂÔÂ˚‚ÌÓ ËÁÏÂÌﬂÂÚÒﬂ, Í‡Í ‚ Ó·˘ÂÏ, Ú‡Í Ë ‚ ˜‡ÒÚÌÓÒÚﬂı, Ô‡‡ÎÎÂÎ¸ÌÓ Ò ÔË‡˘ÂÌËÂÏ Á‡Ô‡Ò‡ ÁÌ‡ÌËﬂ, Ò ‚ÓÁ‚˚¯ÂÌËÂÏ ÛÓ‚Ìﬂ ÔÓÌËÏ‡ÌËﬂ ÔËÓ‰˚. [...] ÉÓ‚ÓËÚ¸ ÔÓ˝ÚÓÏÛ Ó ÒÓÓÚ‚ÂÚÒ‚ËË ‚ÒÂÎÂÌÌÓÈ ËÁ‚ÂÒÚÌÓÏÛ ÔÎ‡ÌÛ, Í‡Í Ó ‰ÓÒÚ‡ÚÓ˜ÌÓÏ ‡„ÛÏÂÌÚÂ ‚ ÚÓÏ ËÎË ‰Û„ÓÏ ‰ÓÍ‡Á‡ÚÂÎ¸ÒÚ‚Â, ÌÂ ËÏÂÂÚ ‡ÁÛÏÌ‡„Ó ÓÒÌÓ‚‡ÌËﬂ.” (ê‡ÁÒ‚ÂÚ¸ 1881 no. 49, col. 1939-1940)


�  Ru. orig.: ”ÒÓ‚ÓÍÛÔÌÓÒÚ¸ ‰‚ËÊÂÌËÈ ÓÚ‰ÂÎ¸Ì˚ı ˜‡ÒÚÂÈ ‚Â˘ÂÒÚ‚‡ ÔÓ ‡ÁÎË˜Ì˚Ï Ì‡Ô‡‚ÎÂÌËﬂÏ”


� This is a problem that we are still facing today, although we express it perhaps in a slightly different way: ”We have no idea at present how the modern human brain converts a mass of electrical and chemical discharges into what we experience as consciousness.” (Tattersall  2000).


� Ru. orig.: ”Ñ‚ËÊÂÌËÂ ÂÒÚ¸ ‚ÌÂ¯Ì‡ﬂ ÒÚÓÓÌ‡ ‚ÒﬂÍ‡„Ó ·˚Ú˚ﬂ; Ó˘Û˘ÂÌËÂ ÊÂ - Â„Ó ‚ÌÛÚÂÌÌﬂﬂ ÒÚÓÓÌ‡ ”


� Geschichte der Juden, B. 1, Einleitung, p. XXXI, 1874








